
We apologise to readers for the delay in the appearance of 
Confrontation 2. This has been due to a series of teething 
troubles and frustrations which it would serve little purpose 
to enumerate, and not the least of which revolved about 
finances.
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We stated in our first issue that we are, on principle, 
financed entirely by voluntary donations and sales, and further 
clarification of the principle involved has been attempted in 
the articles "Towards the Democratic Revolution" and "Ths 2nd 
of the Beginning - France - May 1968" printed in this issus. 

From what is written it will be clear that we will under no 
circumstances permit our literature to become part of the 
general trafficking in commodities^inor countenance the estab­
lishment of commodity relations within our organisation. We 
are determined that what we produce shall have the character of 
socialist production, that is, for the satisfaction of human 
needs, in this case, literary, political, scientific, intellect­
ual, etc. Traditional sources of financing, from commercial 
advertisements, investments, or profit producing activity are 
therefore automatically excluded.

The cost of producing this magazine, Including postage, etc, 
runs to well over £80, and readers will realise that this is a 
considerable sum for a small and inevitably impecunious group 
to collect together. We have no choice, therefore, but to 
appeal to our readers for help. It goes without saying that 
all contributions will be publicly acknowledged.
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A few weeks prior to the invasion of Czechoslovakia we sent the following letter 
to the Editor of The Times:-

Dear Sir, 25th July, 1968.
A number of your correspondents, not without justice, have queried the 

attitude of the ’’new left” in Britain towards events in Czechoslovakia. I 
trust you will, therefore, grant us space to express our views. The Editors 
of ’Confrontation' ... suffer from no inhibitions in this regard.

Our condemnation of American intervention in Vietnam is based on the right 
of small nations to determine their own destiny. We hold this right to be 
fundamental and indivisible, and thus have no hesitation whatever in branding 
the attempts of the Russian government, by means of bullying, intimidation, 
threats, and lying propaganda, not excluding the possibility of direct military 
intervention, to maintain its grip on Czechoslovakia, as the crassest imperialism, 
which should be resisted by all possible means.

While roundly condemning the actions of the Russian government, however, 
it is not possible to ignore the support given to them, at least by default, by 
the governments of the ’’free" world, from whom there has not been one gesture of 
political support, not one promise of assistance, not one resolution for the 
Security Council of the United Nations, in a word, nothing but the most obdurate 
silence which can only be interpreted as implicit collusion.

It would thus appear that the unfortunate Czechs are to be abandoned to 
their fate, as they were in 1938, as they were in 1948, and as were the magni­
ficently courageous Hungarians in the holocaust inflicted upon them by the 
Russians with the full backing of the American and British governments just
12 years ago.

Yours faithfully,

Needless to say, the letter was not published, and it is no consolation to have 
seen our prognostication so thoroughly confirmed by events. The Czechoslovakian 
people have been forced to grapple with the problems imposed by the stark and grim 
reality of Russian armour and occupation barbarism alone; even the reportage seems 
deliberately to have played down the nature of the invasion, presenting a picture of 
comparative calm - we, on the other hand, have had eye-witness accounts of, amongst 
other things, children under the age of 10 being forced to lick slogans off walls, 
and then being summarily shot - for vomiting,. Nevertheless, with the utmost heroism, 
the Czechoslovak people have managed to mount a campaign of resistance, boycott, and 
non-co-operation which staggers the imagination, and has so demoralised the invaders 
that they have been forced to withdraw their armour from the cities to the surrounding 
countryside. The disastrous nature of their arrogance can be gauged from the fact 
that they were so convinced that they would be welcomed by the Czechoslovakian people 
that they omitted to arrange for proper supplies and quartering. Their troops live 
on potato soup and are forced to plunder and steal for food, with the result that in 
many parts crops have been ruined prior to harvesting, while the lack of sanitary 
facilities and arrangements for refuse disposal has created a serious vermin hazard 
and led to extreme alarm regarding the possibilities of typhoid outbreaks. Such is 
the essence of imperialist parasitism.

Only the most naive could believe that plans for the impending rape of 
Czechoslovakia were not known in detail to the governments of the West, whatever 
their opinions may be of the competence and especially the intelligence of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, or M.I.5/M.I.6, or whatever the British outfit calls itself, but 
this did not prevent the post-festum hypocritical yappings of the Western ’’leaders" 
who,forced to respond to the spontaneous waves of shock, indignation, and protest, 
which swept the world, pretended a vast surprise and mouthed their own condemnations 
for public consumption, secure in the knowledge that they would achieve precisely 
nothing.

The Czechs themselves had no illusions about the matter. In the words of 
Smrkovsky:- "We knew that the world sympathised with us but that the great powers 
would accept a compromised solution (i.e., the reinstatement of the iron heel on 
Czechoslovakia) rather than anything else .... I tell you frankly that, despite all 
the help we have had from our friends - of whom we now have many, and whom I thank



from the bottom of my heart - our country, in the situation that now obtains in the 
world., has no real guarantee and no hope other than its own good sense and, above all, 
its unity”.

