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THE PROPHET ARMED, Trotsky:
1879-1921; THE PROPHET UN-
ARMED, Trotsky: 1921-1929; THE
PROPHET OUTCAST, Trotsky:
1929-1940. Oxford University Press,
1954, 1959, 1963. Also in a paperback
edition—Vintage Books, New York,
1965, $2.45 per volume.

Isaac Deutscher’s three-volume biog-
raphy of Leon Trotsky! commands en-
thusiasm. The biographer of Trotsky
confronts a staggering task. Trotsky
was not only one of the decisive politi-
cal personalities of our time, a “world-
historical individual” in the fullest
sense. He was a complex and colorful
human being whose whole life was
bound up with great events; a writer
of unequalled brilliance; a profound
thinker whose vision, having impressed
itself indelibly upon reality, continues
to exert an indispensable formative
influence upon any serious conception
of our social universe; a revolutionary
leader identified with a party and doec-
trine. Beyond all that, his career has,
not least in his martyrdom and diaboli-
fication, the import of a deeply mean-
ingful modern myth. To create a living
picture of Trotsky in all these dimen-
sions seems a superhuman achieve-
ment: yet exactly this is what Deut-
scher has attempted and, to a remark-
able degree, accomplished.

Enduring Biography
~In technique, Deutscher is superb.
He has mastered a vast primary doc-
umentation, both personal and politi-
cal, and used it to produce a scrupu-
lously accurate account. His style, like-
wise, is out of the ordinary: vivid, in-
cisive, fast-moving, often colorful,
sometimes rising to heights of elo-
quence, and always clear. Even tedious
ideological wrangles and petty organ-
izational squabbles somehow acquire
real interest through their skillful ab-
sorption into the narrative flow, since
Deutscher never for a moment lets slip
from view the historical panorama
within which the entire action unfolds,
the monumental stakes at issue, Time
and again he comes up with the mem-
orable line or sentence that epitomizes
a whole complex chain of thought. To
cite only one instance: after posing
the question of why in 1940, after the
extermination of all oppesition within
the Soviet Union and the decimation
of the few Trotskyist cadres outside
it, Stalin finally decided that he could
no longer tolerate Trotsky’s physical
existence, Deutscher answers, “All the
prospects that were so real to Trotsky
in his hopes were equally reul to Stalin
in his fears; and Trotsky alive was

their and never-resting
agent.””?

These merits would themselves be
enough to make Deutscher’s trilogy an
enduring biographical classic. Its im-
portance, however, transcends even
this. Just as the Russian revolution
remains in a real sense still unfinished,
still a dynamic force in the world, so
Trotsky’s life and thought remain in-
tensely problematic. To ask what is
the balance of success and failure in
that revolutionary life is also to ask
the balance of validity dnd invalidity
in the revolutionary philosophy given
its definitive contemporary form in
that thought. For the socialist, the
spiritual child of the Russian revolu-
tion, this means to meditate on the

supreme

-very meaning of our epoch. These prob-

lems arise ineluctably from Trotsky’s
life itself, and the response to them
necessarily shapes the Dbiographer’s
whole work.

Classical Tragedy
Deutscher first presents his central
thesis through a striking thematic an-
alogy: Trotsky’s life is to be viewed
as a “truly classical tragedy . . . or
rather a reproduction of classical trag-
edy in secular terms of modern poli-
ties.”’3
“Much as I have been concerned with
the restoration of the various fea-
tures and details of the historical
drama, 1 have never been able to
dismiss from my thoughts the tragie
theme that runs through it from be-
ginning to end and affects nearly
all the characters involved. Here
is modern tragedy in . the sense'in
which Trotsky himself has defined
it: ‘As long as man is not yet master
of his social organization,; that or-
canization towers above him like
Fate it=elf. . . . The tragedy of re-
stricted personal passion is too flat
for our time—we live in an epoch of
social passion. The stuff of contem-
porary tragedy is found in the clash
between the individual and a collec-
tive, or Dbetween hostile collectives
represented by individualg’ . .. what
modern Sophocles or Aeschylus could
possibly produce tragedy as high as
Trotsky’s own life? Is it too much
to hope that this is nevertheless an
‘optimistie tragedy,” one in which not
all the suffering and sacrifice have
been in vain?4
The archetypal tragic structure that
Deutscher rightly sees in the life of
Trotsky is the inexorable dialectic man-
ifested in the classic figures of Oedipus
and Orestes: a) Kaeile in preparation
for return and b) Liberating Ieroie
Achievement which, however, both

through its own ambivalence and the
limitedness  (one-sidedness, deficient
consciousness) of the hero himself
leads to his “downfall” and ¢) Renewed
Exile but transfigured by a heightened,
enriched understanding with ultimate-
ly redempti-e¢ significance.

The crux of- this sequence is the
“downfall” phase. Here the skeins of
blind necessity and individual respon-
sibility appear as inextricably inter-
twined: we have to unravel them if

_ we are to assimilate the full content of

Trotsky in 1940

the trapgedy. “The question which is of
absorbing interest,” to us as well as to
the biographer, is “To what extent did
Trotsky contribute to his own defeat?
To what extent was he himself com-
pelled by ecritical circumstances and
by his own character to pave the way
for Stalin?”s

Deutscher’s Thesis

Deutscher never gives a direct an-
swer to these questions, but a general
response does emerge from his pages:
That given the fajlure of the Euro-
pean workers’ revolutions of 1919-1923
the Soviet Republic, isolated, exhaust-
ed, and terribly backward, was ines-
capably destined to bureauvcratic degen-
eration. Given this bureaucratic degen-
eration, the Revolution could survive
only through the Stalinist industriali-
zation drive, with all its wastes and
horrors. This process had the force of
historical inevitability. Because Trotsky
as un individual had no power to pre-
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vent it he can be said to have contrib-
uted to it only insofar as, “compelled
by critical circumstances,” he shared
responsibility for the initial stages of
bureaucratization in the years 1919-
1922. Trotsky’s role as leader and sym-
bol of the Communist opposition to
Stalinism was supremely justified: on
him depended the preservation of the
Revolution’s moral honor. But this was
work destined for future generations.
Trotsky was ‘‘the representative figure
of pre-Stalinist communism and the
precursor of post-Stalinist commun-
ism.”6 As a contestant for power in
the era of “Stalinist communism” he
was foredoomed to failure and his
efforts to build a Fourth International
were a fiasco. Nevertheless, already to-
day the ‘“all too modest” tentative liqui-
dation of ‘“the Stalinist perversion of
socialism . . . vindicates the revolution
and his basic optimism about it, and
lifts the dense fog of disillusionment
and despair.”?

