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" RETURN TO
LENINISM

“wWHAT IS NOW BEING DONE WITH MARX'S TEACHING 1S WHAT HAS HAPPENED IN

HISTORY MORE THAN ONCE

TO THE TEACHINGS OF REVOLUTIONARY THINKERS AND LEADERS OF OPPRESSED CLASSES IN THEIR
STRUGGLE FOR LIBERATION. OPPRESSING CLASSES REWARDED GREAT REVOLUTIONARIES IN THEIR LIFE-
TIME WITH UNCEASING PERSECUTION....AFTER THEIR DEATH ATTEMPTS ARE MADE TO MAKE THEM INTO

HARMLESS ICONS, AS IT WERE TO CANONISE THEM...”

sympathetic 1o organisations whose
leaderships have either converted
Leninism to a trendy, demagogic
liberalism or have dogmatised it beyond
recognition) that the time is now ripe
for them to return to Leninism.

A spectre has emerged once again, this
time to haunt not only Europe, but the
entire world. It is the spectre of Leninism
and in a few weeks we will see how the
bourgeoisie and the bureaucracy will try
to exorcise it. The mass media in the
capitalist world will observe Lenin’s
centenary by devoting all their energy to
prove that Lenin and Leninism is now
only of historical interest. In the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe the
bureaucracies will celebrate the occasion
by claiming that they are practising
Leninism in their respective countries.

The task which confronts
revolutionists throughout the world
today is to rescue Lenin from the
bear-hugs of the bourgeoisie and from
the dead hand of the decaying Kremlin
bureaucracy. That is why The Red Mole
has decided to commemorate the
centenary of Lenin’s birth by devoting
this issue in its entirety tp restating and
examining some of the basic concepts for
which Lenin fought and struggled all his
life. The fact that it is still necessary to
do this is an indication of the enormity
of the task involved in rehabilitating
Leninism today. There is a basic unity
underlying the material printed in this
issue, which includes a little known text
by Lenin on guerrilla warfare and
Trotsky’s brilliant exposition of the real
essence of Leninism in our epoch. There
are two main reasons why we have
published these texts in particular: first
to stress that Leninism today is of

THE BOURGEOISIE-HOW TO
DESTROY IT

The struggle against capitalism in Europe
which has acquired a new dynamic since
the pre-revolutionary crisis in France in
May 1968 and the social and economic
crisis which has existed in Italy through-
out 1969 has shown large numbers of
young militants the necessity of building
revolutionary organisations of the
working class and displacing the
hegemony enjoyed today by social-
democratic and Stalinist parties in the
labour movement. However it is worth
pointing out that many of these new
militants have come to this conclusion
in the process of struggle and not
merely through abstract propaganda.
The task before them now is the
construction of revolutionary
organisations. The experiences and

examples of the Bolshevik-Leninists are
an invaluable guide to the way forward.
But we have also to understand that
today, a hundred times more than in
Lenin’s time, we cannot merely confine
ourselves to building organisations in one
country. The increasing
internationalisation of capital over the
last few decades only serves to
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—LENIN, STATE AND REVOLUTION

Market—the Europe of monopoly
capitalism must be countered not by
retreating into chauvinistic responses ol
by ignoring the problem but by counte
Jposing the Europe of the workers and
revolutionary students—A United
Socialist Europe. It is obvious that the
struggle must take place increasingly or
a continental scale.

THE BUREAUCRACY—HOW TO
SMASH IT
At the same time as we struggle against
capitalism in Europe and the colonial
world, we must fully support the anti-
bureaucratic struggle of our comrades i
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.
Many of them are beginning a long
protracted struggle to smash the burea
cracy and replace it with Soviets, and
building organisations which are esseni
to make political revolution in their
countries. The bureaucracy cannot be
overthrown only in one country. It ha
to be overthrown in the Soviet Union
itself so that the real face of Leninism
can really be seen by the millions of
workers and students in Russia and
Eastern Europe; so that those who ha
distorted and mummified Leninism ca
be swept off the stage of history and
with the same broom which Lenin use
to overthrow capitalism in Russia.
Leninism is above all the unity of t
word and the deed, a unity which can
only be realised nationally within a
revolutionary organisation in which tt
experiences of all the revolutionary
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“‘Revisionist” is one the most powerful words in
the vocabulary of the mindless. There are useful
and correct ways of employing it but these
become progressively fewer as intra-left polemic
grows. Attempts to canonise Lenin and to
incorporate his work into the New Testament
of socialism are bred of a petty-bourgeois
liberal consciousness unable to cope with the
idea of revolution.

(“Left-Wing"” Communism: An Infantile
Disorder by V. 1. Lenin—available from Collets,
Pioneer Book Setvice and most left-wing
bookshops)

WHERE TO WORK

Lenin’s work is vast and inaccessible because it
represents campaign writing. He was a
pamphleteer, a polemicist and a fighter; he was
also a great thinker but his work has to be seen
in the context of the battles he was waging.
This is, of course, true of everyone but it is
quite acutely so in the case of Lenin. “Left-
Wing"” Communism has been a source document
for the left throughout the world ever since it
was written, and has probably been the base for
building more vicious and internecine
denunciation than anything else in the history
of socialist writing. Those of us not in the CP
and finding ourselves the subject of many of
these denunciations must look at this pamphlet
with care.

Lenin’s polemnic was directed against those,
particularly in Germany,but also elsewhere,
including many in the ranks of the Bolshevik
Party, who took what they felt to be an
uncompromisingly revolutionary line. These
comrades rejected all forms of activity that
might involve them in collaboration with organs
of the bourgeoisie. This meant no traditional
parliamentary opposition, no Trade Union
work, no attempt to use the bourgeois media
and so on. Lenin rejected this “‘ultra” attitude
as frivolous and went on:

“If you want to help the ‘masses’ and win
the sympathy and support of the ‘masses’, you
should not fear difficulties...but must
absolutely work wherever the masses are to be
found. You must be capable of any sacrifice...
in order to carry on agitation and propaganda
systematically, perseveringly, persistently and
patiently in those institutions, societies and
associations—even the most reactionary—in
which the proletarian or semi-proletarian masses
are to be found. The trade unions and the
workers' co-operatives (the latter sometimes, at
least) are the very organisations in which the
masses are to be found."”

Later, he attacks the claim made by “left"
communists that bourgeois parliaments are
politically obsolete on the ground that, at the
time of writing and in the years before, this
claim was demonstrably untrue, Their sheer

and of bourgeois rule made them the very
opposite of obsolete. Lenin continues:
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“We Bolsheviks ici in the most
own that participation was not
only useful but indispensable to the party of

the revolutionary proletariat...If a parliament
becomes an organ and a “‘centre’...of counter-
revolution...then it follows that the workers
must prepare—ideologically, politically and
technically—for the struggle of the Soviets
against parliament...But it does not at all follow
that this dispersal [ of parliament] is hindered,
or is not facilitated, by the presence of a Soviet
opposition within the counter-revolutionary
parliament...We know perfectly well that the
dispersal of the Constituent Assembly on
January 5, 1918 was not hampered but was
actually facilitated by the fact that, within the
counter-revolutionary Cnstituent Assembly
which was about to be dispersed, there was a
consistent Bolshevik; as well as an inconsistent
Left Socialist-Revolutionary, opposition.”

