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Introduction

This pamphlet represents an attempt to trace the
characteristics of some modern revolutions and revolutionary
movements, in varying degrees of depth. As an attempt to
assess common characteristics and trends, and locate the
lessons we need to learn. I have deliberately not called
some successful and some abortive, since the shared tragedy
of one and all is that, in llbertarlan terms, they have
failed.

All the revolutions discussed occured in Europe,
unless we regard Russia as part of Asia. This is necessary
for the simple reason that the concrete conditions of
Flurope are manifestly those of highly developed industry.,
It will be pointed out that the Russian revolution occured
in a mainly rural country. We have nevertheless to take it
into accounts as being prlmarllly a revolution of the urban
proletariat.,

The thesis concludes with a discussion of the
current situations in this country, what seems to me the way
forward, and an attempt to face up to exactly what is
involved.

THE FAILED REVOLUTIONS

Paris 1871

By way of a historical swmmary. France"s Second
Emotre had caZZapsed. The inhabitants of Paris had
sustainiéd a long siege, in the end surrendering: the Germans
effectively annihilated the French.  Napoleon fell, and a
- go=called liberal govermment, under Thiers, took over. The
govermment attempted to recover some cannon from Paris. The
etty rose in revolt and the local bourgeoisie fled. At
this point the Commime could Have smashed the government,
now trembling in Verseilles. Bismark helpfully supplied
Thiers with released prisoners—of-war. The Communards
upset everyone by shooting such gentle souls as the
Avehbishop of Paris. Nobody was too bethered when
seores . of rebels were massacred. OFf the bourgeoisie at
least. The survivors were exiled, to be amestied some
years later. The only rebel not allowed to return was the
Jacobin, Ledru-Rollin.

Marx defined the Commme as the form of the
proletaman revolut'z,on, the first vietory of the workers.
Lenin takes up the point to focus on "the shattering of the
former state power and its wveplacement by a new and trng
demoeratic one" (1), Trotsky, on the other hand, true
to type, states: "We can look, page by page, through
history of the Commune. We will find only one lesson:
there must be a strong Party leadership'" (2). Engels does
not only not learn this lesson: he contradicts it: for him
the Cormune is "the political form, at last discovered,
under which to work out the economic emancipation of labour”
(3)e Another lesson, more meaningful for libertarians,
offers itself. The social measures of the Commune were



frequently not consciously goctalist. In faet the very
nature of their situation "impelled them to take measures
of a class character. They generated their owm soetialist
consciousness, assisted but not dictated by conseious
revolutionaries of vartous kinds" (4).

However, this is not suffictent. Whether or
not Paris represented the first proletarian free commneé we
have still to offer a solution for the problem of the
fail ure to mareh on Verseilles. The 'solution' is
perhaps contained in the behaviour of the revolutionaries
in the Commune. That they did not play the wrong role, but
had no analysis (or conception) of to try to destroy.

state involves.
: Engels tells us in the introduction to the Civil

War in France that, on April 16 the Commune ordered that
plans for cooperative management by the workers of abandoned
factories be worked out by the workers.  Not onlg that, but
a libertarian leninist tells us: "The Commeie's workshops
were models of proletarian democracy.  The workers
themselves appointed the directors, shop and bench foremen.
These were subjeet to dismissal by the workers if relations
or conditions proved unsatisfactory. ot only were wages,
hours and working conditions set, above all, a factory
committee met every evening to discuss the next day's work."”
(5).

The same auther tells us that the aet of the
ereation of the Commune was a demonstration of the real self
government of the Paristan masses.

This ignores a central point, which the 'decree'
from the Commune on 'workers' comtrol' brings out. Although
1t represented an advance on the Great Commwne, i1t still
demonstrated a basiecally Jacobin ideology.  First the
decree, then the self-activity cf the ciass. The fact that
the consequences ineluded steps towards workers' comtrol, or
even management, does not alter this poit .

It i8 significant that Lenin ignorzs this advance
in State and Revolution, But having said this we need to
feaus on the points he docs make.

Two Joined facts enter here. Tne fivst is that,
for the first time, the people are in arms. The state, as
the executive committee of the ruling class, no longer has a
monopoly of arms. If politically a representative system
remains, in terms of armed force it is the class, and not
the organs of powelr, who .rules.

This 128 ©Of érucial importarce. A system of
representation 1s inmevitably necessary even after the
revolution. Since it is itnevitable, the armed people gives
us an essential defence mechanism against the degeneration of
these organs.  But the value of this can be overestimated.
It assumes that the Class 18 not so conditioned into
authoritarian attitudes that 1t automatically accepts yhe
dictates of i1ts representatives.

This 18 to some extent, but far from completely,
negated by the assumption that, having won a revolutiom, the
class is going to give up its gains. ‘'In Russia, because of
the authoritarian eonditioning preceding the revolution, 1t
did precisely this.

Lenin also points to the central reality that the
representatives received no more than workingmen's wages.



He links this with the political form of
proletarian democracy~ "all posts (were L‘zZZed by) election
on the basis of universal suffmae of all concermed, sub,ject
to the mght of recall at any time by the same electors™ [3).
In this he follows Engels to the letter.

Neither scems to understand, however, the process
by which even the most democratic organs degenerate. We
will inevitably return to this theme in the section on Russia

A point that Lenmin, like Engele, does ignore 18
the federalist concept of the Commune, as made clear in its
Manifesto to the French People: "The absolute autonomy of the
Commune extended to all the localities of France, assuring to
each its integral rights and to every Frenchman the full
exercise of his aptitudes, as a man, a citizen, and a woeker,
The autonomy of the Commune will have for its limits only the
equal autonomy of all other commnities adhering to the
contract.” (6).

Thie 18 for a historical reason. Particularly
with Lenin. France long before the Revolution had a
decentralized structure: the Communes were precisecly socio-
political units in the middle ages. They had been smashed
when the French monarchy centralized the State, but remained
a focus of dissident ideology. This s not to say
revolutionaries in France were always consistent advocates of
the Communes. But at this point the historical traditions
of France integrate with the experience of the Great Commune.
Whether Robbespierre and his colleagues liked it or not, for
a period at least even Paris itself was decentralized into a
face=~to=~face democratic arrangement— the sections (7).

Tt introduces however a problem waich libertarians
on the whole ignore rather than face up to. Just as the
original communcs developed in the middle ages, so 1t was
precisely because they had a pre—industrial economic base
that they were able to function successfully. The claim
 that Proudhon represents petty-bourgeoise tdeology 18 true in
- that his aspirations weve only realizable in a pre—industrial
gociety.

The critique of the federalist thesis does not
invalidate the aim of a decentralized society: 1t merely
demands that we place that aim within the context of a highly
deve loped urban—-tndustrial complex and apply it realistically
Even less does it invalidatey—and in fact does not touch, the
commitment to face-to-face democmcy at the base.

Finally, before leaving the lessoms of the Commune

we “have to face the problem of its nationalist component. In
1ts historical context the Paris Commune of L871 owed its
- eruption not least to the indignity of the betrayal of the
national struggle by the bourgeoisie. It was part of the
class nature of the revolt that it was 'patriotic' anger
against betrayal by an unpatriotic ruling class. Thus the
founder of French National Soctalism was able to identify
with the Commune against its destroyers.(7). At the same
time it "honoured the heroic sons of Poland by placing them
- at the head of the defenders of Paris" (4).
It te onZy now, faced with the growth of multi-
- national capitalism, that national proletariats are foreed,
in their industries, to act intermationally. Tt is vital
that we consistentiu point to the lesson of this: that as



workers our chauvinism 18 aginst our own concrete interests,
and we ean no longer use nationalism, at least, as a safety
valve. We need to link this to the whole question of
rqcism and sexism, pointing out that even in the short-term
only class solidarity can help us. In.such situations as,
for example, the lesson was made during thz butlding strike.
We can argue the pros and cons of antisexism and anti—racism
in abstract (ie moral) terms till the cows come home. Ve
have to recognize that moralism will get us nowhere— that
the lesson we have to show all the time, from concrete
sttuations, te that wz can never get our freedom wunless 1t
18 as a class. |

Which in turn introduces another question— the
188ue of the class analysis. It 18 fine, and true, to say
that everyone in our society 18 rvestricted by pelationships
of authority, and we have to say this. And certainly
Bedaeyev is correct when he point out that the master ceases
to be without his slaves, precisely because they define his

extstence (8).

