
Two  opposed  conceptions  of
the  socialist  revolution:  A
response to Irvin Jim
[threecolumns]A fresh wind really has started to blow from
South Africa, where the leadership of the National Union of
Metalworkers (NUMSA) has responded positively to the growing
resistance of the masses against the African National Congress
(ANC)  regime  and  the  situation  following  the  massacre  of
platinum miners at Marikana in 2012.

NUMSA proposes to:

(1) Break the trade unions away from the ruling alliance with
the ANC and the South African Communist Party (SACP) because
that alliance has been “captured by hostile forces”

(2)  Commission  an  international  study  of  the  history  of
previous attempts to establish working class political parties
in different parts of the world in order to prepare to form
one which can defend the interests of working people today

(3) Establish a united front of struggle with all who are
suffering  and  resisting  under  the  present  pro-imperialist
government.

In a few short months since taking these decisions, NUMSA has
successfully  organised  political  schools  for  its  militant
activists and also held an international seminar attended by a
range of left-wing political and trade union activists from
different parts of the world. More recently they have managed
to achieve united-front actions to defend manufacturing jobs
and employment in the country and made great progress towards
organising an actual united front as an instrument to take
forward the struggle of the broad masses of South Africans.
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The NUMSA website and other sources now provide a rich stream
of material in the discussion arising from this turn.

The union is at the heart of an increasingly fierce political
and organisational struggle as the panicking supporters of the
ANC-SACP  alliance  use  a  familiar  range  of  strategies  to
silence and isolate this threat to their class-collaboration
with the imperialist interests which are bleeding South Africa
and her human and material resources.

Late last year they bureaucratically forced through a decision
to expel NUMSA from the Confederation of South African Trades
Unions  (COSATU)  ̶  a  body  which  NUMSA  activists  helped  to
establish  in  previous  decades  in  the  teeth  of  apartheid
oppression!  Workers’  International  stands  foursquare  with
NUMSA and her allies against this undemocratic move to silence
her.

A campaign of slander and intimidation against NUMSA and her
supporters is now developing (cf. “Reinstate NUMSA in its
rightful  place  in  the  leadership  of  COSATU”  in  Workers
International Press no. 9.)

This present article seeks to contribute to the discussion
NUMSA  has  forced  open,  with  particular  reference  to  two
speeches  by  union  general  secretary  Irvin  Jim:  his
introduction to the NUMSA political school last January and
the  lecture  he  gave  at  Witwatersrand  University  in
commemoration of the SACP activist Ruth First, murdered in
1982 by terrorists in the pay of the apartheid state.

(The text of Comrade Jim’s address to the NUMSA Political
School  on  26  January  2014  is  available  at
https://www.facebook.com/polotiking/posts/691125047574724  .
His Ruth First Memorial Lecture of 15 August 2014 can be read
at http: //www.cosatu.org.za/show.php?ID=9329).

A major strength of Comrade Jim’s speeches is his excoriating
critique of how the ANC/SACP regime has failed to deliver on



the promises it made to the masses when it took office in the
early 1990s (“the 1994 democratic breakthrough” according to
ANC legend). It bears constant repeating: The ANC/SACP made
certain very specific promises when it persuaded workers in
NUMSA  to  shelve  socialist  aspects  of  their  programme,
including nationalisation of industry under workers’ control;
it has not delivered. Read these explosive speeches and form
your own conclusions.

A necessary discussion

South  African  workers  and  their  own  leaders  in  the
organisations they control, such as NUMSA, have been trying to
force the leaders of the SACP and the ANC to make good on the
promises they made in the early 1990s, when government rule in
South Africa was peacefully handed over from the apartheid
Nationalist regime to the Alliance. The hope was dangled that
the constitutional handover would start a National Democratic
Revolution (NDR) which would gradually pave the way for a more
radical  socialist  transformation  of  society.  It  seems
inevitable that the present positive and necessary flowering
of political discussion in South Africa should take the form
of trying to hold the political leadership of the movement
around the SACP to make good what it promised then.