THE ENTRY TACTIC

Quite aside from the need to use the traditional
bourgeois forms as a means of making and
maintaining contact with the mass of workers
on the one hand and of forming a sort of
revolutionary fifth column on the other, Lenin
saw the need to make careful distinctions in the
nature of what was being opposed. Within the
bourgeoisie there are differences of approach,
differences of direction and control, all of
which must be exploited; and that is not some-
thing we can do by heroic withdrawal from the
scene of battle. Moreover there is the very
important tactic of temporary collaboration.
Lenin used as his example the situation in
Britain during the struggle between the Labour
Party and Lloyd George’s hoped-for Liberal-
Conservative axis. Lloyd George's purpose was
the defeat of the Labour Party which had
become a real threat to the divided right. It was
Lenin’s thesis that even though a Labour
parliament would go the way of the continental
social democrats and betray the cause of the
working class, what was important was to give
the working class some experience of
parliamentary power, to demonstrate the
impossibility of achieving revolution through
the left liberalism of the British Labour Party
and to further the principle of attacking the
situation from within. All three objectives could
be achieved if the genuine left would recognise

the imnortance of this kind nf tartin-

they want to assume power (though they would
prefer a coalition with the bourgeoisie), that
they want to ‘rule’ along the old bourgeois lines
and that when they are in power they will
certainly behave like the Scheidemanns and
Noskes. All that is true. But...in the interests of
the revolution, working-class revolutionaries
should give these gentlemen a certain amount
of parliamentary support.”

If any justification for Lenin’s tactics is
needed, it is easy to find. First, these were the
tactics used very successfully by the Bolsheviks.
Second, the analysis of the political situation in
the rest of Europe in the early '20s left very
little alternative. “Left-Wing' Communism
clearly grows out of Lenin's experience with the
Anarchists and the Social Revolutionaries, both
of whom worked for more precipitate action
than that engaged in by the Bolsheviks. It is
impossible now to say whether either of these
groups would have been capable of carrying
through the revolution with any success—we
only know that the Bolsheviks, largely through
the brilliant work of Lenin and Trotsky,
prevailed, particularly at the first All-Russian
Congress of the Soviets (Petrograd, June 1917),
and that it was the Bolsheviks who led and won
the revolution.

GUIDELINE

Lenin's analysis in this pamphlet and in other
letters and speeches has been the guideline to
the greater part of left political activity ever
since, and this is particularly so in the case of
the Communist Parties of Western Europe. Our
problem is that Lenin's polemic has been trans-
ferred wholesale as a means of attack on those
of us who feel that the groups of the traditional
left have adopted an incorrect and self-defeating
course. The reaction of the “old"’ left to the
“new’’ has been very curious, for it has
consisted in nervous glances at the Lenin
polemic rather than in any attempt to discover
whether, in fact, a new analysis is not needed.
This is particularly sad, for Lenin (in this
pamphlet above all) demonstrated the way in
which Marxist thinking could be developed to
meet particular situations. It is our contention
that a Marxist analysis of the contemporary
British situation makes the parliamentary tactic
adopted by the Bolsheviks in the years before
and through the revolution of no immediate
value,

NEO-CAPITALISM

Capitalism has changed into a very different
beast from that of the 1920s. Its expansionist,
profit-orientated and exploitative nature has

its methods, its priorities, its organisations, its
controls and, particularly, its power haveall
changed, sharpened and expanded. It has
developed the tactic of reform as a means of
self-preservation to an extraordinary degree. In
a way not yet fully analysed by the left, it has
even reduced the role of its own bourgeois
parliamentary system and shifted the locus of
power more completely to the apparatus of
government and to the large capital amalgams.
The extent to which the official unions have
sold out and the degree to which the TUC is
now a mere instrument of governmental
appeasement is a matter of common knowledge.
The Labour governments forecast by Lenin
have come and gone the way of the corrupt
social democrats—Harold (Noske) Wilson is the
consensus symbol.

“Left-Wing" Communism still has much to
say to us. We must of course conduct the fight
as part of the masses (we must, incidentally,
reject the bourgeois sneer that to be an
intellectual or to be a member of a small
Socialist group is somehow not to be a worker).
But the workers who are prepared to fight are
often not in the leadership of the Trades Unions
or members of the Labour Party. They are to be
found somewhere else—they are supporting
their shop-stewards in the face of official union
disapproval, they are squatting in empty houses,
they are banding into tenants’ groups, they are
demonstrating for Vietnam. To continue to
fight parliamentary battles, to engage in the old-
style negotations with the bosses is to give
ourselves and our comrades not the experience
of power, but the experience of emasculation.

Left communism still exists and it still
presents its problems. But a more serious threat
has come from Right/Reformist “communism"”
whose hand has bureaucratised the movement.
As Lenin’s centenary falls we can once more
quote the final words of his pamphlet with
confidence:

“World revolution has received such a
powerful impetus and acceleration from the
horrors, vileness and abominations of the world
imperialist war and from the hopelessness of the
situation it created—this revolution is developing
in breadth and depth with such magnificent
rapidity, with such a splendid variety of
changing forms, with such instructive practical
refutation of all doctrinairism, that there is
every reason to hope for a rapid and complete
recovery of the international communist
movement...”"

Onlv the last words: “fram the infantila Adie
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The first thesis of Leninism, the premises of all
his writings and actions as Lukacs indicates in
his brilliant study of Lenin, is the actuality of
the revolution. With imperialism the objective
historical possibility and necessity of over-
throwing capitalism presented itself on a global
scale. Unshakeable in his conviction that
revolution was on the order of the day he
devoted his astonishing intellect and will to its
preparation.

t is most instructive to note that Lenin, who
demonstrated to the highest degree this
commitment to the proletarian revolution and
its victory, was also the least prone to the old
idealist/inevitablist notion that the
contradiction of capitalism would explode
where it achieved its purest incarnation. He
replaced the perennial belief that capitalism
would suddenly be overtaken by a revolution
radiating out from its heartlands by the theory
that the imperialist chain must first break at its
weakest link and that it was precisely these
weak links which presented the point of
insertion par excellence for revolutionary
practice. Revolution would not occur where
the bourgeoisie and proletariat were both
strongest but rather where the export of
capital and war (two aspects of the same
phenomenon: imperialism) combined to
enfeeble the local capitalist class and awaken
the mass of workers and peasants,

For the idealist Marxists as much as for the
anaschists the new social order is immanent
within the oid. Capitalist society is riven by one
ﬁw contradiction: Bourgeois/

Pro ian, Oppressors/Oppressed, Rulers/
Ruled. Revolutionary propaganda consists in
denouncing this relation, revolutionary action
in suppressing it in favour of the spontancous
harmony of social relations once the oppressors
have been removed. The dialectic at work here
is rooted in the subjectivity of the revolutionary
and is in this sense profoundly idealist. Even
though it appears to recognise the independent
reality of the social world this is a counterfeit
materialism since it conceives that world as
prestructured by the revolutionary project.