But no ruling class has zver given up power
without a struggle, and it 18 natve to assume that they will
in the future. The genecral strike as an alternative to
violence, as proposed for example by the Duteh pactfist
Nieuwenhuis, 18 a purcly theoretical concept. What are we
supposed to do when the ruling class takes arms and attempts
to smash the revolutionary movement?  Lie back and take 1t?
Passtvely resiet? The only non-violent movement which has
succeded was Ghandi's 'liberation' of India. Leaving aside
the fact he could point to the altermative, and there were
violent revolutionaries and violence. He was facing a
guilt ridden tmperialism: would the Nazis have reactad the
same way? And i1t was a national liberation strugglr agains
an external power that could afford to cut its losses. In
no other case has 1t worked. The Dames used it against the
Nazis: they might have got »id of the Jews, but Denmark was
about the last country to be "liberated' from German
oceupation. Where does that leave pactfism?

That's gust as a moral ideal. More basic 18 the
fact that not only has no ruling class given up without a
struggle, but that the workers recognize this and in every
revolutionary situation have been prepared to use violence.
It 28 all very well to say 'I want no part of it”". [HNot
only 18 the pacifist strategy a looser but it cuts the
revolutionary off from the class. What i1t does achieve is
to foster confusion and 1llusion in those who take any
notice of 1t and to that extent damages the revolutionary
movemente. |

Not as part of the discussion of the Commune- the
last page hasn't been =but as a myth that has to be
dispesed of. It is popular in the revolutionariy
movement to say that there are a lot of different oppressed
groups, and a class analysis 18 out o date. The most
sophisticated apologist for this position has claimed that
there 18 now no ruling class. Even the managers are
employeecs.( The anlysis goes om to piCture a socizty that
18 literally under the control of technology. Thig has its
oun tnternal dynamic which drives 1t forward,aand we arve all



consequently alienated from our creativity, and from control
over what happens to us (9).

This 18 precisely the same error that assumes,
because there is no ruling class legally in Russia, there is
no ruling class at all. It therefore has to be defined as
a ruling strata. Djilas, whatever his shortcomings, and
they are many (see for example his Ghandian effort The
Unperfect Society.), was correct on this point. The 18sue
18 not whether the power of a ruling class 18 in law; a
ruling class as such 18 defined ultimately as having control
of the means of production. The Russian bureaucracy- the
mnagerial and political burecaucracy are well integrated-
forme a ruling class in precisely the samz way as the
American managerial class does. Both have control of the
meang o5 production. In theory the state controls them in
Russia, and the state 1s the expression of the will of the
people. The accurate parallel is nationalized industry in
this country. In America the sharveholder allegedly
eontrols the means of production. Protesting anti-
apartheid liberals to the eontrary, the sharcholder 18
effectively helpless (for the scattered few who don't
believe it, try The Ensnared Shareholder.; It may be
argued that in fact the shareholder retains the power bhut
does not use it: all dictatorship depends on aequiescence.
The only time the voice of the shareholdzr becomes
important is when the board is split. = The anti-apartheid
Lobby, 1f they do have any effect, have 1t because the firms
are worried that the effect onm publzc relations, Othuf’
investments, and their profits being affected.

Nevertheless, 1t has to be adnitted that the szareholdor has
more power than the Russian worker.

This 18 precisely because, under mixed and Free
enterprise capitalism, so-called, the organs of mlzng class
power are not fully integrated. If we define the state as
the executive committee of the ruling class, we ean say that
only in state capitalism ave the interests of the ruling
class integrated. To the extent that eapitalism 18 still
competitive, the executive committee must remain above, and
at times opposed to, the sectional interest groups within
the ruling class. The developement of monopoly
capitalism, though transitionally producing conflict between

he state and private enterprise (eg the American govermment
rying to trust bust IBM as an international computer
monopoly, without any real success) inevitably ends with the
defeat of the executive committee, because i1t 18 being
gutded by outdated ideology.

In a nutshell, we are entering a phase of

bureaucratic capitalism. In other words, a form of
capitalism which is well past the entrepeneurial variety,
We have reached the state where the higher 'echelons' of the
burecaucracy form a new vuling class, precisely because they
effectively control the means of production. This doesn't
mean nothing elee matters: what 1t does mean 1s that the one
thing the ruling clase cannot surrender control of is the

means of production.
It 18 unlikely that 1t will surrnder control of,

for example, housing, whether Estates or private tenancies,
but not impossible. It 18 unlikely, though less so, that



1t will allow the destruction of sexism and racism. It ie
trpossible for i1t to surrendzr control of industry.

Cardan was right in his analysis here, but it is
doubtful whether in faet the result 18 necessarilly, as he
at least tmplies, tne breaking up of the working class
nto tnereasing numbers of mutually anatagonistic stratallO)
In faet, with the increasing prevelance of the sensz of
powerlessness, and the increasing reality of the spread
of, for example, the production line to the offtce- the
typing pool, we stand more and more chance of getting just
the sttuation Marx przdicted. With the revision that the
erunch 18 not falling wealth, but falling power. We do
not get an increasing material gulf beiween the classes,. but
an inereasing gulf betwzen who controls and who s
eontrolled.

In this context the definition of the working
class as those who work machinzs and labour in factories,
atways a vulgarization, 18 obviously bankrupt. The clerk
and the technician are just as much workers. It 18 an
exaggeration to claim the technictians are now the key (ll),
but I take the point.

Apologies for the heaviness of thie, but it is
essential the point is made.

Russia 1217 on

In Febuary 1917 the Russian Empire coZZapsed and t
the Tsar abdicated, leaving behind factions ranging from the
proto-fascist Bl,ack Hundreds (absolute monarchist, anti=-
semitic, peasants against industrial workers), through the
Cadete (constitutional monarchists, sympathetzc to the
British arrangement, the party of big butsiness); the
Scetal Revolutionaries (Xerensky as Right—-wing Labour,
through the peasant soctal—-demcerats, to the Left SRs, who
formed a coalition with the Bolsheviks briefly after
Octobzr, and the Maximalists, who were anarchists. The
Soctal Democratic Labour Party included the Soeial-

Democrat mensheviks, who adhered to the Constituent Assembly
and wanted to carry on the war, and the bolsheviks, who
advoecated elass war, an tmmediate move into soctalism (the
Mensheviks believed i1t was necessary to pass through
capirtalism), and in the end sorted themselves out to favour
"ALL Power to the Soviets". (12). The anarchists ranged
from the irrvelevent Tolstoyans to the more important anarcho
syndicalists and Maknovists in the Ukraine.

Three strands show through the period from March
to October. The firet is the decline of bourgzoise power.
The Provistonal Govermment, prosecuting a war nobody wanted,
dependent on the support of a peasantry who formed an army
in the process. of disintegrating, ultimately and in faet the
expression of the will of an underdeveloped bourgeoisie,
building a coalition on these two bases. Peaox'w'ng to a
mi litary coup= the Kornilov affatr -when the going got rough
and sealing its own fate in the proczss.