The conception of the NDR was rooted in the Freedom Charter
adopted by the SACP and the ANC in the 1950s. But long before
that they were the conceptions of the “official” Communist
movement which dominated working class politics around the
world for a very long time.

There are great and profound issues to air and clarify. What
is  special  about  the  “NUMSA  moment”  is  the  union’s
determination to mobilise on a mass basis to engage in this
process at the highest political level possible.

At stake are two conflicting views of the way forward for the
working  class  and  broader  masses  in  colonies  and  former



colonies like South Africa. (But a further note is necessary
here. The Stalinist view already separated such countries off
from the rest of the world in a “Third World”. The opposing,
Marxist, view is an internationalist one which sees capitalism
in its imperialist phase as an international phenomenon and
the  working  class  as  an  international  class,  while
understanding that each country embodies a unique combination
of the system’s essential features.)

One strategy, the “two-stage” theory, explained that the first
stage was for the country to achieve its independence. In the
case of South Africa, which was independent but ruled by a
White minority apartheid dictatorship, the first stage was to
achieve  majority  rule  and  remove  the  various  forms  of
discrimination under which the Black majority suffered. Action
on a “second stage” of carrying out a socialist transformation
of society was to wait until the newly-liberated nation could
build up the economic and social resources needed for that
task. The Freedom Charter adopted in the mid-1950s lays out
this view.

The  theory  of  permanent  revolution,  on  the  other  hand,
explains that the two stages are in Lenin’s word “entangled”,
that although they are different, they are carried out in an
uninterrupted process.

Unless working people organise and play the decisive role in
dismantling imperialist rule in its various guises, the job
will be botched and incomplete and dangerous remnants of the
old oppression will remain.

Meanwhile, the conditions of world imperialism mean that most
countries  cannot  hope  to  replicate  the  way  capitalism  in
Western Europe (and then exported to North America) evolved
through a series of stages over many centuries. A gradual
development  from  feudalism  to  small-scale  capitalism  via
manufacture and trade towards the factory system and finally a
fully-fledged “modern” finance capitalism is not an option



today. And the exceptions here prove the rule: Countries which
have apparently achieved this have done so in a leap, either
because like South Korea they had an important role in the
West’s Cold War strategic arrangements, or because, as in
Japan and now China, their rulers have developed methods of
super-exploiting labour to an extreme degree.

Hopes of a new arrival achieving balanced national development
of society and economy today under capitalism are an illusion.
The  real  way  forward  involves  nationalising  industry  and
finance  under  workers  control  and  socialist  methods  of
planning, and the scope of the plan must be international. The
continent of Africa is one sustained essay on this topic from
the negative side.

Nevertheless,  at  the  decisive  moment,  when  the  apartheid
regime faced collapse and a new page was turned, it was the
ANC  and  the  SACP  whose  policies,  based  on  the  Stalinist
conceptions underlying the Freedom Charter, prevailed and won
the support of the trade unions.

Comrade Jim insists that the Freedom Charter written in the
1950s is and remains a valid “mass line” for South Africa. He
attempts to justify this by copious reference to Lenin’s 1905
pamphlet Two Tactics of the Social Democracy in the Bourgeois
Revolution.

Lenin  and  Leninism  really  can  guide  our  revolutionary
socialist movement today. But in reading Lenin’s writings we
should take his life and work as a whole which combined very
solid continuities with momentous changes and development, and
we need to read his various works and understand the tactics
he proposed within their historical context.

Lenin the social-democratic leader

 Comrade Jim seems perplexed that some critics of the ANC have
described the Freedom Charter and the whole conception of a
minimum and a maximum programme as “social democratic”. In his



Ruth First lecture he insists:

“Ruth First was killed for the Freedom Charter! Yet today, we
are  told  that  the  Freedom  Charter  was  influenced  by  the
social-democratic fashion of the 1950s. Others even say the
Freedom Charter is now irrelevant. Did Ruth First, and many
others, die for fashion …?”