Louis Althusser has recently emphasised the
radically different dialectic underlying Lenin’s
thought and action. With increasing clarity
Lenin became aware of the implications for
practice of the mature Marx’s break with all his
predecessors and with his own youth. The
bourgeois order on a national or international
scale had an already-given complexity which
cannot be conjured away by even the most
impatient slogan. However partially or
provisionally, this structure and its weak links
must be deciphered by the revolutionary for it
is the field of his practice. As Althusser puts it
in his essay “‘On the Materialist Dialectic™

* .the theory of the ‘weakest link’ is
identical with the theory of the ‘decisive’ link.
Once we have realised this we can return to
Lenin with a quiet mind. However much any
ideologist tries to bury him beneath a proof by
historical analysis, there is always this one little
man standing there in the plain of history and
our lives, that eternal ‘current situation’. He
goes on talking, calmly or passionately. He goes
on talking to us about something quite simple:
about his revolutionary practice, aboul the
practice of the class struggle, in other words,
about what makes it possible to act on history
from within the sole history present. about
what is specific in the contradiciion and in the
dialectic, about the specific difference in the
contradiction which quite simply allows us, not
to demonstrate or explairt the ‘inevitable’
revolutions post festum, birt to ‘make’ them in
our unique present, or, as Marx profoundly
formulated it, to make the dialectic into a
revolutionary methed, rather than the theory
of the fait accompli.”

What then are the consequences of the
materialist dialectic for revolutionary practice
which makes this altogether arrogant,
unnecessary presumption that man can “make”
his history in the revolutionary process. To
begin with it means that no revolutionary
should allow himself to imagine that the
established society furnishes ready-made that
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revolutionary ciasses. It 1s precisely the task of
political practice to encourage that degree of
inter-class harmony which scientific analysis
reveals to be possible, not to invoke the
rhetorical concept “‘the people” as if it could
magically dissolve the real social antagonisms
generated by capitalist society.

We can see here the domain of theoretical
practice which must refuse to allow the
concepts and notions generated spontaneously
by capitalist society to impose on it. As Marx
says in Capital there would be no need for
science if appearance coincided with essence.
Revolutionaries need to know the essential
rather than the apparent workings of the socisl
system (though one should add in parenthess
that matenalism and explains the
being of the appearance, too), The lived reality
of capitalist society should be the starting point
of both revolutionary theory and revolutionary

clice but their vocation must be to trans-

orm both by acting on the real contradictions
to be discovered within it. The revolutionary
armed with that concrete analysis of a concrete
situation which Lenin called the living soul of
Marxism should have a provisional conception
of the structures of power and of social forces
within the social formation. In this sense,
theory is certainly not confined to critiques of
the established society and its ideolpgies, nor is
political practice confined to exhorting the
ideal to emerge from the wings of history.

As | have used more than once the delicate
concept “‘spontaneity”, perhaps I should
clarify what I believe Lenin meant by his
celebrated but perhaps little understood critique
of it within the revolutionary movement. First,
it must be emphasised that the sponlaneous
resistance of the masses to capitalism was some-
thing to he cherished as the most precious
aspect of the workers' movement:
revolutionaries were urged to “learn ‘rom the
masses”, to “take up and develop” the new
forms of action which a mass struggle always
throws up. Nobody has been more Leninist than
those Asian revolutionaries who took up and
developed the spontaneous revolts of the
peasantry, in the process transforming a social
phenomenon which seemed always to be fated
to heroic failure into the invincible flood of
social revolution which is cleansing a continent
of imperialist exploitation and oppression.
What separates the glorious Tai Pings and
Boxers from the mighty Peoples Liberation
Army is really nothing but that slim pamphlet
“Report of an Investigation of the Peasant
Movement in Hunan™ and a few other
distillations and clarifications of the
revolutionary practice of people’s war, Perhaps
these strange Asian revolutionaries can help us

to understand our own traditions of
revolutionary thought better. The spontaneity
that Lenin assailed was that of the capitalist
system itself, Because of his profound
conviction that the revolution was actual he
could not allow it to be thought that bourgeois
society was destined to carry out itself the
death sentence passed against it. He was, for
example, concerned to refute the notion that
economie or trade union struggles necessarily
lead to revolution or socialism. Left to them-
selves such struggles would inevitably remain
under the domininn of haurgenis ideoloev.

Today much of Lenin’s critique of
economism is not difficult to accept for most
Western revolutionaries, Unfortunately, it has
been replaced by other versions of the cult of
spontaneity which a Leninist standpoint must
equally reject. Lenin, who fought so
determinedly dgainst the notion that there was
a spontaneous proletarian socialist
consciousness would have been absolutely rigid
with horrorat the “theory” that such groups
as the “new” working class, middle strata,”
intellectual workers or some group of petit-
bourgeois could have spontaneous access to
such consciousness.

Some European theorists have argued that
these strata are bound to demand increasing
autonomy within their work situation and that
this is a naturally socialist demand. Now it is, |
think, true that the new. petit-bourgeois strata
do have at least this in common with the
classical small producers of early capitalism,

a strong identification with their occupational
skill and a strong resentment of the capitalist
system where it encroaches or limits that skill,
But just as they have, in a necessarily different
form, some of the same revolutionary
potentialities of the old-style petit-bourgeoisie,
so also they are not exempt from some of its
reactionary possibilities either. Their usual role
within the structure of authority or
manipulation within late capitalism, and their
cultural traditions all help to make this the case,
not to speak of the inconvenient fact that these
strata are usually small-scale owners of
productive property in the form of the various
on plans and insurance policies whi
invariably concomitants of the jobs !

It is difficult to know which social class will
next be promoted as the spontancous author
of truly socialist consciousness, but for
revolutionaries revolution must remain, as it
was for Lenin, a creative, conscious, collective
act which cannot be achieved in the twilight
realm of ideology nor by relying on bourgeois
society to fashion a naturally socialist
consciousness, Capitalist society may produce
its own gravediggers: but it is up to the latter to
glay the monster and inter it in its grave. 1 hope
| have not overstressed the voluntaristic
content in Lenin’s thought—-though if | have
maybe some polemic corrective was needed to
dispel prevailing misinterpretations.

The lonely intellectual in his study is, of
course, no more capable of generating a fully
adequate socialist theory. His privileged access
to culture and research facilities certainly do
not carry him as far as this. The truth is, of
course, that revolutionary theory develops and
sharpens in the interaction and dialectic
between revolutionary intellectual and mass
activity. The space where this interaction occurs
is the revolutionary party and in the long run
without a revolutionary party there will be no
accumulation and cross-fertilisation of practice
and theory.