The second, and in the long termsthe most
wmportant, was the Soviets. It has been argued that, in
contrast with both the factory committees and the French



Communes, the Soviets were highly authoritarian, that in
fact they were hierarchical power structures which dirveetly
paralleled the institutions of bourgeoise power (13). It
18 essential therefore to place them also in context. The
prototype for the Soviets was in fact Petrograd in 1908,
wnere they really erupted spontancously as a commttze of
representatives from different factories, and so forth. As
such they went completely wwmmoticed, even by Trotsky, who had
been one of ' leaders. Certainly not by Lenin. Once
transformed to a national form of organization, however, the
Soviets were faced with a concrete problem that simply had
not entered into the experience of the Commwie. They did
not just occur in one city, but across the length and breadth
of an entirve Empire. In a nutshell, unlike the Commune, the
Soviets were faced practically with the problem of
centralism vs decentralism. This in a country with no real
memories cf anything but a centralised state. -

So that in fact the Soviets, as spontanecous forms
of organization, necessarilly involved nc learming from
previous experience. There was no analysis on the issue of
centralism outside the intellegentsiz. To the extent that
one arose, i1t did so in the conecrete situation of the
conflict between the autonomous factory committees and the
eentral Soviet. And in this context only the anarcho-
syndicalists were able to put forward a coherent alternative.
No other revolutionary tendency disagreed with centralism per
se anyway. Not just because of Marx, but beeause of the
historical conditions of the country. In cther words,
spontaneous organization 18 not enough.

Marx i1s right when he distingurshes between
utoptan and 'scientifie' socialism. The former 18 the
attempt to present a form when it has not arisen from
history: the latter i1s recognizing the historical form of
proletarian power and focussing on 1t (14). The striking
thing 18 that he himself did not practice 1t, again and
again, like Engels, returning to the 1llusions of
pariliamentary democracy. This vepeats itself through the

history of Leninism as well as Soctal-Democrzcy. After

the defeat of the European revolution in the early twenties
every Communist Party turned to the strategy of Social-
Demoeracy. It 18 no aceitdent that everyone of them has
become Scetal-Democratic, and plays a counter—
revolutionary role. This itnevitable dzgeneratiom,
correctly predicted by Bordiga as well as PanKkhurst, cven
outstde the anarchist movement, which has always
recognized 1t, implicitly or eaxplieitly, has to be assesed,
a question we will return to in the context of Spain.

If we say that spontaneous organization 18 not
enough, this is not to say that it is not the basis. What
18 necessary 18 that as revelutionaries we comsistently
point to the dangers with particular developements of
organization. It 718 the thesis of this pamphlet, as will
emerge, that the workers' council i1s the spontaneous form
of proletarian democracy. Which has the votential both to
excessive centralization and decentralization. In thte
context, another pecint. The March (or Febuary) Revolution
nvolved the collapse not merely of Tsarism but of the
state apparatus. The centrz of the revolution was in
Petrograd. So that just in terms of the concrete



sttuation i1t was not suprising. Once again the
shortecomings of purely spontaneous crganization. Unless we
point out the lessons from the beginning, history will
repeat itself.

The factory committees provide the third strand.
They had been ezrupting since the first days of the
revolution and continued to grow. Once again as the
spontancous attempt of the rank-and-file to organize
themselves at their workplace and take control of it. These
in due course also came mainly under the control of the
Bolsheviks. Just as anarchists have downgraded the
Soviets, so they have tended to fetishize the factory
committees. The point has to be made again. It 18 not
enough in a highly complex technological society to talk
about decentralization. In fact, as has been p@inted out
before, what we need 18 a balance between the two.  Pretty
obviously the Soviets didn't have this (though we need to
remeber that there were local Soviets as well as a national
one). But neither, essentially, did the factory
comm ttees.

The factory committees provided in fact a
battlegrownd., As early as January 1918 the lines were
drawvn up. The onarcho-syndicalist Maximov presented the
case as follows. The unions corresponded tc the economic
eonditions of Tsarism, and therefore couldi’t takzs on a
role of economic organization. The factory committees
could and should do just this. "The aim of the
proletariat was to eoordinate all activity, all loecal
interest, to ereate a centre but not a eentre of decrees
and ordinances but a centre of regulation, of guidance- and
only through such a centre to organize the industriql life
of the country.” The Congress voted tc transform the
commi.ttees into union organs. The higher organs of control
would organize finance.

However, the text provided by Brinton, from which
this 18 taken (15) 18 not wholely clear. Thus one of the
desctsions quoted 18 that workers in individual factories
could not deeide on ".ssues touching upon the existence of
the enterprisz”., If this is euphamistie he shculd have
satd so. If it means simply that workers could not close
down their factories off their own backs, then this does not
econtradicet the Maximov position. And what does Maximov
mean by regulation?

I'c press on.

At the June Congress of factory committees Lenin
appears to contradict the descisions of January. The
factory committees must not comcern themselves with purely
technical and economice questions: they must become "the
basic state nuclet of the ruling class" (16). In March
the govermment had already introduced one~man management on
the rarlways. In other words, whatever the verbal
statements of Lenin, the practice was the eroding of the
factory committezs.

The Left Communists provided an opposition to
this, but only after they had lost their foothold in the
corridors of power over the Brest-Litovsk treaty. By then
the rot had set in and they were fighting a rearguard
action. Now they started i sisting socialism would be the



ereation of the working class or it would in fact be state
capitalism. A Leningrad Party Conference demanded that the
Left Communists cease their organizational cxistence, and
before long the Leninists had wom over most of the Leftists.
The battle eontinued as Lenin advocated labour discipline
and highly paid specialists. The Left opposed piece rates
and Taylorism and advocated a workers administration from
above and below, and managed to win the demand for two-
thirds workers on management boards, only to have it
inverted at Lenin's insistence.(l5). It is all very well
for Serge to say that Lenin abided by majority desctsions.
Even the evidence he points to, on the Brest-Litovsk treaty,
shows that Lenin, when defeated, Rept on pushing until he
won. He never accepted defeat. (17). 4And it 18 not
irrelevant that attempts should be made to annihilate the
Left Commmists as a group— precisely beccause they were a
very real threat. Alas, like too many liarxists, they had
ommitted to butld up a solid base: so they didn't have a
chanee ., |

By the time we get to the Workers' Opposition the
battlefield has changed., Where in 1918 it had been the
Bolsheviks backing the trades wnions against the Ffactory
committees as organc of ecconomie organtzation; now 1t 18 the
Opposition defending the trades unions against the state.

Perhaps Lenin did not really support the Bolshevik
thesis that the trades unions would inevitably become
transformed into organs of the socialist state. The
Mensheviks insisted the state, as representing peasants as
well as workers, could net only represent the workers. In
921, in the trade union controversy, Lenin put forward very
sitmilar ideas: since the state was Q "workers state with
bureaucratic deformations" the workers needed a defence
against it.

Trotsky opposed this with the cliche that, since
1t was a workers' state, the workers had nmothing to fear.
Lebour had to be militarized, with the trades union as the
means of disciplining 1t. Its leadershir had ereated a
crisis by not stimulating the right "production atmosphere.
The same Trotsky advocated the virtues of one-man
management.  Yet there are still militants arcund who call
themselves Trotskyists and quote him on th:s meed for
internal demoeracy within the Party. The Calvinists also
were demoerats when they were in a mincrity!  (4And to
think I was a Trotskyist once— the shamz of itee.)

The Left Communists alao pointed to the tendency
of factories to become autonomous and seperate, and
correctly saw this as the result of Leninist eonservitism.
The deeree on Workers' Comtrol immediately after October
did not turm the factories over to workers' management; nor
did 1t nationalize industry. It simply substantially
inereased the power of the workers on the factory floor.

In a lot of places 1t was simply an acknowledgement of a
fact, but at the same time we have to admit factory
commi.ttees increased vastly after 1t. We have to point
out, on th other hand, that in a lot of places bosses fled
and the workers took over the factories.