Of course not! Ruth First, like many countless others, died at
the  hands  of  the  bourgeoisie  as  a  fighter  in  the  class
struggle. But the fact that she was deliberately murdered by
the other side does not of itself mean that the political line
and tactics she chose were correct.

The conceptions of “minimum and maximum” programme underlying
the Freedom Charter absolutely are drawn from the   ̶   long
outdated   ̶   arsenal of social democracy.

This  must  be  known  to  Comrade  Jim.  Addressing  the  NUMSA
Political School in January this year, he quoted effectively
from a well-known author on the subject who was, at the time
he wrote the pamphlet quoted, a leading member of the Second
International  and  of  the  Russian  Social  Democratic  Labour
Party, an author who at the time had a lot to say about the
question of maximum and minimum programmes. Jim said, for
example:

“Lenin makes this absolutely clear in his Two Tactics, when he
says: ‘A Social-Democrat must never for a moment forget that
the  proletariat  will  inevitably  have  to  wage  the  class
struggle for Socialism even against the most democratic and
republican bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie. This is beyond
doubt.  Hence  the  absolute  necessity  of  a  separate,
independent, strictly class party of Social-Democracy. Hence
the temporary nature of our tactics of ‘striking jointly’ with
the bourgeoisie and the duty of keeping a strict watch ‘over
our ally, as over an enemy’…” etc.

When he wrote this, in 1905, Lenin (like all the serious



Marxists of the day) was a declared social democrat. Lenin
wrote the pamphlet Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the
Democratic Revolution during the Russian Revolution of 1905.
The pamphlet explains the Russian Social Democratic Labour
Party’s programme and tactics intended to take that revolution
forward and showed how they could guide the working class in
Russia. He emphasised (in 1905!) how profoundly he identified
at that time with “International Social Democracy”:

“When and where did I ever claim to have created any sort of
special trend in International Social-Democracy not identical
with the trend of Bebel and Kautsky? When and where have there
been brought to light differences between me, on the one hand,
and Bebel and Kautsky, on the other—differences even slightly
approximating in seriousness the differences between Bebel and
Kautsky, for instance, on the agrarian question in Breslau?”

It must be said that what Lenin proposed in 1905 utterly puts
to shame the ANC-SACP alliance in terms of its sweep and
ambition.

Lenin against the theory of stages!

 In 1905, Russia was a sprawling empire in which the majority
of the population were small farmers working the land under
very backward conditions. Barely forty years previously they
had still been serfs, the property of their feudal landlords.
In 1905 they were still paying redemption payments (in other
words buying their freedom by instalments) as well as rent for
the land. The political system was autocracy: The Romanov
Tsars ran the whole empire through a bureaucratic and military
machine ideologically backed by the Orthodox Christian clergy.

What  stands  out  in  Lenin’s  handling  of  the  question  of
programme and tactics even in 1905 is his refusal to rigidly
separate the maximum and the minimum programme. This is one
expression of the difference between him and other prominent
leaders  of  the  Socialist  International  who  were  later



themselves openly “captured by hostile forces”. He was, it is
true, absolutely convinced that the 1905 Russian Revolution
had the historical job to abolish tsarist autocracy based on
serfdom and replace it with a bourgeois society. He says in
Two Tactics:

”It means that the democratic reforms in the political system
and  the  social  and  economic  reforms,  which  have  become  a
necessity  for  Russia,  do  not  in  themselves  imply  the
undermining of capitalism, the undermining of bourgeois rule;
on the contrary, they will, for the first time, really clear
the ground for a wide and rapid, European, and not Asiatic,
development of capitalism; they will, for the first time, make
it possible for the bourgeoisie to rule as a class.”

Against those who want to wait with folded arms while this
happens, he quickly adds:

“But it does not at all follow from this that a democratic
revolution (bourgeois in its social and economic substance) is
not of enormous interest for the proletariat. It does not at
all follow from this that the democratic revolution cannot
take  place  in  a  form  advantageous  mainly  to  the  big
capitalist,  the  financial  magnate  and  the  ‘enlightened’
landlord, as well as in a form advantageous to the peasant and
to the worker.”