In Defence of the Leninist Party

Let us begin where Lenin did, with the battle
against Menshevism in the ranks of Russian
social democracy. What was the kernel of this
conflict at the time of its inception? First, it
was not really about the programme of the
Party, though there were programmatic
differences—on the peasantry and its role in the
revolution for example—which were later to
become very acute. The elementary cause of
the conflict was the famous Clause One of the
Party Statutes. Lenin wanted to insist that a
party member should not only support the
essential programme of the Party but that each
member should have a duty to be directly active
in it. Active, that is to say, in the discussion,
formulation and execution of policy, This was
really a quite logical corollary of the idea he
had already enunciated in What is to be Done?
that the Party should be an organisation of
professional revolutionaries.

All this was in the greatest contrast, though
Lenin may have been only half aware of this at
the time, with the practice of the German Social
Democratic Party which complacently prided
itself on its huge paper membership and its
throng of ancillary organisations. Today, the
large revisionist parties have very similar
. —.wivd, wapecially the key vne of a 1aige mass
of passive sympathisers actually inside the
Party. a continual burden on the activists who
have to service them and a docile block vote

fundamental principle of the personal
participation of every member with its essen|
activities. It is this militancy which, as Lucio
Magri has argued, is the hallmark of the
revolutionary communist. Of course, on this
cornerstone a good or bad edifice will be
constructed—but either way it will tend to b
strong one. A good organisation will be one {
combines militancy with genuine democratic
centralism. That is full and unfettered
democracy as regards discussion of policy
together with firmsdiscipline and unity in
action. It is necessary to emphasise that the
democracy in democratic centralism always
included the right to form tendencies and
factions in the Bolshevik Party up until 192]
and that during the early years of the
constituent ;
organisation often intervened to prevent the
annihilation of minority tendencies. In'fact
Lenin’s own practice should be closely studi
here. How did he come to be in the same Par
and section of a Party as Bukharin, how is th
Kamenev and Zinoviev were allowed not onl)
to remain in the Party but to retain their Par
positions after their opposition to the
October insurrection? How is it that Lenin
could tolerate Bogdanov and Lunacharsky, |
notorious “god-builders” in the Bolshevik
Party? His pamphlet Ultra-Leftism—an Infan
Disorder of Communism is another case in
point: it is certainly not the one-sided rejecti
ultra-leftism which some of those who qu
it selectively try to make out. In fact Lenin
stresses that the spirit of the ultra-leftists is j
what is needed in the revolutionary moveme
Lenin pays as eloquent a tribute to leftism ir
this pamphlet as Marx and Engels paid to
capitalism in The Communist Manifesto and
the same reason—only by acknowledging its
strength and historical merits could it be ove
come,

He emphasised more than once that diver
helped to maintain a certain flexibility, fight
spirit and dialectical preparedness within the
revolutionary organisation. The revolutionarn
Party is precisely the place where the diverse
currents and sectors which go to make up th
revolutionary movement meet to achieve a
similar perspective and common purpose.

The charge that the Leninist Party is elitil
is in a way true, But then capitalism generaty
the most harsh inequalities in opporfunities |
every sort, because there is vastly unequal
provision of education, culture and free time
(which is not to say that being spared an ext
dose of bourgeois culture may not be good |
for a revolutionary). Also the dominating
structure of capitalist society creates certain
especially efficacious regions for actions agai
it. The class from whom the social surplus is
sxtracted clearly has a strategic potential wh
is much larger than its numbers. The first
guarantees that should be sought are in the
internal structure of the organisation. Anyth
else is not a genuine anti-elitism but a tolera
of the existing deformities of social inequalil
within capitalist society. The important thin
that the Party should itself incarnate the
superior organising principle which the
revolution represents and in contemporary
Western capitalism this must involve a reject
of bureaucracy and top-down control—thou
of course, this does not mean all differentiat
of function within the revolutionary ranks. |
practice all these desirable qualities are nevel
the consequence of constitutions, however
formally democratic, but rather of the
dedication and vigilance of the Party militan
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This little-known piece by Lenin is both a good
example of his ceaseless struggle against
conservative dogmatic distortions of Marxism
and a demonstration of his own revolutionary
method of analysis. It is also relevant to the
understanding of the armed struggles being
puarsued throughout the world today. The
wrticle was written in 1906 before Kautsky and
the European Social-Democratic parties had
degenerated. The Cadets and Bezzaglavisi which
Lenin mentions were right-wing liberal groups.
The Black Hundreds were the Tzarist political
police. Blanquism refers to a belief originating
wmong French socialists that the revolution
gould be achieved by a small conspiratorial
group cut off from the masses seizing control of
ghe central government. The Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party was the party of
which the Bolsheviks formed the revolutionary
Wiy

I Forms of Struggle

L2t us begin from the beginning. What are the
fundamental demands which every Marxist
should make of an examination of the question
of forms of struggle? In the first place, Marxism
giffers from all primitive forms of socialism by
pot binding the movement to any one particular
form of struggle. It recognises the most varied
forms of struggle; and it does not “concoct™
them, but only generalises, organises, gives
gonscious expression to those forms of struggle
of the revolutionary classes which arise of
themselves in the course of the movement.
Absolutely hostile to all abstract formulas and
%0 all doctrinaire recipes, Marxism demands an
#itentive attitude to the mass struggle in
progress, which, as the movement develops, as
the class-conscioussness of the masses grows,

% economic and political crises become acute,
sontinually gives rise to new and more varied
methods of defence and attack. Marxism,
therefore, positively does not reject any form
of struggle. Under no circumstances does
Marxism confine itself to the forms of struggle
possible and in existence at the given moment
ealy, recognising as it does that new forms of
struggle, unknown to the participants of the
pwen period, inevitably arise as the given social
stuation changes. In this respect Marxism
Searns, if we may so express it, from mass
practice, and makes no claim whatever to feach
the masses forms of struggle invented by
“systematisers” in the seclusion of their studies.
We know—said Kautsky, for instance, when
gxamining the forms of social revolution—that
the coming crisis will introduce new forms of
struggle that we are now unable to foresee.

In the second place, Marxism demands an
absolutely historical examination of the
guestion of the forms of struggle. To treat this
guestion apart from the concrete historical
wituation betrays a failure to understand the
madiments of dialectical materialism. At different
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stages of economic evolution, depending on
differences in political, national-cultural, living
and other conditions, different forms of struggle
come to the fore and become the principal
forms of struggle; and in connection with this,
the secondary, auxiliary forms of struggle
undergo change in their turn. To attempt to
answer yes or no to the question whether any
particular means of struggle should be used,
without making a detailed examination of the
congrete situation of the given movement at the
given stage of its development, means
completely to abandon the Marxist position.
These are the two principal theoretical
positions by which we must be guided. The
history of Marxism in Western Europe
provides an infinite number of examples
corroborating what has been said. European
Social-Democracy at the present time regards
parliamentarism and the trade union movement
as the principal forms of struggle; it recognised
insurrection in the past, and is quite prepared
to recognise it, should conditions change, in the
future—despite the opinion of bourgeois
liberals like the Russian Cadets and the
Bez:zaglavtsi. Social-Democracy in the seventies
rejected the general strike as a2 social panacea,
as a means of overthrowing the bourgeoisie at
one stroke by non-political means—but Social-
Democracy fully recognises the mass political
strike (especially after the experience of Russia
in 1905) as one of the methods of struggle
essential under certain conditions. Social-
Democracy recognised street barricade fighting
in the forties, rejected it for definite reasons at
the end of the nineteenth century, and
expressed complete readiness to revise the latter
view and to admit the expediency of barricade
fighting after the experience of Moscow, which
in the words of K. Kautsky, initiated new
tactics of barncade fighting.