Which gives me the Opportwnty to dv,.scuss what
has been called "market syndicalism', of whieh Yugoslavia,



in theory at least, 18 the living example. When I 3ay
marKet s,./nd'bcalzsm T mean an economy where the worker
run the factories compemtwely. The Algerian attempt
at autogestion seems to have been based on this thesis. It
also seems to be the position Guerin takes up, though he
explicitly sees a balance of cooperation and competition.
He dates the concept from Proudhon. The argument rzsts on
the problems a coordinated economy has of balancing
centralism and decentralism. What he omits to note 18
that, since market syndicalism allows for the supply and
demand ration to be balanced by the free play of the market,
precisely the same forces operate as i1 a market
capitalict econory. Which is the increasing monopolization
of eontrol over production, and with it the threat of
memployment and the rest of it. In other words, though on
the face of it an easy way out, in fact it leads us back to
square onz. This dozsn't szem to occur to Guzrin at all.
(17). What about the worker—-owned experiments in France
which ended with the initial group employing new labour? Or
what about the kibbutz, which now not only employ labour but
againet all their founding principles Arab labour as well,
without having any qualms about it (18)%7  Obviously it is
the fact the Kibbutz exist within the context of Israeli
capitalism that has speeded this process up . . ‘.
But capitalism did arise in the first placz, and the
developement of wage labour seems to have stemmed from
fatliure to compete. The unsuccessful farmer trades in his
farm and has to start working. For someonz else.

In a nutshell, we have to face the challenge of
achieving a balance bewaen centralism and decentralism,
There i8 no easy let out.

So far I have ommitted a discussion of the role of
the Bolshevik Party in the Revolution. Not only does this
need to be analysed: we have also to assess what role a
revolutionary organization should have played.

The Bolshevik party eplit from the Mensheviks on
the principle of membership. Lenin wanted a centralist
organization. After 1905 he called for the mass
recruttment of members of the working class. But Tsarist
repression made a tight-knit group once again inevitable.
The point that is missed is precisely that this facilitated
a regression to the authoritarian elitism of What Is To Be
Done? In 1917 the Bolsheviks began to bzcome a mass party,
but i1t was unable to get rid of its substitutionist
ideology. It 18 simply not true that Lenin saw clearly he
had to break with vanguardism and to recognize that the
expression of workers power was precisely through the
Soctets. This kind of position may have omerge,d in The
April Theses, which had to be published as an individual
statement, and in State and Revolution, though this was
ambiguous. It was neither Lenin's practice nor that of the
party. The simple fact is that the Bolsheviks only
abandonzd 1llusions about the Constituent Assembly when 1t

’



was clear they'd get nothing like a majority in it. And
that the Bolshevik government proaréssed relentlessly
precisely to a centralist state without a democratic
component. The Party, as the advanced section of the class,
could stand in for the class: the backward sections

lacked revolutionary consciousness and therefore fad to be
corrected,

Of course the havoe produced by the civil war was
a factor. It was not an explanation. We can equally well
point to the contradiction of an attempt to have a
proletartan revolution in a peasant nation. And the very
real disasters the Marxist analysis led to. Fanon's
aescription of the relationship between the urban and rural
Algerians- the former as relatively well-off and Social~
Democrat, the latter as poor and insurrectionist (19) fits
precisely, in reverse, the attitude of the Bolsheviks., They
were effectively anti-peasant to a large extent because of
their Marwxist analysis. Hence the War Commmism which led
to requisitioning and a real war situation between the
peasants and the workers. This effectively meant the
1mpossibi lity of a developement of peasant commuism and 80
the retreat of the NEP. Not that this solved the problem.
It was left to Stalin to cope with an unneccssarilly
created class of rich peasants: which he did by hamfisted
'eollectiviaation’. The fail ure of this in turn has led
to a repeat of individual ownership.  Whatever the
- shortecomings of the Ukrainian anarchists {(eg their anti-
urbanism), they did demomstrate that the peasants ‘werz not
intrinsieally reactionary.

Trotsky, in his thesis on substitu tionism , in his
more perceptive days, pointed te the inevitable
progressive developement of a Leadzr dictatorship (20).

Rosa Luxemburg had repeated the theme (21). Yet Sedgewick
can 8till argue that 1t wasn't the key, even if mther
pathetiecally (22). It is no doubt true there are various
strands in the Party on 1917-18, including everything from
par liamentarianism, pacifism at one end to near—anarchism
at the other. But the bastic framework and attitude of the
leadership remained the same. It was this that ultimately
destroyed the revolution.

| So what 1s the solution?

The history of revolutionary groupings shows that
once they become mass organizations they degenerate. Since
it 18 essential we retain an intransigent r'eoolutwnary
point of view, and need organization to be effective, 1t is
‘elear that we need a tight—~knit revolutionary grouping. To
prevent it becoming substitutionist or centxalist it is
vital 1t 1s both intensely democratie and that it 18 clear
that 1t 18 not an organization for siezing state power. The
Sttuationist distinetion makes the point— a hard grouping
whose effect is achieved bzcause its ideas are in everybodys
heads. In other words, at no time must thz revolutionary
grouping attempt to capture mass organizations: it's role
18 getting across tdeas, initiating struggles but always, at
the earliest possible moment, ensuring that it does not
stand in for the class. Since the earliest possible moment
18 capable of distortion, and in fact wrong, we should be
saying 'from the beginning'. It 18 naitve to belzeve that



even with all this there 18 no risk of degenerating. As
long as we try to be effeective in a pre-revolutionary
sttuation—- ie get our ideas across =we cannot behave as
1f the revolution had already happened.

I have deliberately, though artificially, left
the explosion of sexual liberation till this point.

In December 1917 the patriarchal family and
sexual inequality were legally brought to an end. All
over Russia, even in peasant villages, the opportunity
was grasped.

But how?

With massive ambivelance, fear and gurlt.

Of course the puritan prejudices and
repressions of the old guard Bolsheviks, Lenin chief
among them, didn't help.  This facet has been
explained as the result of yeawrs of professional
revolutionism, trekking from place to place, working non
8t .p, and the rest of 1t. With no life at all as
human beings. Consequently tight into the mould of
making a virtue out of necessity

But whereas legaliaation of the factory
commi.ttees merely triggered their expansion, i1t 18
arguable that with the family law played much more of 2
catalyst role.

It 18 8 gnificant that +t was 1920 that the
regression back to pafm'zmhal forms began. This time
direct government (ie Bolshevik) poliey. Why?

The spontaneous pressure for sexual equality
came from the working class and clearly not from the
peasantry. As such 1t would have been minimal on 2
national scale but significant in the Bolshevik party,
precisely as it became a mass party.

In 1920 the Left Communists had been and gone.
The Workers' Opposition was launched that year and
attracting precicecly the proletariaon militants.

It was the year beforz Kronstadt, when the
process that began with a secret police substituting for
people's courts culminated in the Party smashing the
adherents of the very slogan which had carried them to
power, "All Power to the Soviete": both the demands of
the rebels and the response of the Bolsheviks summing up
the degeneration of the revolutionary movement.
Agonized Leftists went on to the tece to shoot down the
men who they knew were really right (23).

It was no aceident that the writer of
Family and Communism should also have been one of the
leaders of the Workers' Opposition.(24).

What was nothing less than incredible was the
total fairliure, in spite of this, of either side to
consciously recognize the relationship between the two.
"Only a small minorety of revolutionaries saw a
congeious sexual revolution as on essontizl component of
sociaZ change". (25).

The truth in all this 18 that, though sexism
18 not an essential part of czpitalism; and although the
point of power in a socialist revolution 18 control of
the means of production; sexism provides 1ts own class
dynamic; its owm authoritarianism. And it therefore
essenttal that revolutionaries consctously smash it.



Turin 1920

The factory councils in Turin were a developement
of the internal committees. But we need to place the whole
sequence in its historical context.