The thesis summarized above is a
complex one, and in no way implausible
or inconsistent with the Marxian phil-
osophy of history. It is even an “ortho-
dox” one, inasmuch as it agrees in es-
sentials with Trotsky’s own retrospec-
tive explanation of his defeat. Never-
theless, in my view, its truth is at best
one-sided and conceals as its falsehood
that fatalistic outloock which must pro-
duce confusion in the writing of history
and fatal error in the acting of .it.

Historical Inevitability?

“Historical inevitability” is a much
misused and misunderstood phrase. In
our (and Deutscher’s) context, how-
ever, its meaning is quite clear: the
vietory of Stalinism that actually took
place can appear as inevitable if and
only if we are convinced that no reason-
able course of action present as a real
possibility to Trotsky but rejected by
him would have resulted in a prefer-
able alternative,

Did such opportunities ever exist? It
is important to note that on Deutscher’s
own showing there were, during an
entire decade, repeated instances when
it was, sometimes arguably, sometimes
manifestly, within the power of Trpt-
sky and the Left Opposition to bring
about the downfall of Stalin.

12th Party Congress

The first of these critical occasions
came at the 12th Congress of the Soviet
Communist Party in April 1923. The
conflict between Trotsky and the “troi-

“ka” (Stalin, Zinoviev, Kamenev) over
bureaucratization of the Party appar-

atus, economic planning, and policy
toward the non-Russian nationalities
had been simmering for almost a year.
At the close of 1922 Lenin from his
sickbed told Trotsky of his solidarity
cn all these issues and proposed a
“bloc  against Stalin.” Outraged by
Stalin’s “brutal” behavior in regard
to the Georgian Communists, Lenin
resolved. “to crush Stalin politically”
by denouncing him openly before the
Congress and demanding his removal
as General-Secretary. When Lenin was
prevented by illness from appearing at
the Congress he sent his prepared text
to Trotsky and requested him to pre-
sent it. “*Moreover, in a last moment
of an exhausting tension of mind and
will he urged Trotsky to show no weak-
ness or vacillation, to trust no ‘rotten
compromise’ Stalin might propose, and,
last but not least, to give Stalin and
his associates no warning of the at-
tack.”8 But Trotsky violated Lenin’s
request on every point. He made a
“rotten compromise”  with Stalin, a-
greed to the suppression of Lenin’s
“Notes on the Nationalities Question,”
and confined his intervention at the
Congress to questions of economie pol-
icy. As Deutscher sums it up:

“He missed the opportunity of con-
founding the triumvirs and discred-
iting Stalin. He let down his allies.
He failed to act as Lenin’s mouth-
piece with the resolution Lenin had
expected of him. He failed to support
before the entire party the Georg-
ians and the Ukranians for whom he
had stood up in the Politbureau. He
kept silent when the cry for inner-
party democracy rose from the floor.
He expounded economic ideas the
historic portent of which escaped his
audience but which his adversaries
could easily twist so as to impress
presently upon workers, peasapts,
and bureaucrats alike that Trotsky
was not their well-wisher. . . . Fi-
nally, Trotsky directly strengthened
the triumvirs when he declared his
‘unshaken’ solidarity with the Polit-
bureau and the Central Committee
and called the rank and file to exer-
cise ‘at this critical juncture’ the
strictest self-restraint and the ut-
most vigilance.””?

The description is brilliant, but when
it comes to the crucial question why
Trotsky stumbled into this “inc dibly
foolish,” “awkward and preposterous”
behavior, Deutscher’s explanation is to-
tally unsatisfactory: “The truth [!] is
that Trotsky refrained from attacking
Stalin because he felt securve. . . . It
scemed almost a bad joke that Stalin,
the wilful and sly but shabby and in-

articulate man in the background,
should be his rival.”10 But this is liter-
ally no explanation, since for most of
the previous year Stalin had acted as
Trotsky’s main antagonist within the
Politbureau and it was already clear
to the mortally ill Lenin that Stalin as
General-Secretary had “concentrated
immeasurable power in his hands.” If
Trotsky, despite Lenin’s pleas, remai-
ned blind to these facts, that itself
would call for explanation.

Circumscribed Struggle

There is, however, a real political
explanation for Trotsky’s catastrophic
error: he was desperately anxious to
avoid an open clash within the leader-
ship of the Communist party (and, a
fortiori, totally unwilling to take any
action which might risk organizational
exclusion from the party). Trotsky’s
conduct in early 1923 was not an epi-
sodic blunder, a mere momentary lapse:
on the contrary it expressed an orien-
tation which was to dominate, and par-
alyze, Trotsky’s political activity up
to the formation of the “United Oppo-
sition” in 1926, and was not to be fully
abandoned until the mid-1930’s.

The record of the years 1923-1926
leaves no doubt how profoundly Trot-
sky was politically ecrippled by this
orientation. In the fall of 1923 the
open struggle of the Left Opposition
was begun with a declaration by 46
Old Bolsheviks, not including Trotsky,
demanding restoration of inner-party
democracy and accelerated industriali-
zation of the Soviet Union. Although
the Opposition was immediately iden-
tified (and regarded itself) as “Trot-
skyist,” Trotsky himself, the most
gifted and effective orator of the party,
played a very limited and merely lit-
erary role in the struggle preceding
the crushing of the opposiion at the
13th Party Conference in January
1924. Why? In his autobiography Trot-
sky ascribes his inaction to illness—
on a duck-hunting expedition he had
contracted influenza followed by a
‘“cryptogenic temperature”!! which his
doctors could not explain but which
kept him aj}semi-invalid for the better
part of a year.

On this vital fact Deutscher’s anal-
ysis goes not an inch beyond Trotsky’s
own:

“It iz curious to note how such ac-

cidents—first Lenin’s illness and

then his own-—contributed to the
trend of events which was more sol-
idly determined by the basie factors

of the situation. ‘One can foresee a

revolution or a war,” Trotsky re-

marks in My Life, ‘but it is impos- !
(Continued Next Page)
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sible to foresee the consequences of
an autumn shooting trip for wild
ducks.” It was certainy no mean dis-
advantage to Trotsky that at this
erucial stage the use of his live voice
and direct appeal to an.audience was
denied him.”12

An “accident,"’ though? One need not
dwell on Trotsky’s term “eryptogenic”
(which Deutscher for some reason
transmutes into “malaria’”). The im-
portant thing to note is that the “shoot-
ing trip” took place in late October,
.very shortly after the statement of
the “46.” It was certainly a time when
one might reasonably expect Trotsky’s
full time and energies to have been
taken up by the factional struggle. Is
it an “accident” that this was not the
case?

Correct Tactics?

In any event there was nothing ac-
cidental about the Opposition’s decision
in 1924 to stop open party activity as
an organized group (nor about the
effects of this decision on the groups
of the Opposition: in Deutscher’s
words, “they shrank and fell apart.”)
Add in Trotsky’s “disciplined” willing-

ness to repudiate Opposition support-,

ers abroad (of which his notorious dis-
avowal of Eastman’s publication of
Lenin’s testament was only one in-
stance) and the refusal of the Trotsky-
ists to give the slightest help to the
1925 Zinovievist opposition (at a con-
juncture where, as Deutscher makes
clear, a strong intervention by Trotsky
would at the very least have put Stalin
in deep trouble) : the picture adds up
not to a series of errors but to a ruin-
ous policy.