I1. Armed Struggle

Having established the general Marxist
propositions, let us turn to the Russian
revolution. Let us recall the historical develop-
ment of the forms of struggle it produced. First
there were the economic strikes of workers
(1896 - 1900), then the political demonstrations
of workers and students (1901-02), peasant
revolts (1902), the beginning of mass political
strikes variously combined with demonstrations
(Rostov 1902, the strikes in the summer of
1903, January 9, 1905), the all-Russian political
strike accompanied by local cases of barricade
fighting (October 1905), mass barricade fighting
and armed uprising (1905, December), the
peaceful parliamentary struggle (April-June
1906), partial military revolts (June 1905 - July
1906) and partial peasant revolts (autumn 1905-
autumn 1906).

Such is the state of affairs in the autumn of
1906 as concerns forms of struggle in general.
The “retaliatory” form of struggle adopted by
the autocracy is the Black-Hundred pogrom,
from Kishinev in the spring of 1903 to Sedlets
in the autumn of 1906. All through this period
the organisation of Black-Hundred pogroms and
the beating up of Jews, students, revolutionaries
and class-conscious workers continued to
progress and perfect itself, combining the
violence of Black-Hundred troops with the
violence of hired ruffians, going as far as the use

of artillery in villages and towns w.w mMerging
with punitive expeditions, punitive trains and so
torth.

Such is the principal background of the
picture. Against this background there stands
out—unquestionably as something partial,
secondary and auxiliary—the phenomenon to
the study and assessment of which the present
article is devoted. What is this phenomenon?
What are its forms? What are its causes? When
did it arise and how far has it spread? What is its
significance in the general course of the
revolution? What is its relation to the struggle
of the working class organised and led by Social-
Democracy? Such are the questions which we
must now proceed to examine after having
sketched the general background of the picture.

The phenomenon in which we are interested
is the armed struggle. It is conducted by
individuals and by small groups. Some belong
to revolutionary organisations, while others (the
majority in certain parts of Russia) do not
belong to any revolutionary organisation.
Armed struggle pursues two different aims,
which must be strictly distinguished. In the first
place, this struggle aims at assassinating
individuals, chiefs and subordinates in the army
and police; in the second place, it aims at the
confiscation of monetary funds both from the
government and from private persons. The
confiscated funds go partly into the treasury of
the Party, partly for the special purpose of
arming and preparing for an uprising, and partly
for the maintenance of persons engaged in the
struggle we are describing. The big
expropriations (such as the Caucasian, involving
over 200,000 rubles, and the Moscow, involving
875,000 rubles) went in fact first and foremost
to revolutionary parties—small expropriations
go mostly, and sometimes entirely, to the
maintenance of the “expropriators”. This form
of struggle undoubtedly became widely
developed and extensive only in 1906, i.. after
the December uprising. The intensification of
the political crisis to the point of armed
struggle and, in particular, the intensification of
poverty, hunger and unemployment in town
and country, was one of the important causes
of the struggle we are describing. This form of
struggle was adopted as the preferable and even
exclusive form of social struggle by the
vagabond elements of the populatign, the
lumpen proletariat and anarchist grups.
Declaration of martial law, mobilisation of

fresh troops, Black-Hundred pog (Sedlets),
and military courts must be regdiiss the
“retaliatory”” form of struggle i by the

autocracy.

I, “Anarchism™

The usual appraisal of the struggle we are
describing is that it is anarchism, Blanquism, the
old terrorism, the acts of individuals isolated
from the masses, which demoralise the workers,
repel wide strata of the population, disorganise
the movement and injure the revolution.
Examples in support of this appraisal can easily
be found in the events reported every day in

the newspapers.

But are such examples convineing? In order
to test this, let us take a locality where the form
of struggle we are examining is most developed
—the Lettish territory. This is the way Novoye
Vremya (in its issues of September 9 and 12)
complains of the activities of the Lettish Social-
Democrats. The Lettish Social-Democratic
Labour Party (a section of the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party) regularly issues its
paper in 30,000 copies. The announcement
columns publish lists of spies whom it is the
duty of every decent person to exterminate.
People who assist the police are proclaimed
“enemies of the revolution™, liable to execution
and, moreover, to confiscation of property. The
public is instructed to give money to the Social-
Democratic Party only against signed and
stamped receipt. In the Party’s latest report,
showing a total income of 48,000 rubles for the
year, there figures a sum of 5,600 rubles
contributed by the Libau branch for arms
which was obtained by expropriation. Naturally,
Novoye Vremya rages and fumes against this
“revolutionary law”’, against this “terror
government”.

Nobody will be so bold as to call these
activities of the Lettish Social-Democrats
anarchism, Blanquism or terrorism. But why?
Because here we have a elear connection
between the new form of struggle and the up-
rising which broke out in December and which
is again brewing. This connection is not so
perceptible in the case of Russia as a whole, but
it exists. The fact that “guerrilla” warfare
became widespread precisely after December,
and its connection with the accentuation.not
only of the economic crisis but also of the
political crisis is beyond dispute. The old
Russian terrorism was an affair of the
intellectual conspirator; §pday as a general rule
guerrilla warfare is wagediy the worker
combatant, or simply e unemployed



worker. Blanquism and anarchi$m casily occur
to the minds of people who have a weakness for
stereotype: but under the circumstances of an
uprising, which are so apparent in the Lettish
Territory, the inappropriateness of such trite
labels is only too obvious.

The example of the Letts clearly
demonstrates how incorrect, unscientific and
unhistorical is the practice so very common
among us of analysing guerrilla warfare without
reference to the circumstances of an uprising.
These circumstances must be bome in mind, we
must reflect on the peculiar features of an inter-
mediate period between big acts of insurrection,
we must realise what forms of struggle inevitably
arise under such circumstances, and not try to
shirk the issue by a collection of words learned
by rote, such as are used equally by the Cadets
and the Novoye Vremya-ites: anarchism,
robbery, hooliganism!