- Ttaly was gotng tarough an economic erisis: rapid
inflation turned the workers towards revolution and the
petzt-bourgemsw, on fixed incomes, flocked towards
faseism. Turin's industrialists prepared for the showdouwn
and founded their Conf‘edembzm of Industry. It was the
industrialists who seized their chance to launch a counter—
offensive. The April strike was a fundamental battle about
who would control the factories. [The bosses versus the
factory counctls. In spite of massive support, it wask
clear after three weeks the battle was lost. The strike
itself had lasted eleven days. The PSI refused to back it:
1t was confined to Piedmont; the industrialists were
prepared and set the battleground. And the general strike
as a tactic 18 uscless. The struggle was 1solated by the
Soetalist Party precisely because most of them opposed the
concept of the factory council anyway. Ordine Nuovo
remained the only voice of the thesis.

The September occupations started off in Milan.
The feom trade uniom opted for working-to-rule. Alfa=Romeo
launched a lock out. The workers occupied at least 280
factories in the area--as a reply. It was a case
reformist trade unionists being stuck with a eonfrontation
hey ardn't want in the least. Turin workers in turn
occupted their metallurgical plants, and shortly aftorwarﬂ
nearly all Italion heavy industry. It was a Work—in
eontrolled by the workers that demanded a spreading to gain
the raw materials neccssary for continued production. The
tllusion that this in itself constituted a revolution was
widespread . The factory councils, and not the tradzs
unions, ran the factories. The peasantry started
oceupying land, led by Christian Democrat militantsl!  The
workers never faced the simple fact that either they "must
take power or the occupation would die a natural death. 1
Therefore they accepted a compromise which stated accaptance
of workers control by the itndustrialists. Within a year
all the gains were erodzd.  The final law was a sellout.
And fascism started making massive gaing. Embittered,
Gramscl surrendered faith in the class and adopted a hard
leninist position. Which led in due course to the
parlwmentamanwm of the PCI, for which Gramsci fought,
against the abstentionism of Bordzga. |

The defeat of the occupation constituted the
defeat of the working class revolutionary movement for a
very long time to come. Up till now in fact. Inevitably
the ruling class, having lost faith in liberalism, resorted
to the creation of a fasciset state. (24).

| First, as libertarians, we have to analuse .
the position of the PSI reformists, of Ordine Nuova, and of
the anarchists.
- The postition of Bordiga was that the
Communists had first to seize state power. Soviets and
factory councils would follow. We can safely ignore his.

.
» -~



Equally, the reformists always opposed the factory
councils on very similar grounds to the Menshevik Bolshevik
coalition agcnnst the eommittezs in Russia.

It 18 significant that the position O0f Ordine
Nuove on the factory councils was very similar to that of
Maximov. Not onmly did Gramsci reject the trades unions but
also the Party. Both arose in a historiecal pemod
dominated by capitalism, functioning as competitve forms,
the unions economically, the Party politically. The trade
wunion identified a man as a wage—earner and fought in those
terms: the council focussed on man as producer.  "The
council tends, because of its revolutionary spontaneity, to
wnleash the class war at any time; the union, because of its
bureaucratic form, tends to prevent the class war from ever
being wnleashed". The Party, as a form of liberal
democracy, inevitbly declines with the collapse of
capitalism. The only way 1t could avoid this was by
encouraging a strong council movement. The Party i1s a
seetional, voluntary organization: the council 18 an organ
of actual and potential control of production. (24a).

The anarchists had two responses. The first wae
that they were less idealistic about the factory councils,
and pointed out that in a nonrevolutionary period thzese too
could become organs of class collaboration. Less
important was the defence of the Italian Syndivalist Union.
(17a) .

We have to ask whether in fact the anarchist
uncertainties were justified. As practically the couneils
in Italy grew out of the internal committeecs, 80O
ideologically they owed something at least to the shop
steward movement in this country. To some extent this has
now been coopted by the trades wunions, but the faet remains
that they eontinue in the main to represent a rank-and=-file
force against both management and Unioms.  More important
18 the faet that the shcp steward is frequently independent
of the rdrik-and-file: this is in Unions which have
integrated the shop stewards committee. However, with the
repeated conflicts between shopfloor and bosses/Untions the
ecoopting of the steward merely creates a temporary confusion
which has to be overcome.

The shop steward i1s the least capable of cooption.
The Union bureaucracy''s success in recruiting them to its
apparatus merely makes a fresh independent rank-gnd-file
organization on the particular shop floor necessary.  More
to the point 18 the problem that the steward frequently
reflects and echoesthe prejudices of the worker. This 18
inevitable in a pre-revolutionary periods. It ecomnects to
the problem of raising consciousness.

Herein an organizational problem.  Should
members of a revolutiomary groupuscle become shop-stewards.
Yes. With the function of using i1t both to demonstrate
the validity of libertarian communism, and of activating
the class as self-organizing. On a practical’ level, it
18 bringing about regular, highly democratic, shop
meetings, and constantly pushing i1ssucs of control.

This 18 the key. We have to link shopfloor
democracy with issuzs of control and management- i1ssues of
power,



Spain_and the Civil Har

On July 19, 1936, workers all over Spain smashed
the military uprising. In a few areas Franco managed to
gain a goothold, from which to wage his war. The next day
a redundent state power in Catalonia grovelled to survive,
and the '"influential militants', all members of the FAI,
sold out. In duz course the state power rallied, the
Committee of Anti-Fascist Militias being replaced by the
Anarehists entered the Catalonian Generalitat, and then the
national governement of Lavgo Caballero. The govermment
was supported by people like Monigeny and Olivier when they
smashed workers' management in Barcelona, when they replaced
the militias by the so-called Popular Army, organized as a
rigid army.

Richards analyses this as the simple reality that
power corrupts. Thus the position of power made the FAI
ministers tdentify with tts interests and its survival
against all the things that as anarchist militat s they were
supposed to believe in. He concludes that the militant
should not identify with the mass movement, the syndicalist
union, that the class will create its own organs of power,
and the role of the anarchist is, apparently, to be
intransigent. He offers no organizational solution, and in
fact tmplicitly puts the view that any revolutionary
grouping 1s dangerous by ite very nature. (25).

The CNT as a long=standing trade union had become
inereasingly reformist. The FAI was founded to smash the
reformist eontrol. And to take over the Union. It's
basic thesis seems to be roughly the original leninist one,
of democratic centralism. It was born of a realization of
the trade wunion consceiousness of much of the membership and
made the classic error of comvincing people enough to vote
for them, but not enough to effectively stimulatz the self-
activity of the elass. In other words, i1t played the same
role within the CNT that the Bolsheviks played within the
Soviets. Their position involved no zoncept of being a
catalyst and a seemingly clear one of being an «ilite. Itse
historical origins was distrust of the class. When the
class moved, as clways, way ahead of the conscious
revolutionaries, the fear and distrust of the masses become
a vehicle for slogans that botled down to 'don't rock the
boat op we'll loosz the war'; when in fact the war was lost
precisely because the revolution did not take place.

At this point we can thrash out the question of
the syndicalist trades wnion, as a form of base-power
revolutionary unionism which aims to become the form of the
post=revolutionary scciety. It was not only n Spain that
the syndicalist union became reformist: in the more gentle
pastures of Sweden the Sveriges Arbetares Central 18 now a

trade wunion, with no revolutionary perspective at all.
No doubt the CNT would have travelled the same path 1f there
was not a continuous politiecal and soctal erisis foreing a
revolutionary awareness on to members of i1t. The striking
thing 18 that throughout its history it was in a highly
represgsive and/or critical enviromment and yet 1t became
reformist. (8).

Which amply supports the thests of Ordine Nuovo,



But, comes back the stern veply, the syndicalist
union 18 more integrated, and therefore more capable of
smashing the state. As a pure revolutionary form, 1f we
discomnect from the myth of the general strike, this is
theoretically true. But precisely because it 18
historically part of capitalism, arising from it and acting
within 1t, 1t 18 as a real entity demonstrated by its past
that 1t cannot smash the state. Just as the Italians
failed to see that occupying was not enough; so in practice
thw 'influential militants' sold out, the factories were
briefly run by self-managing committces, only to be
annihi lated by a state which was able to revive exactly
because the revolutionarics had no perspective for
destroying the apparatus of bourgeoise power.