Deutscher discloses this picture full-
ly enough, but on each occasion he
repeats his failure to suggest a fully
satisfactory explanation. The net ef-
fect is to present each fact in isolation
and thug to minimize the scope and
consequences of Trotsky’s orientation.
This is not because Deutscher is wn-
uble to explain Trotsky's conduct. On
the contrary, it is hecause his own
analysis, in the context of his basic
thesis, suggests a conclusion which
contradicts his own profound insight
into the tragic nature of the historic
drama: were Trotsky’s inner-party tdc-
ties from 1923 to 1926 essentially cor-
rect after all?

Deutscher advances two main prop-
ositions tending toward this unwanted
conclusion: (1) The inherently anti-
democratic nature of a socialist regime
in the Russia of the 1920’s; (2) The
presence of overwhelming histovical
forces leading to the specifically Stalin-
ist outcone.

The first starts from the nature of
post-Civil War Russian society. The

old aristocracy and bourgeoisie had
been driven into exile; the revolution-
ary proletariat of 1917 had provided
many of the cadres of the Bolshevik
regime, but otherwise, no longer ex-
isted. The only viable social class
was the peasantry, instinctively anti-
socialist but in itself politically im-
potent, “a huge sack of potatoes.”
The Bolshevik party, compelled by his-
tory to “substitute itself for the pro-
letariat,” could not withstand open
democratic political competition in the
reactionary Russian milieu, and could
survive only by outlawing all oppesi-
tional parties.

Deutscher’s Fatalism
This anajysis is incontestablv accu-
rate. Deutscher, however, goes on from
it to deduce an equal logical necessity
for the suppression of factions within
the Bolshevik paity itself—that fateful
measure, proposed by Lenin and en-
dorsed by Trotsky, which ultimately
provided Stalin with the indispensabhle
weapon to suppress all dissent from his
tntalitarian rule:
“Destroying the multiparty system
the Bolsheviks had no inkling of the
consequences 19 thomselves,  They
imagined that outside that system
they would still remain what they
had always been: a discipiived but
free association of militant Marxists.
. . . The single-party aystem was a
contradiction in terms: tha single
party itself could not remain a party
in the accepted sense. Its inner life
was bound to shrink and wither. Of
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‘democratic  centralism,’ the master
principle of Belshevik ovganization,
only centralism survived. No
body politic can be nine-tenths mute
and one-tenth vocal. Having imposed
silence on non-Bolshevik Russia,
[enin’s party had in the end to im-
pose silence on itself as wetl.”’13
This lengthy quotation is an excel=.
lent example of Deutscher’s central
error: the fatalistic view that runs
like a thread through the whole fabrie
of his interpretation, ile here substi-
tutes a logical necessity, expressed In
the formula “no body politic can be
nine-tenths mute and one-tenth voeal,”
for the historic chuice fredly made by

Lenin and Trotsky. But lLe fails to see
that this argument is internally con-
tradictory. In defending the establish-
ment of one-party rule, Deutscher
bases his case precisely on the fact
that Russia had ceased to exist as a
“body politic.” The Bolshevik party, de-
spite its growing deficiencies, remained
a coherent political force with a clearly
socialist history, ideology, and mem-
bership. The pressure of the peasant
milieu made itself felt within the
Party, but in exactly the opposite way
from that feared by Lenin in 1921.
The weight of the peasantry was ex-
erted, not through an openly petit-
bourgeois restorationist faction, but
through the very faction that crushed
party democracy undevr the pretext “no
factions.” The Opposition was there-
fore logically as well as politically jus-
tified in demanding (though all .too
hesitantly and belatedly) elimination
of the ban on factions. By their fears
of disunity in the face of the hostile
peasantry the Bolsheviks were led to
fight the wrong danger with the wrong
weapon.

“Primitive Socialist Accumulation”
The really crucial point in Deut-
scher’s thesis, however, is his view of
the positive historical forees leading
to Stalinism. This is first ard most
clearly stated in his discussion of the
Trotsky-Preobrazhensky “Law of Prim-
itive Socialist Accumulation.” The
“Law” holds, in essence, that a work-
ers’ state in a relatively backward
country can survive the economic pres-
sures of the capitalist world market
and of domestic capitalist-type and
peasant economy only by achieving and
maintaining a rate of economic growth
substantially above the capitalist norm;
that the resources for such industrial-
ization must come principally from the
peasantry but also from restraints on
industrial wage increases, and in quan-
tities objectively dictated by the re-
quired growth rate; and that in the
specific circumstances of the Soviet
post-war economy these quantities
would have to he relatively very large.
Deutscher quite rightly accepts the
validity of the law, but by eoupling it
with the supposedly inevitable bureauc-
ratization of the revolution and the
(genuine) deep identification of the
Rolshevik bureaucracy with the na-
tionalized sector of the Soviet economy
he comes up with a startling corollary:
“It was Trotsky's peculiar fate that
even while he declared war on the
political pretensions and the arro-
gance of the bureaucracy, he had to
try and awaken it to its ‘historic
mission.” His advocaey of primitive
socialist accumulation aimed at this.
Yet such aceumulation, in the cir-
cumstances under which it was to
take place, could hardly be reconciled



N

NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1965

n

with the workers’ democracy. . . .
The two aspects of the program
which Trotsky expounded in 1923
were to prove incompatible in the
near future; and therein lay the
fundamental weakness of his posi-
tion. The bureaucracy raged furious-
ly against one part of his program,
the one which claimed a workers’
democracy; but after much resist-
ance, hesitation and delay, it was to
carry out the other part which spoke
of primitive socialist accumula-
tion.”14

Economics of Workers’ Democracy
This proposition is, I believe, grave-
ly erronecus. The entire economie pro-
gram of the Opposition was aimed at a
demonstration, not that rapid indus-
trialization was desirable (no Bolshe-
vik leader could or would deny that
truism) but that industrialization was
economically feasible in the context
of workers’ democracy. Deutscher does
not even attempt to refute the Opposi-
tion thesis by economic arguments. All
he can do in the end is appeal to the
mere facts against the potentialities:
“The Stalinist bureaucracy was
about to put into effect Trotsky’s
program of primitive socialist ac-
cumulation. Trotsky was the authen-
tic inspirer and prompter of the sec-
ond revolution of which Stalin was
to be the practical manager in the
coming decade. It would be futile to
speculate how Trotsky might have
directed that revolution, whether he
would have succeeded in carrying out
Russia’s industrialization at a com-
parable pace and scale without con-
demning the mass of the Soviet peo-
ple to the privation, misery, and
oppression they suffered under Stal-
in, or whether he would have been
able to bring the muzhik by persua-
sion to collective farming rather
than to coerce him into it. These
questions cannot be answered; and
the historian has more than enough
work in analysing events and situa-
tions as they were, without trying
to ponder events and situations that
might have been. As things were,
the political evolution of the 1920°s
predetermined the manner in which
Russia’s social transformation was
to be accomplished in the 1930’s.”1S
It should be noted that the last sen-
tence cited, if taken seriously, would
reduce Deutscher’s argument to impo-
tent circularity, for how can the politi-
cal evolution of the 1920’s be explained
by a subsequent fact which itself is
“predetermined” by the evolution to
be explained? Even without that sen-
tence, however, this appeal is self-
defeating, since it is precisely the po-
tentialities of the “situaticn as it was”
that are at issue in regard to the sup-
posed incompatibility between indus-

trialization and workers’ democracy.