*Disorganisation™

It is said that guerrilla acts disorganise our
work. Let us apply this argument to the
situation that has existed since December 1905,
to the period of Black-Hundred pogroms and
martial law. What disorganises the movement
more in such a period: the absence of resistance
or organised guerrilla warfare? Compare the
centre of Russia with her western borders, with
Poland and the Lettish Territory. It is
unquestionable that guerrilla warfare is far more
widespread and far more developed in the
western border regions. And it is equally
unquestionable that the revolutionary move-
ment in general, and the Social-Democratic
movement in particular, are more disorganised
in central Russia than in the western border
regions. Of course, it would not enter our heads
to conclude from this that the Polish and
Lettish Social-Democratic movements are less
disorganised thanks to guerrilla warfare. No.
The only conclusion that can be drawn is that
guerrilla warfare is not to blame for the state of
disorganisation of the Social-Democratic
working-class movement in Russia in 1906.

“National Oppression”

Allusion is often made in this respect to the
peculiarities of national conditions. But this
allusion very clearly betrays the weakness of the
current argument. If it is a matter of national
conditions then it is not a matter of anarchism,
Blanguism or terrorism~sins that are common
to Russia as a whole and even to the Russians
especially—but of something else. Analyse this
something else concretely, gentlemen! You will
then find that national oppression or
antagonism explain nothing, because they have
always existed in the western border regions,
whereas guerrilla warfare has been engendered
only by the present historical period. There are
many places where there is national oppression
and antagonism, but no guerrilla struggle, which
sometimes develops where there is no national
oppression whatever. A concrete analysis of the
question will show that it is not a matter of
national oppression, but of conditions of
insurrection. Guerrilla warfare is an inevitable
form of struggle at a time when the mass move-
ment has actually reached the point of an

uprising and when fairly large intervals occur
between the “big engagements™ in the civil war.

It is not guerrilla actions which.disorganise
the movement, but the weakness of a party
which is incapable of taking such actions under
its control. That is why the anathemas which we
Russians usually hurl against guerrilla actions go
hand in hand with secret, casual, unorganised
guerrilla actions which really do disorganise the
Party. Being incapable of understanding what
historical conditions give rise to this struggle,
we are incapable of neutralising its deletorious
aspects. Yet the struggle is going on. It is
engendered by powerful economic and political
causes. [t is not in our power to eliminate these
causes or to eliminate this struggle. Our
complaints against guerrilla warfare are
complaints against our Party weakness in the
matter of an uprising.

“Demoralisation”

What we have said about disorganisation also
applies to demoralisation. It is not guerrilla
warfare which demoralises, but unorganised,
irregular, non-party guerrilla acts. We shall not
rid ourselves one least bit of this most
unquestionable demoralisation by condemning
and cursing guerrilla actions, for condemnation
and curses are absolutely incapable of putting a
stop to a phenomenon which has been
engendered by profound economic and political
causes. [t may be objected that if we are
incapable of putting a stop to an abnormal and
demoralising phenomenon, this is no reason
why the Party should adopt abnormal and
demoralising methods of struggle. But such an
objection would be a purely bourgeois-liberal
and not a Marxist objection, because a Marxist
cannot regard civil war, or guerrilla warfare,
which is one of its forms, as abnormal and
demoralising in general. A Marxist bases himself
on the class struggle, and not social peace. In
certain periods of acute economic and political
crises the class struggle ripens into a direct civil
war, i.2., into an armed struggle between two
sections of the people. In such periods a Marxist
is obliged to take the stand of civil war. Any
moral condemnation of civil war would be
absolutely impermissible from the standpoint
of Marxism.

In a period of civil war the ideal party of the
proletariat is a fighting party. This is absolutely
incontrovertible. We are quite prepared to grant
that it is possible to argue and prove the
inexpediency from the standpoint of civil war
of particular forms of civil war at any particular
moment. We fully admit criticism of diverse
forms of civil war from the standpoint of
military expediency and absolutely agree that in
this question it is the Social-Democratic
practical workers in each particular locality who
must have the final say. But we absolutely
demand in the name of the principles of
Marxism that an analysis of the conditions of
civil war should not be evaded by hackneyed
and stereotyped talk about anarchism,
Blanquism and terrorism, and that senseless
methods of guerrilla activity adopted by some
organisation or other of the Polish Socialist
Party at some moment or other should not be
used as a bogey when discussing the question of
the participation of the Social-Democratic Party
as such in guerrilla warfare in general.

New Forms of Struggle

The argument that guerrilla warfare disorganises
the movement must be regarded critically.
Every new form of struggle, accompanied as it
is by new dangers and new sacrifices, inevitably
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“disorganises” organisations which are
unprepared for this new form of struggle. Our
old propagandist circles were disorganised by
recourse to methods of agitation. Our
committees were subsequently disorganised by
recourse to demonstrations. Every military
action in any war to a certain extent
disorganises the ranks of the fighters. But this
does not mean that one must not fight. It
means that one must fearn to fight. That is all.

When | see Social-Demaocrats proudly and
smugly declaring “we are not anarchists, thieves,
robbers, we are superior to all this, we reject
guerrilla warfare”,—1 ask myself Do these
people realise what they are saying? Armed
clashes and conflicts between the Black-
Hundred government and the population are
taking place all over the country. This is an
absolutely inevitable phenomenon at the
present stage of development of the revolution.
The population is spontaneously and in an
unorganised way—and for that very reason often
in unfortunate and undesirable forms—reacting
to this phenomenon also by armed conflicts and
attacks. I can understand us refraining from
Party leadership of this spontaneous struggle in
a particular place or at a particular time because
of the weakness and unpreparedness of our
organisation. | realise that this question must be
settled by the local practical workers, and that
the remoulding of weak and unprepared
organisations is no easy matter. But when I see
a Social-Democrat theoretician or publicist not
displaying regret over this unpreparedness, but
rather a proud smugness and a self-exalted
tendency to repeat phrases learned by rote in
early youth about anarchism, Blanquism and
terrorism, I am hurt by this degradation of the
most revolutionary doctrine in the world.

It is said that guerrilla warfare brings the
class-conscious proletarians into close
association with degraded, drunken riff-raff.
That is true. But it only means that the party
of the proletariat can never regard guerrilla
warfare as the only, or even as the chief,
method of struggle; it means that this method
must be subordinated to other methods, that it
must be commensurate with the chief methods
of warfare, and must be ennobled by the
enlightening and organising influence of
socialism. And without this latter condition, all,
positively all, methods of struggle in bourgeois
society bring the proletariat into close
association with the various non-proletarian
strata above and below it and, if left to the
spontaneous course of events, become [rayed,
corrupted and prostituted. Strikes, if left to the
spontaneous course of events, become
corrupted into “alliances™—agreements between
the workers and the masters against the
consumers. Parliament becomes corrupted into
a brothel, where a gang of bourgeois politicians
barter wholesale and retail “‘national freedom”,
“liberalism”, “*democracy”, republicanism, anti-
clericalism, socialism and all other wares in
demand. A newspaper becomes corrupted into
a public pimp, into a means of corrupting the
masses, of pandering to the low instincts of the
mob, and so on and so forth. Social-Democracy
knows of no universal methods of struggle, such
as would Shut off the proletariat by a Chinese
wall from the strata standing slightly above or
slightly below it. At different periods Social-
Democrdcy applies different methods, always
qualifying the choice of them by strictly |
defined ideological and organisational
conditions.*
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IV. Civil War