Once again the basic lesson has to be a close
revolutionary group that activates the class towards the
destroying of capitalism and its replacement by
proletarian democracy. To stimulate the class to become
aware that it .can do just this, and that i1t does not have

to depend on ledders.

To eonclude, another point springs to mind. I
sard earlier on that sexism and racism cre not
necessarilly . smashed by a class revolution, The attitude
of the FAI leaders— Montseny springs to mind — towards
Franco's use of the Moors was both rqeist and self-
defeating. At no point @id the CNT consider attempting to
subvert the Morrocan trocps in their own homeland, which
would have been very easy by identifying with their right
to national self-determination.

This leads into the issue of nattonalism, and the
question of what position libertarians should be taking up.

"There 18 no nationalism in general; rather there
18 revolutionary nationalism and reactionary nationalism.
In applauding imperialism, Marx was a reactionary
nationalist, and in defending the right cof every people to
be free, Bakunin was a revolutionary nationalist.” Lenin
accepted the Bakuninist thesis on the natitonalities
question in Russia, just as the Third International took up
a firmly anti—imperialist position, at least until Stalin
had to come to a rapprochement with the West. At the end
of 1t all we see the PCF deputies in the French Assembly
voting the govermment money to smash the Viet Minh . By
that time Russia had long since become part of the white
block: its behaviour during the war was the culmination of
this as 1t came to terms with capitaliem (27). (28).

Anti-imperiaiism by definition fits into the
camp of revolutionary nationalism, but this ignores its
reverse face. The Mau Mau were anti-imperialist: they
were equally for Kikuyu tribal domination of Kenya.  The
politiecs of free Africa are very ruch the politics of
tribaliem. Equally we have the uncomfortable problem of
the fascist Action Francaise, which flirtéd with
syndicalism in the Cercle Proudhon, adeptingly consistent
anti-impericlist rogition. At the same time 1t looked to
domnation of Europe as a spherve of influence (7). How
are we to relate to this? Numerous cf the faseist



groupings in the thirties were seperatist: the Ustachy, who
still plagwe Yugoslavia are Croat seperatists. Plaid
Cymru, the Welsh nationalist party, may have a Left Social-
Democrat platform: i1t 18 still not without its racists.

Can we call these groupings 'vevolutionary nationalist'?
Clearly the whole i1ssue needs a much tighter analysis.

One way out would be purist internationalism. It
18 clear the struggle is essentially one between
intermational monopoly capital and the intermational workmg
class. And "the entire intent of English patriotism is to
conserve the great agglomeration of people, places,
traditions and customs which is known as England" (29).

At the same time we can point to the dangers that
anti-imperialism carry with them, the whole genesis cf a
counter—racisms,

But thie is also wnadequate. It 1s tnevitable
that the black american responds to white racism with black
racism, as a compensation of his force-fed sense of
inferiority. The impressive thing is that the most
effective black freedom group has made a class, and not a
race, analysis (its substitutionism having led it into
Soetal-Democracy is a seperate 188ue).

The main critique of pure internationalism is that
1t 18 reductionist . The reality is that ecach capitalist
country contains internal contradictions different in
detatl to the next. Therefore to some extent each country
develops 1ts crisis at a different time. Thus the May
Events in France in 1968 had no affect on the working class
of thie country, any more than the continual crisis in Italy
18. But the developement of capitalism 18 precisely
towards the breakdoun of national boundaries. As already
noted, workers in diffevent countries have been forced to
cooperate., As we enter the Common Market, essential for
the continued growth of capitalism, this will intensify.

We can still say that revolution cammot be imposed by one
country on auother, but have to be careful of making this a
slogan., The problem i8 not here imperialism. S‘mely
because we have to make a distinction between the genuine
spread of the armed struggle against imperialism under a
socialist rhetoric—~ Stalin's occupation of Eastern Eurpose.

It i8 important that the revolumonary people 17
arms do not sprzad the struggle into areas wherz there 18
no base at all, precisely because then 1t i8 seen, at least
by the anaded as tmperialism., The French republics
wnvasion of Germany did much to ensure that German
nationalism would be right-wing.

The simple lesson is there is no easy solution.
As capital becomes more international, so nationalism
inevitably tends to break downm, precisely because 1t does
not bring home the goods. But as it doece so it also
encourages nationalism as the response of the least
protected against i1t, in search of the recreation of
boundaries. There is a dynamic for the growth of both



international solidarity and fascism.

In this context it i8 worth looking briefly at
the defeat of Comminist Party by the Nazis in Germany.

It 18 a widely held myth of the Left that the KPD slit
its own throat by its definition of the SPD as 'sceial-
fascist'= by in fact its ultrm-Left Third Period. This
contains a truth which hgs to be got into perspective.
Without doubt the correct policy, whtle defining the SPD

as soctal-faseist, was to create a 'wited front from
below', not on an anti-fascist platform, but a
revolutionary one. The essential correctrness of this
Third Period line (ignoring the issue of abstentionism)

was that the KPD vote rovse dramatically durmng the crisis
that ended with Hitler's taking power, and the democratie
partiee all lost eupport. [EReich 18 a lot neaver the mark
when he says that the Nazis ultimately won because they
appealed to the feelings and utopianism of the masszs,
while the KPD consistenlly bored the workers into apathy.
When a party group, duly expelled, made contact with the
pro-SPD Prussian police over the ban on them having girls
in their rooms, they reduced dramatically the anti-worker
prejudices of the rank-and-file policemen. By relating
everyday experiencee and problems to issuee of politics
they had an impacet the Party was simply incapable of. (30).
lor did they ever recognizz still less focus on the
revolutionism of many Brownshirts. Even though at tne end
Party members crossed over to the Nazis, and vice versa. I
apprectate this is often seen as part of the authoritarian
attraction of both organizations. Deeper than that, I am
convineced, was the revolutionary itmplications of both. The
evidence was therz for anyone to sse— Strassecrism. Hitler
was more perceptive. The first crisis he faced was
demands for "the Second Revolutiom'. Faced with loosing
the support of industry, the ccndemnation of the Christian
Comservatives, and other reactionaries, and most itmportant
now rejeection by tne Army, he sold cut, and physically
massacred the Left-wing of the Nazi Party. (3I).

With the growth of international monopoly capital
1t becomes more possible to fight fascism, precisely
because it ean no longer begin to bring home the gecods. It
718 vital, and part of the libertarian perspzcetive tn any
case, that we do not simply proclaim proletarian
internaticonalism, but that we affirm the demand for face-to-
face base groups, and are prepared to consistently say that
the only solution is "an intermationalism in which all
(cultural) loyalties, large and small, may find expression”
(29a). The theeis in fact of libertarian federalism,

where face to face is not simply a geographicl
netghbourhood, but also the affinity group of people
working in the same industry anywhere in the worid. Of
course there are limits. But the answer i1sn't to sit back
and say that. It 18 to test out in practice a balance of
decentralism and centralism that takes commmnication as far
as 1t ean go.



Hungary 1956

The story of the Budapest rising 1s somewhat
different. It was a workers' rebellion against o self-
defined workers' state (Jegenerated or otherwisel)

The course cf the tnsurrection was pretty simple.
Rising tension leading to the fall of Rakosi; the Poznan
mots and trials in Poland. The background of Kruschev's
revelations on Stalin., The funeral of Lazlo Rijk, Rakosi's
replacement. The bourgemse Liberal Petofr Cirelz. The
eruption of the workers' councils. The demos of October 23
when armed reaction by the secret police led to an exchange
of shooting. Workers in the streets. Nagy, 2 revisionist
of the elassic mould 'rehabilitated' to serve the needs of
the moment. Former advocate of progressive Stalinism,
author of a totally uminnovative work misleadingly entitled
On Communism., This new Prime Minister cclls on the
workers to lay down their ayrms, and sends in Russian troops.
Some of these, with tanks, cross over to the rebels: the
Secret Police are massacred in their barracks.