This very citation, nevertheless,
points up where Deutscher has gone
wrong. By asking the wrong question,
whether Trotsky would have heen able
to carry through industrialization at
Stalin’s “pace and scale” without to-
talitarianism, the validity of that “pace
and scale” is implicitly asserted. But
this is altogether indefensible, Deut-
scher does not contradict Trotsky’s
characterization of Stalin’s 1929-1933
policies as catastrophic
adventurism, nor can he, since the his-
torical facts speedily and conclusively
vindicated Trotsky’s position. The rap-
id growth of heavy industry achieved
under Stalin’s aegis was paid for by
a vast destruction of productive forces
in the agricultural sector, saddling the
Soviet Union with a permanent agri-
cultural crisis; a long stagnation in
consumer-goods production; and impo-
sition of a hopelessly wasteful and in-
efficient planning system over the
whole economy (and all this without
even mentioning such “non-economic”
aspects of the Stalinist monstrosity as
the Comintern policies which enabled
Hitler to take power!) The conclusion
in the field of economics is beyond dis-
pute: if the growth of heavy industry
had been restrained to a level that did
not disrupt the other sectors the So-
viet economy would have emerged in a
far healthier condition.

But was such an expansion path po-
litically feasible? By 1928 the Left
Opposition had been defeated and ex-
iled, and Stalin’s “second revolution”
seemed to leave it only the choice be-
tween capitulating to Stalin in order
to help the Soviet Union survive the
desperate crisis into which Stalin had
plunged it, or opposing Stalin in the
name of the principles and ideals of
socialism, but without hope of imme-
diate effect. With the exception of
Trotsky, all the major leaders of the
Opposition ultimately capitulated to
Stalin.

Bloc With Bukharin?
In 1928 and even 1929 the Opposition

“had, however, a third alternative: a

bloc with the “Right Opposition” led
by Bukharin. This idea was first pro-
posed by Bukharin in the summer of
1928, well before his break with Stalin
came into the open. It was viewed fa-
vorably by Trotsky, provided that this
was solely “for one purpose, namely,
the restoration of inner-party democ-
racy.”1é But these overtures led no-
where, since both factions still saw
each other as the main enemy. :

Deutscher correetly, though incon-
sistently, sees in this a major, virtu-
ally fatal, error. He ascribes it partly
to the preoccupation of all the Russian
Communists with the misunderstood
and misleading precedent of the “Ther-

ultra-leftist -

midorian Reaction” in the Great
French Revolution (his critique of this-
analogy is brilliant and decisive. Cf.
particularly The Prophet Outcast, pp.
314-318) but also to the “Marxist tra-
dition which approved alliances be-
tween left and center against the right,
but considered any combination of left
and right directed against the center
as unprincipled and inadmissible.”1?

It is unfortunate that Deutscher does
not also carry through the critique of
this “tradition,” beyond the statement
that “subsequent events were to tran-
scend” its logic. But the “logic” itself
was faulty: the episodic, contingent
political designations “left,” “right,”
and “center,” which should be neutral
and have no emotional weighting at all
(at least within the revolutionary spec-
trum) somehow became metaphysical
essences showing the true nature of
each faction. Thus the way in which
the schema was transcended was mis-
understood by the Trotskyists: they
continued to regard the Stalin faction
as.the “center” even after it adopted
adventurist policies that placed it at
the extreme (or, if you wish, “ultra”)
left of the Soviet Communist Party
and the Communist International, de-
stroving the previous relationship of
the mid-1920’s, when Trotsky and Buk-
harin had symbolized opposite poles.
Bukharin recognized this change when
he told Kamenev, “Our disagreements
with Stalin are far, far graver than
those we have had with you.”18 Trot-
sky, however, and still more the rest
of the Trotskyist Opposition, continued
to view the Bukharinist right as “the
chief antagonist.”

Trotsky’s Error

From this discussion one major con-
clusion can be drawn: when Deutscher
speaks in terms of the “historic mis-
sion” of the Stalinist bureaucracy
he in essence transposes into historical
language the major political error of
the Trotskyist Opposition: the fatal-
istic sense of impotence against over-
whelming social forces that caused its
fatal inability to recognize that Stalin
was the main enemy. This should not
be taken to indicate even infinitesimal
acceptance of the reactionary view that
any alternative to Stalin would have
been preferable: the point is that on
real, though quite limited, program-
matic issues there had developed a
consensus between the “Left” and’
“Right” Bolshevik oppositions at that
time. Deutscher’s paradox is that he
is too fine a historian not to recognize
the Trotskyists’ errar (when, for in-
stance, he speaks of the failure of
efforts from within the Stalin faction
itself to remove Stalin in 1932 as
caused by fear of the consequences of
overthrowing Stalin, “the fear that

(Concluded Bottom Next Page)
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Algerian Coup-

A Crushing Blow to Revisionists’ Theory

The recent military coup d’etat in
Algiers contains most important les-
sons for Marxists. Colonel Boumed-
ienne’s army, which deposed President
Ben Bella, is the instrument of “order”
on behalf of the native capitalist class
in Algeria.

A national-revolutionary struggle, in-
volving years of large-scale conflict,
was necessary before these native capi-
talists could take hold of state power.
As in all national revolutions, the
bourgeoisie had a double problem: to
establish their own power by shaking
off the foreign imperialist domination;
and to push back the forces of the
workers and peasants whom they had
to mobilize for the first aim.

So great is their fear of the popular

[CLIFF SLAUGHTER examines reac-
tions to the coup in “The Militant,” or-
gan of the Socialist Workers Party,
and “World Outlook,” of the ‘United
Secretariat’ of revisionists in Paris.]

forces of the workers and peasants,
and so impossible their development as
an “independent” capitalism in the
modern world of monopoly capitalism,
that these bourgeois-nationalist gov-

"ernments do not even carry out the

elementary tasks of the national strug-
gle for the bourgeois-democratic rev-
olution. Land reform, a complete break
with imperialist power, and democracy
—all of these become the subject of
compromise with the imperialists, and
repression of the people,

... TROTSKY

had hamstrung all previous opposi-
tions”) but is prevented by the fatal-
ism in his ideological preconceptions
from seeing its full implications.