After all, he says, in tsarist Russia:

“The working class suffers not so much from capitalism as from
the insufficient development of capitalism.”

But it was never his view that the working class should just
stand idly by and wait for the bourgeoisie to carry out its
mission: It is to the advantage of the bourgeoisie, he says,
if the movement:

“… does not too resolutely sweep away all the remnants of the
past, but leaves some of them, i.e., if this revolution is not



fully consistent, if it is not complete and if it is not
determined and relentless.”

“On the other hand,” Lenin went on, “it is more advantageous
for  the  working  class  if  the  necessary  changes  in  the
direction  of  bourgeois  democracy  take  place  by  way  of
revolution and not by way of reform; for the way of reform is
the way of delay, of procrastination, of the painfully slow
decomposition of the putrid parts of the national organism. It
is the proletariat and the peasantry that suffer first of all
and most of all from their putrefaction. The revolutionary way
is the way of quick amputation, which is the least painful to
the  proletariat,  the  way  of  the  direct  removal  of  the
decomposing parts, the way of fewest concessions to and least
consideration  for  the  monarchy  and  the  disgusting,  vile,
rotten and contaminating institutions which go with it.”

But the whole point of the handover which ended apartheid and
brought majority rule in South Africa is that it deliberately
avoided a revolution! That is why the Black population still
suffers from all the aspects of “putrefaction” which Comrade
Jim describes in detail in various speeches.

Later Lenin adds:

“We cannot jump out of the bourgeois-democratic boundaries of
the  Russian  revolution,  but  we  can  vastly  extend  these
boundaries, and within these boundaries we can and must fight
for the interests of the proletariat, for its immediate needs
and for the conditions that will make it possible to prepare
its forces for the future complete victory.”

He therefore recommended that workers and socialists should
take their struggle into provisional governments in order to
carry out the bourgeois revolution in the most thorough way
possible.

Even in 1905, when he was still a Social Democrat, even when
he firmly denounced any idea of the immediate possibility of a



socialist revolution in Russia, Lenin castigated his Menshevik
opponents who crudely divided the revolution up into “stages”.
Denouncing their “theory of stages”, he explained:

“they have forgotten that the revolutionary pressure of the
people will meet with the counter-revolutionary pressure of
tsarism and that, therefore, either the ‘decision’ will remain
unfulfilled or the issue will be decided after all by the
victory or the defeat of the popular insurrection.”

By 1917, Lenin’s views had undergone a significant shift.
However, today’s activists can still draw strength from what
he wrote in 1905 because it is permeated by the spirit of
active and practical struggle. He wrote: “The outcome of the
revolution depends on whether the working class will play the
part of a subsidiary to the bourgeoisie, a subsidiary that is
powerful in the force of its onslaught against the autocracy
but impotent politically, or whether it will play the part of
leader of the people’s revolution.”

And  part  the  answer  to  this  “whether”  depends  on  the
leadership which the workers’ party provides. The pamphlet Two
Tactics is literally about two different approaches. Lenin
contrasts them:

“One resolution expresses the psychology of active struggle,
the other that of the passive onlooker; one resounds with the
call  for  live  action,  the  other  is  steeped  in  lifeless
pedantry. Both resolutions state that the present revolution
is only our first step, which will be followed by a second;
but from this, one resolution draws the conclusion that we
must take this first step all the sooner, get it over all the
sooner,  win  a  republic,  mercilessly  crush  the  counter-
revolution, and prepare the ground for the second step. The
other resolution, however, oozes, so to speak, with verbose
descriptions  of  the  first  step  and  (excuse  the  crude
expression)  simply  masticates  it.”



The resolution “steeped in lifeless pedantry” was the one
adopted  by  Lenin’s  opponents  in  the  RSDLP  who  formed  the
Menshevik faction. In 1905, Lenin stretched the politics of
social democracy, of the Second International, as far as they
would go to make them serve the interests of the working
class.