As apparently inevitable in Eastern Europe, the
revolutionaries have not clarified what exactly they're
aiming at. A lot of illusions about parliamentary (ie
bourgeotse) democracy. (Memories of the Soeial=Democrats
taking over the Scviets in Germany, and abolishing them as
they returned power to the parliamentarians.) Free election
promised.  The non—Communist parties are no longer to be
mere formalities.

The revolutionary consciousness of the masses is
not put to the test. Brand new, highly mobile, Russian
troops pour into Budapest, carrying Kidar to the empty seat.
Clean, uncorrupted troops man the tanks.  Desperate,
hopeless fighting and an appeal to the West that showed the
last desperate tllusic ons, rerayed with the reality of
eilence. The workers' councils are whittled down, and the
last abolished a year later. In due course, when things
have settled, Nagy is pointlessly shot. (32).

It 18 useful first to compare this rising from the
much loved 'Prague Spring'. The Hungarian uprising was a
spontaneous proletarian rising against the Party that drew
i1ts strength from heavy industries knowm for being 'Red’.

Of eourse the Right took advantagz of it. That does not
mike 1t a fascist anzter—rwvoZution.

Caechos lovakia was significant as the attempt of
the new bourgeozsu in the Party to capture control and
introduce thertr concepts. The process assumed 1ts ouwnm
dyncvmc, however, and the new liberals, having succeded in
ousting Novotny, found themselves pushed further end further
towards a politically competitive power-structure. I t was
the technocrats, not the workers, who controlled the
deve lopement. Therefore the radical wing of the movement
achieved the time-honoured triumph of asserting the
right of management to manage in their 2000 Word Manlfesto.

It was with the invasion that the autonomous
action of the workers took the centre of the stage, but at a
much lower level of consctousness— thus the protests against
the sacking of ©Smrkovsky, for example. It was heve too
the students realized where they should be finding their
allies. (33).

It has been claimed by more thao one writer that



the Workers' Counctls in Hungary did not appear till
the Russian second invasion.(5a): this 1s simply not
true. If it says anything it refers to the focus of
the Western press.

We have, perhips, to take into account the
“nationalist element cof both thesz cvents— Hungary and
Caechos lovakia.  The censequencz of Russian
impertalism has been, as Western imperialism, 2
reactive nationziiem. But thig 18 grossly
exaggerated. Thus Tito's curvent revewvsion to
Stalinism 1s disguised as an attack om nationalism:
this has" unquestionably been an element in discontent,
but tt skilfully ignores the real liberalism of some
of his opponents and revoluticnary Leftism of others.

Unlike Czechoslovakia, Hungary occured as
part of a wave of revolt that swert across the
'Communist Bloe' with the decth of Stalimn, the battle
- for the succession, the eacpZoswn of the secores cof
eontradictions hitherto represscd by terror. The
ruling elass had no altemative. Successive purges
were crippling the econonic developement of the
Empire. East Germany and, even more, the strike in
Russta at Vorkuta, were smrke by Stalin's death.
Hungary and Poland by the de-Stalinization spzzch.

The significant content of thesc risings was
the refusal of a working class to be oppressed any
longer. As bourgeoise illusions produced vehashes of
demoeracy, 80 tne eentral feature cach time was the
self-organization of the working class, the creation
of workers' councils.  Which ave the historical form
of proletarian power in this cra.

There 18 no evidence that in Hungary the
Revolution lasted long enough to genzrate for example
sexual liberation. The organization of the workers
remained an organization of struggle.

More important, in learning lessons, 18 the
fact that in 1ts own way the Hungarian rebellion
repeated the mistakes of Paris in 1871. The Workers'
Councils did spring up spontancously in a lot of
places, but there was no comscicus attempt cither to
organize or to spread the revolt. Once again, there
was no deve Zopement of econsciousness before the rising,
no awareness of what was involved.

It has been claimed : nfzrn}zo-sundw:zlzsts were
actively tnvolved. If so their persmctwe was
useless. What was needed, once again, wias 2
grouping of revolutwnwmea dovelcmng 1 elear
perspective and being prepared to voint out what was

needed. Not a grcup atming to use the revolt to elimb

to power, but one committed to ensuring that the class
took power through i1ts cwn self-activity.
Historiecally, obviously, the nature of the
Hungaricn uprising could not have been this. But for
this reason it was bound to fail. -



Paris . May 1968 . . .-

Paris was only ome of the upsurges of 1968~ there
was a gene,r'aZ student revolutunﬁvy movament mght ACrO8S
Europe., It was alsc the year of the riots in Barling the
shooting of udi Deutschke; Kommune L.

It was in France, however, that the students were
able to commect with the workers, and for a brief few months
to forge a coalition.  Without nearly the same endurance as
that which now confronts the Italian state.

Once again, we need to place the triggers of the
explosion within their concrete context.  The students were
not revolutionaries because they saw the role of soetology
as a means of coercion. The point at which these
realizations formed a basts for action was when tt combined
with knowing that even of theose who passed the ecxams, the
lucky ones had a good echance of not getting jobs. In a
nutshell, the problem of graduate unemployment.

It dovetailed with the reality of acutely Llow -
wage levels, pendion scales and the vest of it. Whieh just
hadn't been tackled for a long-time. With lowered ineome
and 2 higher education it was particularly the younger,
skilled workers who took up the demands for autogestion.

First to regale the reader with a deseription of
the events themselvee, to be followed by the lessons.

In ham=~fisted respomse to the troubles on the
Sorbonne, the Rector invites thz CRS, the gquasi-military
police, to solve the problem. Students are beaten up,
arrested, and summarilly eomvieted. Thus what eould have
been solved by structural reforms in the University gets out
of hand.  Demonstrations and strect fighting become the
order of the ﬂay At Renault's BouZ’gne Bz llmeourt
works the CGT dominates, conderme the ultro-leftists: the
2rowds of would-be revolutionaries stand outszde md watch.
It 18 not the first time: 1t will happen again

In due course the govermment alimbs dawn
magsively, withdraws the CRS from the campus and re-open it.
But 1t doesn't calm the situztion. By the middle of' the
same day the occupation was complete. .

Debates, debates. The occupﬂtwno sprefzd aeross
industry. Finally even Billancourt is occupz:od The
8tudents plan a big deputation. The CP does its best to
sabotage it. The march takes place. . Contact s made.
But the gates stay up: each to his awm side. The
demonstrators drift away at the end. The swme mstzke, the
same fetishizing of the Union leaderships.

The Worker—Student Action Committee zt the Citroen
works repeats the same mistake. 'We must let each factory
Liberate itself'. The disease of sectionalism expresses
iteelf through distorted cmtz-v:mguawdzsm of thé students.

The 'vevolution' instead cccurs within the . .
Untversitty. It 18 here that the students discuss, debate
towards a perception of theiy owm liberation. It 728 here
the young workers join them. The foetorizs remain in the



hands of the CGT. The occupations become a struggle
for more money. At the same time, the vanguardist groups,
thetr credibility established by having been gaoled and
released, bankrupt the Assemblics. There 18 a massive
regression to what 18 truly anacronistic. In the end
even the worker student comnittees arve taken over by the
politicos. They no longer have any meaning. It 18 not
the effectivencss of Gaullism, which seriously believed it
was finished. o

" Nor was tt the infamous CGT. Of course the
Communist Party sowed iZllusions, ceonfused and mystified the
workers, and played a consistently counter—revolutionary
role. But the Key to fail ure was the totally inadequate
rerspective of all the revolutionary groups. None of them
understood, at least until 1t was toc late, the mistakes
they were making., A recognition of this is much more
valuable than attempts at self=-justification after the
event. (34).

The detatls of the end of the rising don't even

matter, (35, 36, 37, 38). ’

What lessons can we learn?