Trotsky’s Greatness

If this essay has seemed to dwell on
~ Trotsky’s errors disproportionately to
his immeasurably greater and better
known achievements it is in order to
emphasize through what travail the
idea of the new revolutionary move-
ment, unconditionally committed to
workers’ democracy and to struggle
against Stalinist and Social-Democratic
bureaucracies, had to pass to achieve
birth. This is the ultimate significance
of Trotsky’s tragic destiny. His call
for a Fourth International was far
more than a mere recognition of the
irremediable degeneracy of Stalinism:
it above all demonstrated with unchal-
lengeable moral authority and gave
living symbolic form to the survival of
revolutionary Marxism as a spiritual
ideal and political force.

Deutscher, however, just as he earl-
ier had understated the significance of
Trotsky’s errors is now led by a com-
parable fatalism to question his achiev-
ment. True, Deutscher cannot be gain-
said when he contends that the Fourth
- International, like even the Comintern
before it, never succeeded in attaining
actuality as a world revolitionary
party, or that Trotsky's revolutionary
expectations in both instances were
over-optimistic. But this does not even
touch Trotsky's real purpose——~to de-
fine the construction of the revolution-
ary international as the critical task

LRID TR ON

confronting contemporary socialism,

-Deutscher can cite the partial re-
forms in the Soviet Union since 1953,
or the socialist direction taken, in dis-
torted form, by the Chinese revolution
thanks, he says, to “the gravitational
pull of the Soviet Union”1%; but he
himself recognizes that these leave
open the question of the ultimate va-
lidity of Trotsky’s revolutionary per-
spective.

Fourth International
For our part we recognize these

facts as fully as does Deutscher, but’

draw a firmer conclusion; the mani-
fest limits of these “objective process-
es” can be transcended only through a
political struggle mobilizing the work-
ing classes of “East” and “West” to-
ward the practical realization of
Trotsky’s essential program. The con-
cept of the Fowurth International there-
fore emerges with even greater clarity
as the conscious form, equally symbolic
and rational, of mankind’s present his-
torical necessity. i

NOTES

1. In his introduction the author states ‘‘The
three volumes of the present work are, of course,
interconnected. . . . But I have so planned them
that each volume is as far as possible self con-
tained and can be read as an independent work.”
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Classical

Marxists in our epoch, organized be-
hind the program of Lenin and Trot-
sky in the Fourth International, have
approached this problem always with
the theory of Permanent Revolution.
Only the working class, leading the
poor peasantry, with its own Marxist
party in a struggle for workers’ state
power, can complete the bourgeois-
democratic revolution, and for this, a
political struggle against the national
bourgeoisie is necessary.

In Algeria, these problems were pre-
sented in almost classical form.

However, a whole group of so-called .
Trotskyists, the revisionists, Pablo,
Germain, Frank and later the leaders
of the American Socialist Workers
Party, who came to their support in
1963 in the “United Secretariat,” in-
stead of opposing the national bour-
geoisie and fighting for an independent
proletarian revolutionary party, offer-
ed themselves as apologists for the
bourgeois-nationalist leaders.

These revisionists encouraged the
fatal illusion that coionial liberation
movements would transform themselves
into socialist revolution without the
independent Marxist party, and with-
out a struggle against the bourgeois
nationalists. '

They went further, and concluded
that nationalist leaders, such as Ben
Bella, would lead the nation to the
establishment of a workers’ state,

Pablo, who recently split from Ger-
main, Frank and Hansen in Paris,
went to the extreme of taking a post
in the Ben Bella administration.

For something like a year, these
Pabloites, particularly the Paris clique,
have expressed shamefaced doubts
about their ‘“premature” econclusion
that, Algeria was a “workers’ state.”

They have written “worried” arti-
cles about the masses’ resistance to
bureaucracy ‘and the concentration of
power in the centralized state and
Presidency.

Final Blow

The Boumedienne coup has delivered
the final crushing blow to this revision-
ist school (see last week's Newsletter),
A revolutionary situation with a di-
vided ruling class today finds the Al-
gerian working class and peasantry
leaderless.

Those revisionists who lent the name
of “Trotskyism” and “Marxism” to the
stifling of independent working-class
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politics bear a historic responsibility
for this situation. .

They condemned the International
Committee, and its sections, such as
the Socialist Labour League, for “sec-
tarianism” when we denounced the
arrests of oppositionists like Boudiaf,
and when we drew atsention to the
capitalist. character of the Algerian
state and of the Evian agreement, to
the suppression of independent trade
unions and to the centralized state’s
restrictions on workers and peasants.

Above all, we were condemned for
an insistence that the workers must
have their own party, independent of
the National Liberation Front (FLN),
independent of the bourgeoisie, and op-
posed to the myth of national unity
perpetrated by Ben Bella and the
bourgeois leaders.

The supporters and sympathizers of
this revisionist tendency are now of
course in disarray. ‘

The Militant, organ of the Socialist
Workers Party, appeared last week-
end with just over 100 words on the
coup—*“the facts are still unclear.”

It would have been better to remain
silent, we suggest, than to say in one
sentence:

“The military coup that overthrew

the Ben Bella regime is obviously a

political move of the deepest  gig-

nificance for the Algerian people and
the world socialist movement.”
And then to say in the next:

“ .. it is not realistically possible

to determine if General Boumed-

tenne’s seizure of power will mean

@ general continuation of the pol-

icies of the Ben Bella government

or a significant shift away from
them.”

Fortunately, perhaps, The Militant
now goes on to its summer schedule and
will not appear again until 12 July.

If we turn to World Outlook, pub-
lishgd by the United Secretariat in
Paris, we find a more comprehensive
treatment.

“Boumedienne’s seizure of Power”
is the main news article, which in-
forms us that the Algiers’ coup “has
been judged by experts [?] in this
field to be one of the most skillful in
history. It caught virtually everyone
by complete surprise, the most stunned
of all being Ben Bella who was hauled
out of his bedroom at 2:25 a.m,. by
the conspirators.” No doubt!

Once the inspired journalism is done
with, we get down to the political ver-
dict. Says World Outlook:

“In the abgence of a well-organized

vanguard party, of unions with an

independent leadership, the army
sltood as the only cohesive power in
the country.”

In the guise of a “Marxist” commen-
tary, we here have a blanket drawn

over the decisive questions.

What is a “well-organized vanguard
party”? There is deliberate confusion
here.