In South Africa, it turns out that it was the leaders of the
ANC  and  the  SACP  who  were  actually  “steeped  in  lifeless
pedantry”.  Rather  than  trying  to  “mercilessly  crush  the
counter-revolution”,  they  made  an  accommodation  with  the
sources of counter-revolution’s paymasters in the big mining
monopolies  and  banks.  Instead  of  fighting  to  “mercilessly
crush”  the  practitioners  of  apartheid,  the  SACP  and  ANC
leaders  organised  “truth  and  reconciliation”  processes  to
protect them.

That is why South African society continues to be scarred by
inequalities  in  every  shape  and  form  as  well  as  social
deprivation and violence, particularly against women.

It turns out that the SACP leaders who loved to quote certain
texts by Lenin were closer to Lenin’s reformist, Menshevik
opponents than they cared to admit.

The Fate of Social Democracy

The first Russian revolution of 1905 happened on the cusp of
momentous  changes  in  world  capitalism,  developments  which
faced the Socialist International with challenges it could not
deal with. So when World War I broke out 100 years ago in
1914, it was revealed that the majority of Europe’s socialist
leaders  had  been  “captured  and  taken  over  by  right-wing
forces”.  They  supported  the  interests  of  their  “own”
imperialist bourgeoisie (and dynastic regimes) against workers
ruled  by  other  imperialists,  and  urged  them  on  into  the
carnage. This set the seal on the political collapse of social
democracy. Whatever long after-life it has had in western and



northern Europe, it has never reverted to its potentially

revolutionary days in the last decades of the 19th century.

One of Lenin’s responses to the outbreak of the world war was
to devote considerable time to producing a handbook on the new
stage reached in the development of capitalism.

His pamphlet Imperialism noted the end of the:

“… old free competition between manufacturers … Capitalism in
its imperialist stage leads right up to the most comprehensive
socialisation  of  production;  it,  so  to  speak,  drags  the
capitalists, against their will and consciousness, into some
sort of a new social order”, where “production becomes social,
but appropriation remains private”.

It was because the epoch thus ushered in is an “epoch of wars,
civil wars and revolutions” that the Socialist International
entered a crisis and the majority of its parties, having sunk
to the level of “passive onlookers” and increasingly “steeped
in lifeless pedantry”, turned out to have been “captured and
taken over by right-wing forces” when World War I broke out,
followed  later  by  the  revolutionary  wave  that  started  in
Russia.

The policy of waiting for the development of capitalism to
build up the numerical strength of the working class, while
the socialist movement attended to its level of organisation
and political maturity, hoping that the crisis of the system
would ultimately make revolution inevitable, collapsed as a
political project.

This  was  because  the  arrival  of  the  imperialist  stage  of
capitalism  signalled  the  need  to  actually  carry  out  the
socialist  revolution  despite  the  unevenness  of  development
between different countries.

A leader of the Socialist International such as Karl Kautsky,
a man who had previously been Lenin’s mentor and ally and had



fought shoulder to shoulder with him, changed his approach to
imperialism.  He  came  to  view  this  imperialist  phase  as  a
passing policy of the capitalists, a set of measures which
could be reversed by political pressure and agitation, without
a  revolution.  Lenin  decisively  broke  with  such  leaders,
asserting that imperialism is a definite stage of capitalism,
and moreover, the stage which makes necessary the socialist
revolution.  (From  this  point  of  view,  Lenin’s  work  on
imperialism  also  forms  a  basis  for  understanding  specific
features of economy, society and politics in South Africa.)

And Lenin was right! World War I led to the collapse of
tsarist autocracy and the 1917 Russian Revolution.

April Theses

Lenin’s guidance for the Revolution of 1917 is summarised in
the April Theses, written on his journey back to Russia from
exile. Lenin then believed:

“(2) The specific feature of the present situation in Russia
is that the country is passing from the first stage of the
revolution   ̶   which, owing to the insufficient class-
consciousness  and  organisation  of  the  proletariat,  placed
power in the hands of the bourgeoisie   – to its second stage,
which must place power in the hands of the proletariat and the
poorest sections of the peasants.” (My emphasis – B.A.)