The forms of struggle in the Russian revolution
are distinguished by their colossal variety
compared with the bourgeois revolutions in
Europe. Kautsky partly foretold this in 1902
when he said that the future revolution (with
the exception perhaps of Russia, he added)
right be not so much a struggle of the people
against the government as a struggle between
two sections of the people. In Russia we
undoubtedly see a wider development of this
latter struggle than in the bourgeois revolutions
in the West. The enemies of our revolution
among the people are few in number, but as the
struggle grows more acute they become more
and more organised and receive the support of
the reactionary strata of the bourgeoisie. It is
therefore absolutely natural and inevitable that
the uprising should assume the higher and more
complex form of a prolonged civil war
embracing the whole country, i.e. an armed
struggle between two sections of the people.
Such a war cannot be conceived otherwise than
as a series of few big engagements at
comparatively long intervals and a large number
of small encounters during these intervals. That
being so—and it is undoubtedly so—the Social-
Democrats must absolutely make it their duty
to create organisations best adapted to lead the
masses in these big engagements and, as far as
possible, in these small encounters as well. In a
period when the class struggle has become
accentuated to the point of civil war, Social-
Democrats must make it their duty not only to
participate but also to play the leading role in
this civil war. The Social-Democrats must train
and prepare their organisations to be really able
to act as a belligerent side which does not miss
a single opportunity of inflicting damage on the
enemy's forces.

This is a difficult task, there is no denying. It
cannot be accomplished at once. Just as the
whole people are being re-trained and are
learning to fight in the course of the civil war,
50 our organisation must be trained, must be
reconstructed in conformity with the lessons of
experience to be equal to this task.

We have not the slightest intention of
foisting on practical workers any artificial form
of struggle, or even of deciding from our arm-
chair what part any particular form of guerrilla
warfare should play in the general course of the
civil war in Russia. We are far from the thought
of regarding a concrete assessment of particular
guerrilla actions as indicative of a trend in
Social-Democracy. But we do regard it as our
duty to help as far as possible to arrive at a
correct theoretical assessment of the new forms
of struggle engendered by practical life. We do
regard it as our duty relentless to combat
stereotypes and prejudices which hamper the
class-conscious workers in correctly presenting
a new and difficult problem and in correctly
approaching its solution,
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Lenin’s lifework is a totality, in which
theory and practice cannot be separated
from each other. Lenin himself stated:
without revolutionary theory, no
revolutionary tice. No serious person

significance of the socialist October
Revolution or the creation of the
Soviet state: these events have indelibly
marked the history of our century—and
of the century to come. But the
theoretical insight which made these
great events possible is as important, if
npot more important, from the long-term
point of view, than these events them-
selves. For that insight will in the long
run make possible a world-wide
extension of the October Revolution, an
endeavour which temporarily failed
during the life-time of Lenin and Trotsky
themselves.

Seven main pillars constitute the body
of Leninism, an extension of Marxism in

the imperialist epoch. These seven main

of Leninism continue to hold true
, ay as they did forty-six years ago
when Lenin died—nay, their full
significance is only coming to be under-
stood today by larger and er masses of
* workers and poor peasants, revolutionary
intellectuals and students, in several
important parts of the world:

1. Imperialism: Last Stage of Capitalism

The theory of imperialism as the

supreme phase of capitalism, in which
ion leads to the creation of

’ free
great monopolies (trusts, holdings,

gartels, combines; we would add today:
‘multinational corporations), that is to
sy the domination of a tiny handful of

- Binance groups over the economy and

society of the imperialist countries

#nd their colonial and semi-colonial
satellites. Imperialism doesn’t mean
necessarily the end of economic growth,

" & final stop to the growth of the

productive forces. But it means that

g capitalism has fulfilled its historically

i

pro ive task of the creation of the
world-market and of the introduction of
an international division of labour, and
that an epoch of structural crisis of the
eapitalist world economy is opened. This
structural crisis, while coinciding some-
times with deep conjunctural cnges of
overproduction (as it did in 1929-33 and
during the subsequent so-called
“recessions”), is marked by two

| decisively reactionary traits: in the

under-developed parts of the world, it
impedes those very processes of national
liberation and unification, of agrarian
emancipation and industrialisation,
which the great bourgeois revolutions of
the past realised in the West. In the
imperialist countries themselves, it is
marked by a growing and frightful
parasitism (large-scale waste of material
and human resources, not only through
wars, unemployment, overcapacity, etc.,
but also through massive increases

of the selling and distribution costs,
systematic degrading of the quality of
products, threats against the ecologic
equilibrium, and threats against the very
physical survival of mankind).

2. Revolutionary Character of Our Epoch
The theory of the revolutionary
character of our epoch, of the “‘up-to-
dateness” of socialist revolution, which
flows directly from the structural crisis
of world capitalism. While that crisis

is permanent (although knowing ups and
downs, periods of temporary
stabilisation and periods of great
instability of capitalism in key countries
and continents), there are from Lenin’s
point of view, no *“‘permanent
revolutionary situations’: if the working

temporary comeback of the capitalist
class. The soecialist world revolution,
which has been on the agenda since World
War I, takes the form of a process. The
chain of countries subjected by imperialist
capitalism breaks first in its weakest links
(these can be underdeveloped countries
like Russia and China, but there is no law
in Lenin’s thought which says that they
have to be such). For Lenin, while the
workers of each country where a
favourable revolutionary situation occurs
should by all means seize power, they
should consider r.hisI asa meanst to
sﬁenﬁeﬂ the revolutionary forces in

nei uring countries and on a world
scale, and should consider themselves
always a detachment of the world
revolutionary communist movement.

3. The Party
The theory of the revolutionary vanguard
party, which is based upon a correct,
dialectic, understanding of the inter-
relationship between objective mass
struggles and subjective class conscious-
ness under capitalism. Defending and
expanding Marx’ and Engels’ concepts of
historical and dialectical materialism,
Lenin rejected the mechanistic and naive
belief that class struggle in itself gives to
the exploited class—cut off from all the
main sources of science—the power to
ntaneously reconstruct Marxist
theory, the highest product of centuries
of intellectual and scientific
developments of mankind. Marxist
theory, socialist consciousness, must be
introduced from the outside in the class
strqule. by conscious efforts of a
revolutionary vanguard. Without such a
constant effort, the overwhelming
majority of the working class remains
subjected to the prevailing influence of |
the bourgeois ang petit-bourgeois
ideology. But without a successful fusion
with a large working-class vanguard, the
revolutionary minority is not yet a party;
it is only an attempt to build such a
party. Lenin rejected all ideas of self-
proclaimed vanguards. For him, the
proof of the pudding was in the eating,
1.e. in the capacity of the vanguard to
actually lead large working-class struggles.
And the supreme test of the party—the
leadership in the struggle for power—
presupposes the conquest of the
consclous support by the majority of the
working class and the toiling masses.