World Outlook wants one wset of
readers (Ben Bella’s entourage, the
July 26 movement in Cuba and all
sorts of “progressives”) to understand
by this phrase the official party of the
Algerian state, the National Libera-
tion Front. One wing of the Algerian
national bourgeoisie and most, perhaps,
of the Algerian petty-bourgeois poli-
ticians, would prefer control through
this party to army control. ,

At the same time, World Outlook
hopes that those who regard themselves
as Trotskyists will understand by a
“vanguard party,” the revolutionary
proletarian party of Marxism.

Above all, the relation between the
two things must not be clarified.

But this clarification is precisely
what has been necessary in the past
period. In this way, the revisionists
complete their betrayal, just as they
did in Ceylon.

In the same issue of World Outlook
is published a declaration by the “Unit-
ed Secretariat of the Fourth Interna-
tional” (i.e., Paris revisionists) on 23
June, “Defend the Algerian Revolu-
tion.” Here, the position of the revi-
sionists is stated more precisely.

In this declaration, all manner of
radical phrases are thrown out, but the
question of independent working-class

N
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politics and a Trotskyist party of the
Fourth International in Algeria, is
avoided.

“Strength”

This same World Outlook com-
mented only a few weeks ago that Ben
Bella’s announcement withdrawing the
death sentence on Ait Ahmed was a
“sign of the strength of the Ben Bella
regime.”

Now they say:

“The ease with which Ben Bella was

remorved from power . . . shows the
correctness of the erviticisms which
the recolutionary Marvists offered
while supporting Ben Bella against -
the right-wing forces that sought
to block, slow down and de-rail the

Algerian revolution.”

How “‘correct” can you get? World
Outlook says all this has happened be-
cause:

“. .. the Algerian revolution had mot

been carrvied through to the end, to

the institution of a workers’ state
based on committees of workers and
poor peasants exercising the real

power.” ’

The main question is ignored: such
a state could only have been created
by building a Marxist revolutionary
party, opposing the bourgeois nation-
alists in every one of the actions which
they took to halt the revolution and
consolidate their own power. .

The revisionists, instead, speculated
about whether Ben Bella was “another
Castro,” i.e., someone capable, in their
opinion, of taking the revolution
through to workers’ power.

All the criticisms in the world of
Ben Bella’s compromises with the
Right, his attacks on the unions, his
concentration of personal power, are
worse than useless without the struggle
to build an alternative, the basis of
which must be a revolutionary work-
ers’ party.

In so far as the revisionists only
campaigned for greater “pressure,” or-’
ganized* by the “left wing” to change
the policy of the FLN, they helped the
reactionary forces to prepare the pres-
ent situation.

Their deception now will convince no
one in Algeria, France or anywhere
else. The sum total of their politics
was to persuade militants that the
FLN itself could become the “mass van-
guard party” which they now talk
about at every turn.

“Negative”

And so to the miserable conclusions
of this declaration (of bankruptey).
The theory of the permanent revolu-
tion, it appears, has “been strikingly
confirmed; this time, unfortunately
[sic] not in a positive sense as in the
case of Cuba, but in a negative way.”

After advocating liquidation of the
revolutionary party, placed by Trotsky
at the center of the theory of the
permanent revolution, you then pro-
nounce’ the verdict that “unfortunate-
ly,” the theory has been confirmed in a
“negative” way.

The whole process is viewed as
something separate from Marxist the-
ory, not as a process in which this
theory, given concrete form in the rev-
olutiohary party, plays a decisive ob-
jective role.

(Continued Next Page)



14 —

SPARTACIST

... ALGERIA

Only after the negative confirmation,

is it necessary to say, as does the
" declaration’s next sentence, that:
“No conquests in a colonial revolu-
tion can be considered to have been
consolidated until a workers’ state
has been created, until a revolution-
ary socialist party has been built,
until the workers and poor peasants
hold power through their own insti-
tutions of proletarian democracy.”

Not a word about the criminal con-
fusion beween the working-class rev-
olutionary party and the bourgeois-
national movement. Not a word about
the criminal responsibility of the auth-
ors of the same declaration, who have
been in the forefront of the revisionist
subordination to bourgeois-national
leaders like Ben Bella.

Their vagueness about the “Algerian
left wing” is matched by the state-
ments earlier this year by Pablo, re-
cently expelled from the leadership of
the United Secretariat. He referred
constantly to ‘“the organized left, the
marching wing” of the revolution, but
he discussed always within the frame-
work of Algeria as a country on the
road to socialism.

When he criticised government tutel-
age of the unions he did. this always in
terms of the state becoming isolated
from the masses.

What was actually required was a
struggle of the workers, leading the
poor peasantry, to fight behind a Trot-
skyist party for their own power in
opposition to the existing state.

Ben Bella has for years been con-
solidating the centralized state power
against the workers and peasants.
Boumedienne and the right have thrown
him out because he did not go far
enough and was too prone to give
concessions to the masses.

As soon as Ben Bella had worked
with Boumedienne for the 1962 over-
throw of the old provisional govern-
ment, he used Boumedienne’s army to
consolidate bourgeois state power.

This army was quite separate from
the popular liberation force which
~ fought the French. It was preserved in
relatively privileged and comfortable
conditions after the liberation, having
previously been kept out of the fight-
ing.

Collaboration

It was used to suppress and disarm
all. remaining forces of the Maquis in
the different regions of Algeria. The
resolution of the National Liberdtion
Front Congress to create a people’s
militia remained just a serap of paper.

This army consolidated its power
while independence of the unions was
eaten away and the land reform was
halted. It was a elassical example of

the bourgeoisie halting the democratic
revolution, to collaborate with impe-
rialism, and attack the workers and
peasants.

Ben Bella, with his demagogic
speeches and popular appeal, was ne-
cessary to the Algerian bourgeoisie
and the imperialists only during the
initial difficult period.

The reactionaries behind Boumedi-
enne have now decided that his “left”
talk about socialism can be dispensed
with, and they. will provide their own
substitute.

This does not mean that the struggle
is over or that the new regime is firmly
established, but there can no longer be
any doubt about the forces which have
been established.

Certainly the Algerian events are of
great consequence for Marxist theory
and for the working-class movement.
But the revisionists of the “United
Secretariat” cannot calculate this sig-
nificance because it involves above all
an accounting of their own role.

As in Ceylon, revisionism has led to
betrayal, and has prepared the way for
defeats. But the struggle against that
revisionism can be strengthened now
that the lessons are being driven home.

Just as #he workers and peasants of
Ceylon and Algeria have not yet spok-
en their last word, so the Fourth Inter-
national is no longer held back in its
development by the revisionists.

On the contrary, they are being rap-
idly dissolved and defeated. This is a
necessary part of the revived inter-
national struggle of the working class.
B [from Newsletter, 3 July 1965]

... CHICAGO

(Continued from Page 16)
COPS! SEND THE TROOPS BACK
HOME! ORGANIZE NEIGHBOR-
HOOD PATROLS BY NEIGHBOR-
HOOD PEOPLE!’ In conclusion, Spar-
tacist called for the freeing of all those
arrested and jailed during the riots.