He therefore insisted:

“(3)  No  support  for  the  Provisional  Government”  which  he
describes as a “government of capitalists”, and “(5) Not a
parliamentary  republic  …  but  a  republic  of  Soviets  of
Workers’,  Agricultural  Labourers’  and  Peasants  Deputies
throughout the country, from top to bottom … Abolition of the
police, the army and the bureaucracy … Confiscation of all
landed estates … Nationalisation of all lands in the country …
The immediate amalgamation of all banks in the country into a
single national bank, and the institution of control over it



by the Soviet of Workers’ Deputies.”

He  knew:  “It  is  not  our  immediate  task  to  ‘introduce’
socialism,  but  only  to  bring  social  production  and  the
distribution  of  product  at  once  under  the  control  of  the
Soviet of Workers’ Deputies”.

This is both a continuation of his approach in 1905 and a huge
significant change. And the October 1917 Russian Revolution
started to achieve the goals he set.

Back in 1905, in Two Tactics, Lenin had talked about a time in
the distant past when:

“… the slogans advocating mass agitation instead of direct
armed  action,  preparation  of  the  social-psychological
conditions  for  insurrection  instead  of  flash-in-the-pan
methods, were the only correct slogans for the revolutionary
Social-Democratic  movement.”  But  even  then,  in  1905,  he
already warned that:

“At  the  present  time  the  slogans  have  been  superseded  by
events, the movement has left them behind, they have become
tatters, rags fit only to clothe the hypocrisy” of liberal
politicians and reformist socialists.

The “socialist” enemies of the Russian Revolution

Now  the  whole  policy  and  programme  of  the  Socialist
International had been “superseded by events”. Leaders of the
Socialist International supported the “war effort” of their
“own” bourgeoisies and tried to impose a class truce on the
working class, a cessation of hostilities against their own
employers. The end of the war brought revolution in Russia,
the  collapses  of  the  German,  Austro-Hungarian  and  Ottoman
empires and revolutionary movements of international scope. In
Russia, the revolution established a government of Workers’
and Peasants’ Soviets. In these events, the leaders of the old
Socialist  International  opposed  the  Soviets  and  organised



troops to suppress revolutionary movements throughout Europe.
When momentous political changes are actually happening in a
seismic  shift,  clinging  to  a  separation  of  “minimum”  and
“maximum” programme partly reveals, partly fulfils a process
in which a whole movement has rotted from within.

The Communist International

Up  until  1914,  Lenin  had  tried  to  make  the  revolutionary

action which the new situation at the turn of the 19th and 20th

centuries  required  fit  into  the  social-democratic  division
into  “minimum  programme”  and  “maximum  programme”.  He  had
“stress-tested” the politics of the Socialist International to
its limits. That whole organisation and its programmes had
become tatters and rags fit only to clothe its hypocrisy.

Lenin, the Bolsheviks and their allies rescued Marxism from
the  wreckage  of  the  Socialist  International  and  took  it
forward  in  the  formation  of  Communist  Parties  and  the
Communist International. How these organisations faced up to
the task of world revolution is recorded in the minutes and
other documents of the first four congresses of the Communist
International, which are now widely available for study and
should be carefully studied as part of the movement which
NUMSA is setting afoot.

Among the many problems the Communist International carefully
addressed was the task of winning over workers and working-
class  organisations  which  were  still  dominated  by  social-
democratic policies and leaders. Two vital tools in this work
were the policy of the united front and the development of
transitional demands as a bridge across which working people
could cross over from reformism to revolutionary politics.