' Virtually already said is the mistake of not
being prepared to ignore the CGT offictals, recognize them
as an essential part of the state apparatus, and to act in
a way that in any otner sttuation would have been elitist.
Precisely because in q revolutionary situation the only
chance 13 the setiz ure of vower and the smashing of the
state by the working class as a class. Because of their
objeetive conditions and their response to 1t seetions of
the students had become working class.  But they carried
on feeling guilty for thzir class origins, and left the
initiative in the hands of the Communist bureaucrats.

- Not only this, though as a result of the
consclousness involved, they involved the young workers in
the Sorbonne and not in acting within their own factories.
They took the rvevolutionary militants out of their
factories and further isolated the movement.

- The need, yet again, was for a revolutionary
grour ping with a cZear perspective. Which 18 easy to say.
It 28 now that this lesson can be learnt. Beforz 1968
the Class had not the historical experience behind it to
resolve the contradietion. It had only its -
preconditioning of szetionalism, and thus was essentially
bankrupt. '

The ecritique goes further. Not only did they

not understand thie, but they had no perspective on the

need to concretely smash the state. Street fighting and
- oceupations are no subsmtute for the destruction of
bourgeotse power and its replacement by proletaman |
power. And yet, for those who eared to Look, the lessom
was crystal clear in the disaster of the Italum
Occupations in 1920,



[taly 1968 till now

The curvent eristis in Italy begen in 1967, but the
strikes of May 1969 form perh:mo the best place to begin.

50 labour contracts in pmvue and, state mdustr'v came up
for renewal.  Offieial trade union esexlation of’strzkas
got out of hand spreading across industry. Many were led
by the rmk-and-file committees created in 1968. The
contracts were not due till the tzil end of thz year, and
had till now been a suceessful technique for controlling the
rank-and-file. A confrontation with the police on July &,
with picketing outside a Fiat factory. A mareh of
strikers and:-students is hemmed in and brutally attackad.
It moves its commencement point and 18 attacked. The
government resigns.

The unions try to impose line delegates on to the
struggle ec better to eontrol the movement.  There was no
question of a spontancous rwmk-and-file shop steward
movement, still less of faectory council:.  But the unions
do seem to have assoctiated this, demagogically, mth the
Ordine Nuovo thests. '

The fasccet bombings marked the counterattaﬂk- the
arrest of Valpreda and others, the murder of Pinelli, A
total of 19000 workers were awaiting trial.

Not enough. To restore their profits to the
earlier level they had to destroy the gains of the working
class. Inflation, price rises, speed-up. Violent strikes
and three days of street fighting in Venice. At the same
time, vicious taxes are introduced against the workers.,

' Thie was in October 1970. In July the govermament
nad resigned, thus foresta talling a general strike., The new
was directly repressive. The state of the economy made
this the only possible way for the ruling class to retain
control. The reformist demands of the Unton bureaucrats
were simply unrealizable.

Ever sinece 1970 the struggle has moved out of the
factories.  Mass squatting in the South, in Rome, with full
scale community self-management.  The Communist Party had
not been invited to join the government because they no
no longer had anything to offer the ruling class. |

As the repression grows, ag violemce soars, 80
open groups like Lotta Continua have to adjust their
organizaticon.

As part of this, unlike in 1969, the workers dom't
see the current coming up of contracts as « f‘oous for
struggle. (39, 40,).

The ItaZtcm capitalists have now resorted to the
technique of reducing produatwn, and bringing the economy
to a grinding standstill. [Engineering unions are going on
strike for thetr claim. They are ;zrhtmg desperately to
retain the line dele 2gatas, who seem in faet to have become
something of a thorn in the side of the employers.

At the same time, Agnelli proclaims the only
golution 18 the internationalization of capital in the
Common Market. Italy ie near an irreversible situwtion, a
sttuation which, he says, 18 comparable with France n May
L968. (41).

The concept of taking the struggle out of the
factories represents, as Lotta Continua acknowledres, a
drastic mistake. It 18 within the factorics that the basis
for working eclass unity is laid; Lloosing the struggle within
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the factory 18 loosing the struggle altogether. They also
correctly recognize that "ecommnism is not something that
comes after taking power". And present a pieture of the
approach to the proletarian seis ure cof power. The Red
Base as a jumping off point, in which the workers
reapproproate all that 18 theirvs, not by buitlding some kind
of alternative society. The aim 18 not a Kibbutzaim,

which would be reabsorbed. Ind the revolutionary must not
simply teach the class, but be part of 1t, learm from them.

According to this thesis, revolutionary
comsctousness has not yet achieved enough of a mass base
for the seiz ure of power to be on the agendz. (42).

Once again, the issue of spontaneity crops up.
And with this the thesis of imposing the workers'
leadership on the rest of the proletariat.

The recognition that the point of production
provides the core comtradiction of capitalism does not
demand that we see the working class as a class taking
power and ruling the peasantry, and other sectioms. This
wae one of the serious ideologiecal errors of the
Bolsheviks. (The peasantry are also at the point of
production.) At the point of revolutiom there are only
two classes.

There seems to be here ¢ very big danger of
reflecting bc.rgeotse class analysis, of iTgmoring the
lessons of history since Marx,in a slavish acdherence to
what Lenin said. It 18 neot dissitmilar to the
disasterous seetional analysis of the French students.

Sauing this requires an alternative analysis.

I have already pointed to what I consider the
wnadequacy of the 'hierarchical splitting' of the working
class and emphasized that the developement of capitalism
requires the increasing concentratien of power in o
smaller and smaller group, accomparied by the progrwoswe
routinization of work.

This carries with it the danger of Luddism. I
mean by this a desire to smash the machines tnstead cof
contreol production. The simple reality 18 that the day
after the revolution manng i8 not going to fall from
heaven. A revolution will only sucead if it both smashes
the state and succeaed s in organizing production as a
class-for-itself,

Capitalism does have an alternative, which is
workers' participation and the partial humnization of
work. As Volvo has attempted. But at a period of
erists in the economy this is not'possible.

The farce of the line delegates, as an attempt by
the Unions to regain eontrol of the workers, who are
forced by the concrete situation to become more and more
militant, thus itncurring the anger of the ruling class, has
been used 1t almost seems as an attempt to discredit the
Ordine Nuovo thesis. But it 18 the rank-and-file
committees which appeared in 1968 who in faet represent the
revival of this tradition.

| If the revolutionary movement in Italy does not
grasp the truth that the battle is about control, and
essentially cbout control of production, then it 18 lost.
And the "taking the city' has rings of, sometimes
explicitly, seeing this as the way cf coping with the
drastie fall tn living stardards.
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At the final point of erisis, the class will
explode. But unless it has not simply a eoncept of
defending its gains but also of concretely smashing the
bourgeotse state and seizing power, thz revolution will
collapse. If 1t stumbles its way to success i1t will be that
much weaker for not having known what 1t was aiming at. It
18 not simply necessary to recognize what will happen, but
to point the way, in terme of the history of the class, which
18, to repeat, its self-organization in workers' councils
aimng to seize power as the expression of the class., To
point concrete lessoms from past and present struggles, and
to learn at the same time, being pvrepared to criticize a
m.etaken perspective ruthlessly.,



CURRENT SITUATION AND POSSIBILITIES

The dynamic of capitalism, as notad eariier,
requires that 1t 18 increasingly internationalized ond
monopolist. A3 economic wnits compete they necessarilly
enlarge in order to defeat their rivals, who then attempt
the same strategy to stay competitive.

It 18 not calls to arms in the name of protecmng
Europe against ccomomic takeover (43), but the demamds of
pure pr'of’z,t. Not only profit, but economic survival.

atl ure may mean takeover or bankwuptey. Where the fLrm .
18 tagken over the defeated management, particularly 1f i1t's
reststed, hasn't much chance of' SUPVTVING .

State capitalism, in this cwzutwn, rapidly
becomee an anachronism, because it too is not large enough
to be competitive. The multi-national company, along
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