Two supporters of Spartacist were
arrested for “incitement to riot” and
“mob action” while in possession of
this leaflet. Held in-jail for three days,
they were subsequently released on
$1,000 bail each. They were later con-
victed of disorderly conduct and fined
$400. The more serious charges were
dropped because the prosecution ad-
mitted it lacked adequate evidence.

Specter of Spartacist

The participation of Spartacist,
alone among organized political move-
ments, in the cause of the Negro peo-
ple during the riots provoked wide-
spread comment .in the world press,
from Mexico to Germany to China.
Time magazine (20 August) reported:
“The FLI was investigating the origin
of another, anonymous leaflet distribut-

ed in the area. ‘After years of frame-
ups, brutality and intimidation, it said,
‘the black people are throwing off the
control of the same rulers who are mak-
ing war on working people throughout
the world—in Viet Nam, the Dominican
Republic and the Congo.”” James Rob-
ertson, editor of Spartacist, submitted
the following réply (23 August) to
the editors of T'ime. .
“In your ‘account of the Chicago
black ghetto outburst (20 August),
you falsely identify as ‘anonymous’ a
leaflet produced by the Chicago sup-
porters of Spartacist, & Trotskyist
publication.
“This leaflet was signed by the local
Spartacist Committee, together with
its mailing address and phone num-
ber. The leaflet was in no sense anon-
ymous; it was part and parcel of our
desire to help transform these spon-
taneous, leaderless wupheavals into

Spartacist Local Directory

AUSTIN. Box 8165, Univ. Sta., Austin, Texas
78712. GR 2-3716.

BALTIMORE. Box 1345, Main P.Q., Baltimore,
Md. 21203. LA 3-3703.

BERKELEY. Box 852. Main P.O., Berkeley, Cal.
94701. TH 8-7369.

CHICAGO. Box 9295, Old P.O. Sta., Chicago,
1. 60690. Ph. 772-8817.

CINCINNATI. Box 46141, Glendale Sta., Cincin-
nati, Ohio 45246.

COLUMBUS. Box 3142, Univ. Sta., Columbus,
Ohio 43210. Ph.. 299-3982.

EUREKA. Box 3061, Eureka, Cal. 95501. Ph.
442-1423.

HARTFORD. Box 57, Blue Hill Sta.,, Hartford,
Conn, 06112, Ph. 525-1257.

HOUSTON. Box 18431, Eastwood Sta., Houston,
Texas 77023. Ph. 926-9946.

ITHACA. Box 442, Ithaca, N. Y. 14851, Ph.
273-4441. .

LOS ANGELES. Box 4054, Term. Annex, los
Angeles, Cal. 90054, Ph. 667:2688.

MINNEAPOLIS. (contact New York)

NEW ORLEANS. Box 8121, Gentilly Sta., New
Orleans, La. 70122, WH 4-1510.

NEW YORK. Box 1377, G.P.O., New York City,
N.Y. 10001, UN 6-3093.

SAN FRANCISCO. (contact New York)

SEATTLE. (contact New York)

\, e

conscious political struggle for the

social liberation of the Negro peo-

ple.”
Time responded, “Although we were
unable for reasons of spuce to publish
your lefter, we thank you for setting
the record straight and for your im-
tercst in Time’s reporting.” v

Peking Review (20 August) repro-
duced the quotation from the Sparta-
cist leaflet reported by Time as an ex-
pression of the sentiment of Chicago
Negroes, and returned once more to
the quotation the following week (27
August) in a reprint of an editorial in
Renmin Ribao (19 August), the lead-
ing daily in China.

(Continued Top Next Page)



NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1965

—15

Los Angeles

~ Since no explicit demands emerged

out of the heat of the Los Angeles
riots, the analysis in our Chicago leaf-
let and our support the summer before
to the people of Harlem under police
attack were indirectly generalized by
the press. Thus a nationally syndicated
column date-lined Los Angeles report-

ed:

“QOthers said that the action [the
Watts wprising] was wltimately con-
trolled by an organization with the
sinister-sounding wmame of  Sparta-
cus, « hevetical Communist organi-
zation. that seems to Dbe present
wherever there is serious trouble in
~big cities.” R

—~———

Il. The Struggle for
Militant Leadership-

From the beginning the Chicago
eivil rights struggle has exhibited, in
specific instances, a high degree of par-
ticipation on the part of the Negro
working class. The first school boycott
of 1963 was highly successful, and
placed the Mayor Daley machine in a
serious bind. Both token gestures, like
the removal of the “Willis-wagons”
the summer before, and rigid intransi-
gence had the danger of heightening
the level of consciousness and partici-
pation. Thus the second boycott took on
special importance: for while the first
boycott. represented a “petition to
our leaders,” the second implied a de-
velopment in the movement beyond the
leadership, program and tactics toler-
ated by the bourgeoisie. Those who,
during the first boycott, received the
“grievances of the Negro community”
with paternalistic patience were driven
to rally their kept leaders and kept
press to smash the second. With the
success of the second school boycott,
for the first time in Chicago, large
masses of Negro people rejected the
leadership of the official movement.
Only on a localized basis had this
happened before.

Early Leadership Fails

But from the beginning the crisis
in leadership has infected the Chicago
civil rights movement. The Rose Simp-
son—CORE dissident militants—Ileft
YPSL grouping represented the only
radical class-conscious tendency that
could have bid for city-wide leadership.
A move for leadership was never at-
tempted because of a deep-seated blind
activist streak, a strong fear of “Red-
baiting,” and generally a fear of politi-
cal struggle beyond the demand for
elementary rights. Later these forces
formed the Metropolitan CORE Chap-
ter where, with the exception of a few
minor projects, they hibernated for a
year and a half before their emergence
at the May 1965 HUAC hearings dem-
onstration.

Un-American Hearings
House Committee had as its
“investigating sub-

The
prime purpose in

‘was

versives” the intimidation of the civil
rights and peace movements. While es-
tablished “leaders” were calling for
quiet and dignified picket lines the
Chicago Committee to Stop HUAC,
made up of the activists of Metropoli-
tan CORE, SNCC workers, supporters
of the IWW, ASOC, and Spartacist,
proposed direct action that would
bring-the HUAC hearings to an end.
The morning after the demonstration,
lead headlines in the daily press read,
“PICKETS STORM RED PROBE;
HUAC PICKETS BATTLE COPS:
MOB STORMS HEARING, TURNED
BACK AT DOOR; PROTESTERS
HURL COPS TO GROUND IN MASS
ASSAULT.” The YSA and W.E.B. du
Bois Clubs were conspicuously absent
from the attempt to end the hearings,
the success of which set the pace for
the summer to come.