Stalinism and social democracy

Lenin died in January 1924. Under a show of continuing his
work, his successors in the leadership of the Soviet Union and



the Communist International abandoned the struggle for world
revolution.  They  established  a  bureaucratic  regime  in  the
Soviet Union and claimed that it would be possible to achieve
socialism in that country alone. This happened under specific
conditions  under  which  hopes  of  a  rapid  spread  of
revolutionary overthrows were disappointed. It is not simply a
matter, as Joe Slovo explained in his Has Socialism failed,
written in 1989, (and Zwelinzima Vavi repeats today) that
Communists in government got accustomed to the harsh practices
of civil war and the habit of issuing orders. Trotsky and his
followers  in  the  Left  Opposition  and  later  the  Fourth
International analysed and explained the many factors involved
in the degeneration of the Soviet Union and above all the
reactionary nature of the political line that came to dominate
in the Comintern. The crux of the political degeneration was
the policy of building socialism in a single country.

From  being  the  world  party  of  socialist  revolution,  the
Communist International started to abuse the huge respect and
enthusiasm the Russian Revolution had evoked in working people
to control and dominate the Communist movement. It inculcated
into its members unswerving loyalty to the Soviet leaders and
the view that the way forward lay in an accommodation with
capitalism under the slogan of peaceful co-existence (although
there were occasional but devastatingly destructive ultra-left
lurches).

Vavi  lifts  a  corner  of  the  blanket  of  confusion  which
Stalinist  history-writing  has  spread  over  the  Spanish
revolution (See Vavi wades into the discussion, p.11). But did
you know that in the mid-1940s Stalin tried to hold back the
revolution in Yugoslavia, accepted the suppression (in which
the British army played a big role) of the Greek revolution,
told his supporters in Vietnam to crush a revolt against the
restoration of French rule once the Japanese occupiers had
been  defeated  and  actually  put  pressure  on  the  Chinese
Communists to collaborate with the bourgeois Guomindang?



A good example of Stalin’s policy in relation to colonies and
semi-colonies of imperialism was his support for Ghandi in
India. An entire library of books would be needed to trace how
Stalinist  influence  in  the  huge  wave  of  revolts  against
imperialism  has  systematically  ended  with  local  bourgeois
puppets  of  imperialism  running  corrupt  and  dictatorial
regimes.

Stalin and his supporters could only justify what they did by
actually  returning  to  the  “tatters  and  rags”  of  social
democracy.  The  policy  of  building  socialism  in  a  single
country is itself a social-democratic one. So is the idea
that, despite Lenin’s insistence that imperialism is a new and
final stage of capitalism, there is still such a thing as a
benign, non-imperialist capitalism within which working people
can reach an accommodation.

Today’s activists should study for themselves the history of
the movement in China in the 1920s and Spain in the 1930s in
order to understand what it meant for the masses in these
countries and the parties of the Communist International to be
guided by these “tatters and rags”.

Then for Britain, for example, Stalin is supposed to have
personally crafted the “British Road to Socialism” after World
War  II,  supporting  gradual  progress  through  parliamentary
reform and fostering illusions that working people could see
their needs met under a parliamentary bourgeois state with a
mixed economy (part state-owned, part private).

How cruelly history mocks these “tatters and rags”! The Soviet
Union has collapsed and many of its leading lights rushed to
join the thieving mafia which has taken over. All over the
world, including the “industrialised” West, workers bear the
brunt of the capitalist onslaught that seeks to dismantle all
the gains they made after 1945.

This after-life of social democracy was far from being just a



political fashion. It was a deliberate policy to disarm the
working  class  and  dupe  it  into  accepting  a  future  under
capitalism, a “Faustian pact” as it has aptly been described.

The theory of a “democratic” revolution as an initial stage in
the socialist revolution is also just such “a tatter and rag”
and it too has been tested to destruction in South Africa
since the accommodation of 1990-1994. The process is ripping
apart the very force which fought might and main to impose it,
the South African Communist Party in alliance with the ANC.

The Left Opposition and then the Fourth International stood
against  the  degeneration  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  in  the
politics of the CPSU and the Comintern. These comrades fought
to rescue and develop the work of the Russian Bolsheviks and
the  Communist  International  in  its  early  period.  Workers
International to Rebuild the Fourth International continues
that tradition in the struggles of today. That is why we have
a distinctive and positive contribution to make in the great
project NUMSA has called into being.

 Bob Archer

January 2015[/threecolumns]

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 