4. Workers Councils
The theory of workers councils (soviets)
as power instruments of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, and as higher forms of
democracy than parliamentarian
bourgeois democracy. Lenin believed, as
Marx did, that between capitalism and
socialism there is a transition period
called the revolutionary dictatorship of
the proletariat. No more than Marx did
Lenin believe that you could overthrow
capitalism along the road of gradual
reforms, parliamentary elections, or
legislation in the framework of bourgeois
institutions. The victory of socialist
revolution presupposes not only
collective ownership of the means of
roduction, but also destruction of the
Eourgeois state apparatus—i.e. of the
apparatus of repression directed against
the great mass of the people. The essence
of a workers state, i.e. of a dictatorship
of the proletariat, is for Lenin not any
“totalitarian’ nightmare of the 1984
type, but, as described in State and
Revolution, a democratically-centralised
system of freely elected workers councils,
which exercise simultaneously all
legislative and executive functions, as
the Paris Commune had done. For Lenin,
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regime. It means full and unfettered
enjoyment of freedom of the press,
freedom of association and of
demonstration for all and every group of
toilers (and not only for a single party),
as well as the matenal means to enjoy
these freedoms. Even for the bourgeois
classes, Lenin did not in principle rule
out the right to enjoy democratic
liberties under the dictatorship of the
proletariat, but neither was he ready to
guarantee this-to them. In his opinion,
this was a matter of relationship of
forces, i.e. of the strength and violence
of counter-revolutionary opposition to
the victorious working class. As for the
leading role of the party inside the Soviet
institutions, this was for Lenin strictly a
matter of political persuasion, of capacity
to win the allegiance of the majority, and
not at all a matter of systematic
repression of all contending tendencies
(Lenin admitted the necessity of such
repression only under exceptional
cireumstances of civil war, whert most of
these tendencies were involved in open
military violence against the
revolutionary government).

5. The International
The theory of internationalism, the
International being the only
organisational form for the proletarian
vanguard and for the workers states
congruent with the needs of world
economy and toiling mankind, produced
by imperialism. That'’s why Lenin
fn'oclalms the need for a Thi

nternational the very day he recognises
the Second International is dead. t’s
why he remained till his end a passionate
defender of the right of self-
determination of all nations. That is why
he proclaimed the necessity of the
independence of the Communist
International from the Soviet State: no
manoeuvre of that state (e.g. concluding
a truce with German imperialism; making
an alliance with the Kemalist state in
Turkey, etc.) should imply any change of
orientation by the Communist
International from its line of preparing,
favouring and assuring the best possible
conditions for victory of proletarian
revolutionary struggles everywhere. For
the same reason, he opposed any attempt
at russification of the non-Russian soviet
republics, and considered the attitude of
communists in imperialist countries
towards national-liberation movements
in the countries oppressed by their own
bourgeoisie as a key-stone of
internationalism.

6. Role of the Party

The theory of the political centralisation,
through the revolutionary vanguard.
party, of all progressive democratic mass
demands and mass movements, into a
single flow towards a socialist revolution.
—While Lenin developed that concept at
a time when he did not yet accept the
idea of the Russian revolution growing
uninterruptedly over into a socialist
revolution, he maintained it and
extended it during the founding years of
the Communist International, when he
based all his thinking upon the strategy
towards socialist world revolution.

This concept flows from a dialectical
understanding of the stratification of the
working class and the toiling masses into
layers with different levels of conscious-
ness and with different immediate
interests, which have all to be united
(inasmuch as they don't stand for
counter-revolutionary causes) in order to
make a mass revolution possible. It also
flows from a deep understanding of the
anti-democratic and reactionary nature
of imperialism, which not only does
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The Ulyanov family. 1875, Stunding, from left to right; Olga, Alex-
sated. Maria Alexandroona with Mavia llinkchna,
Ditswpired Mipich, Mya Nebolayerich, and nine-yoarold Viedimir

countries themselves the very conquests
of the bourgeois-democratic revolutions
of the past.

But contrary to opportunists of all
kinds, Lenin’s concept of uniting the
struggle for democratic and the struggle
for sitional demands did not mean in
any way a dismissal or a subordination
of ,thf:i socialli,st goal to the avlvliahes or -~

judices of temporary “allies’’; on the
gtl;?l , it was based on the firm belief
that only the victorious socialist
revolution could bring about a final and
dg;il;ﬁte triumph of these democratic
goals.

7. Democratic Centralism
The theory of the inner-party regime
based upon democratic centralism, which
does not only mean majority rule, the
need of minorities to apply in practice
majority decisions, but also f:
democratic rights of discussion inside the
party, the right to form tendencies, to
submit collective platforms to party
congresses, to have them discussed on
equal footing with the leadershi
proposals before congresses, to ull and -
impartial information of the membership
about political differences which crop up
in the organisation, etc., etc. This was
the way the Bolshevik Party and the
Communist International functioned in
Lenin’s lifetime. It is indicative of the

If which separates Leninism from the

ureaucratic centralism applied today in

the USSR and Eastern Europe that the
hesitant attempt of the Czechoslovak CP
leadership to return in 1968 to some of
these Leninist norms in a new draft
statute for the XIVth Congress of the
Party was seized upon furiously as a sign
of “rightist anti-socialist tendencies”
inside that y by Brezhnev & Co.

Already before Lenin’s death, many,
if not all, of these basic tenets of
Leninism were beginning to be
challenged by the new Stalinist
leadership inside the CPSU and the
Communist International. Lenin’s last
struggle was a des%erate attempt to stop
this perversion of his doctrine. This
revisionism was, obviously, not a purely
ideological phenomenon. It reflected a
deep-going social shift inside Russian

QPBS é'evolutionary society and inside the

On the basis of the growing passivity
of the Russian working class—resulting
from the backwardness of the country
and from the temporary retreat of world
revolution—a ﬂrivzleged bureaucratic
layer monopolised the exercise of power
and the administration of the state and
the economy. It ruthlessly subordinated
the party into an apparatus defending its
own particular interests, if necessary
against the historic and immediate
interests of world revolution and of the
Russian working class itself. Stalinism
was the only ideological expression of
the rise of that parasitic caste. It is the
very antithesis of Leninism, the
proletarian doctrine of socialist
revolution.

Lenin’s Heritage
The Left Opposition around Trotsky,
and later the Fourth International,
maintained and enriched the heritage of
Leninism in the years of reaction and of
receding world revolution. These are nov
superseded again by a new epoch of
rism% world revolution. A growing
number of workers, revolutionary
students and intellectuals, and poor

nts, understand the validity of
i:en'mism and participate in the buildin
of new revolutionary parties on a world-
wide basis. The future belongs to
Leninism. That’s why it belongs to the
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