Willis—A Living Provocation

An advisor to Mayor Daley was
reported to have said in mid-May of
this year that the civil rights move-
ment could not materialize over 100
supporters at a picket line. Thus, Willis
retained as superintendent of
schools by the Chicago Board of Edu-
‘cation. The retention of Willis the man
was only an indication that the Board
again would make no concessions. At
first the Negro leaders, with Al Raby
at the fore, planned to respond to this
provoeation with a week-long boycott.
With the announcement that the city
would obtain a court injunction, SNCC
and CORE wavered, and the leadership
in deference to the “law” called off the
boycott when the courts granted the
injunction.

Toward New Leadership
From the beginning of this summer’s
demonstrations there was dissatisfac-
tion with both the leadership and the
program of the civil rights movement.
One expression of this dissatisfaction

‘was the Committee to Make Daley

Jump, which urged, in a leaflet, active
solidarity with the taxi strike then
in progress. That this proposal did
not receive support revealed the ir-

J

... PLP

(Continued from Page 7)

We know there are PL. members who
are sickened by attempts to apologize
for the Comintern’s “Third Period”
sectarian splitting of the German
working class, which opened the road
to power for Adolf Hitler. Moreover,
we know that there are PL members
who are becoming increasingly aware
that something is basically wrong with
China’s foreign policy, which proclaims

treacherous capitalist politicians like -

the late Nehru, Sukarno and Prince
Sihanouk as its friends and allies.
China’s pursuit of a counter-revolu-
tionary policy abroad, in turn, puts in
question the political nature of the
Mao regime itself.

Finally, for some PL members it is
but a step to realize that contemporary
Trotskyism is nothing but an extension
of the program of Lenin and Trotsky
which culminated in the Octobéer Revo-
lution — a working-class revolution
whose degeneration under Stalin and
later brought it down to the political
level of the peasant-based and deeply
contradictory revolutions in Yugosla-
via, China and Cuba.

An Amalgam
What better way for an uneasy lead-
ership to silence such currents within
PL than to link them to a pro-imperial-
ist and white chauvinist parody of the

-ideas of Spartacist, and then slyly to

link Spartacist to the U.S. State De-
partmient. Spartacist will certainly
survive this attack, but Progressive
Labor may not. The authors of the PL
Statement show themselves adept at
the language, not of Marxist political
thought and polemic, but of the politi-
cal police—the language of provoca-
tion, calculated lies, and frame-ups.
But the Stalinized Communist Parties
in the days of the Moscow Trials had
large numbers and great, if already
debased, authority to compel accept-
ance of virulent anti-Trotskyism.

PL’s Choice

Those days are long gone. If the
leaders of the few hundred who make
up PL persist in their anti-Trotskyist
course, they will shrivel into another
isolated Maoist sect, competmg with
the several already existing, irrelevant
little bands of self-appointed defenders
of the Chinese-Albanian-Stalinist faith.
The choice is PL’s. ® ’
—Resident Editorial Board

remediable weakness of the leadership.
And the crisis of leadership was di-
rectly responsible .for the elemental,
unorganized outbursts which ensued.
The sharp decline in struggle in the
wake of the riots makes compellingly
clear the need for principled revolu-
tionary leadership. M —Bob Sherwood

/
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TWO REPORTS FROM CHICAGO

|. The Riots and Spartacist

“The tension exploded with a raw
fury, spilling tevrvor through the West
Side community under cover of night,”
said the Chicago Daily News, Satur-

day, 14 August, following the Friday
" night riots on the west side of Chicago.
Although the bourgeois press accounts
attributed the “terror” to “Negroes
run amuck” the residents of the ghetto
in the West Garfield Park area had a
somewhat clearer picture of who was
being terrorized by whom. “I was sit-
ting in a bar on Pulaski when they
[the cops] came in, pulled guns, and
lined everyone against the wall. Those
who didn’t know what was really hap-
pening and didn't jump. fast enough
were clubbed down. As I was being led
to the wagon with a pistol at my head
I heard the machine gun fire from down
the street . .. )"’ said a 22-year-old Ne-
gro‘youth arrested in the riot. Another
youth said, “After we hit Goldblatt's [a
department store] three of us headed
douwn Madison where we ran into cops
who had broken through the barri-

cades. We split and ran. I made it
down an alley where as jumping a
fence I heard the machine gun. I went
to my belly and crawled away under
fire with bullets pounding into the
fence where 1 had been.” Among the
cops present—there were about 500—
were reported open Nazi sympathizers,
distinguished by swastikas on their
belt buckles or by their open advocacy
of Nazi methods: “Hitler did it to peo-
ple like you.”
No Middle Ground

Black workers in Chicago (as well
as in Los Angeles), battling the police,
wete no longer submitting to the usual
brutalities, intimidation and frame-
ups. Those *“leaders” who called for
the people to go home, -or called off
demonstrations as Al Raby did, were
participating on the side of the cops.
The Chicago and Los Angeles riots
scraped off the non-violent veneer from
the actual policies of the kept civil
rights leaders. On the one hand they
called upon the people to go home,

IF THERE IS ANY BLOOD
SPILLED IN THE STREETS,

LET IT BE 00/ BLOOD!
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Muhammed Speaks

KING ON WATTS: “It was necessary that as powerful a police force

. as possible be brought in to check them ...” (NY Times, 16 Aug.)

while oni the other hand they supported
the occupation by police and troops.
It was no accident that Martin Luther
King, Dick Gregory and Al Raby did
not call for non-violence on the part
of the cops, for to do so would have
meant opposing the police arm of the
system which these men support and
serve.
Riots and Revolution

Riots as such are not beneficial, for
they are an unorganized and undirect-
ed outpouring of the grievances of the
masses. Clearly the problem is not any
lack of combativity on the part of the
Negro population but rather their lack
of leadership and program. The task
of real leaders is to organize the strug-
ele and to put forward demands which
eive the Negro movement political di-
rection beyond its present scope.

] Spartacist Intervenes

“GET THE COPS OUT,’ begins a
Spartacist leaflet which was distrib-
uted -in the West Side ghetto on 14
August. It continues, “The cops and
the Daley Machine had this coming.
The pcople are in the right, the cops
in the wrong.

“The press informs us that Daley
and his flunkies had to mobilize their
National Guard today to enforce ‘law
and order’ if necessary. ‘Law and or-
der’ to these modern-day taskmasters
means the same treaiment black folks
have received for the last 400 years.
Their ‘law and order’ is the conduct of
rioting cops in Chicago and Los An-
geles as well as of U.S. troops in Viet-
nam. Their ‘law and order’ has nothing
in common with the black working
people. For when a people assume what
is their civil rights to start with, the
Daleys and Wilsons invoke ‘law and
order’ to take it away.”

Further on, the leaflet continues,
“We must organize to defend the ghet-
to from cop terror! REMOVE THE
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