For 8 long months they extracted concession after concession from their party 
leaders in attempting to throw off the economic stanglehold of Russia - a stranglehold 
based on the time-honoured ’’socialist” premise of buying cheap and selling dear, where­
by the unfortunate Czechs bought extremely dear, and could not have sold cheaper, vast 
quantities of goods never having been paid for at all. The once tight and flourishing 
Czechoslovak economy having thus been reduced to a complete shambles, it is small 
wonder that the achievement of the freedom associated with a straightforward market 
economy, including the political rights which such an achievement would carry in its 
train, and whereby the shoddy rubbish off-loaded by the Russians could be discarded 
for quality materials from the West, held such attractions, and inculcated that virus 
of freedom which constituted such a mortal enemy to the Kremlin, the spread of which 
throughout the East could well have spelt the end of the Russian slum empire, and with 
it, the end of the totalitarian regimes throughout the whole of Eastern Europe, as 
well as Russia, itself.

The implications of such an outcome for the West are not hard to seek, first and 
foremost amongst which would have been the collapse of the Ulbricht regime in Eastern 
Germany, and with it the development of an irrestible urge toward the reunification of 
Germany, the division of which constituted the corner stone of post-war policy in 
Europe from the very day that the victors of World War II inaugurated their great busi­
ness partnership and launched out to divide the world between them. The resultant 
exposure of ’’the soft underbelly” of Europe, the policing of which constituted Russia’s 
special function and which America, being fully committed elsewhere (South East Asia, 
Latin America, etc.), is not yet in a position to undertake, could clearly have spelt 
the collapse of the meticulously worked out arrangements so carefully prepared at the 
post war conferences between the ‘great allies’ at Potsdam, Teheran, Yalta, etc., and 
undeviatingly carried out in full concert between them, friction notwithstanding (and 
what good bourgeois marriage does not have its built-in frictions), through public, and 
especially private(secret diplomatic )agreements between them ever since, and the end of 
which would undoubtedly constitute a mortal blow to America’s compulsions towards world 
domination, and even American capitalism itself.

Seen from this point of view, the efforts of the Czechoslovak people to achieve 
for themselves the most elementary and democratic rights constituted not only a threat 
to the U.S.S.R© but a pistol held straight at the heads of the Western ruling classes. 
It was therefore no accident that they should have reacted (apart from the claptrap in 
the United Nations guaranteed to be no more than a talking shop by the bm' It-in veto of 
the great powers designed to render it ineffective from its very inception) with immed­
iate despatch by postponing the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, calling meetings of 
the NATO Council, reaffirming NATO solidatiry, NATO exercises, and the whole parapha- 
nalia of cold war propaganda and hot war intensification (especially in Vietnam) and 
thereafter in typical fashion, accused the Russians of having restarted the "politics 
of the cold war". Having for years deluged us with propaganda to the effect that the 
whole arms race revolved about the "defence of freedom”, what was really remarkable was 
that the discovery that the invasion of Czechoslovakia constituted "a threat to the 
security of the West” was made after the invasion and not before, when the carrying out 
of their avowed policy of "defending freedom" against "communist aggression" by guaran­
teeing the sovereignity of Czechoslovakia (Albania ?, Yugoslavia ?, Roumania ?) could 
have prevented the invasion and inspired such hope and resistance into the hearts of 
the oppressed millions behind the iron curtain that the barbarians in the Kremlin would 
have been the first to choke from the vodka in their bloody maws.

In a letter to The Times (Wednesday,Oct. 9th) Bertrand Russell, John Paul Sartre, VI ad i mi r 
Dedijer, and Laurent Schwartz have underlined the importance of what is here stated:

"We have reason to believe, on the basis of prima facie evidence, that the United States 
and the Soviet Union are enacting an understanding which involves the reciprocal support for 
the crimes of each in its agreed "sphere of influence". This is at the expense of the indepen­
dence and self-determination of other nations, fromEurope to Vietnam. The secret diplomacy 
of the rulers of the United States and of the Soviet Union threatens the liberty and sovereign­
ity of men everywhere. It is essential that this identity of interests between the rulers of 
United States capitalism and the bureaucracy of the Soviet Union should be fully understood 
and opposed in the service of truth”.

TOWARDS THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION P. HANWELL

A Letter to the Editors of "CIRCUIT”

We have been passed a copy of Circuit 6. In many ways we appear to be 
on the same wavelength, especially with regard to the article "How to Smash 
a System", presenting the material of the Situationists. However, while this 
article contains a great deal of enlightening analysis and insight, and appears 
at times to approximate very closely to the position which we are in the pro­
cess of formulating, we have been very puzzled by what appears in its context 
to be an absolutely basic contradiction which runs like a scarlet thread through 
the whole article, and which threatens to invalidate - some of the most valuable 
sections of the material itself.

The contradiction we are referring to concerns the role of the proletariat, 
and the fundamental assumption that the revolution which is required to trans­
form society must, or in fact will, be a "proletarian revolution". Thus we 
read:- "The proletariat is the motor of capitalist society, and thus its 
mortal enemy; everything is designed for its suppression (the word ’containment’ 
would, in fact, be more accurate) ... because it is the only really menacing 
force" (p. 39 - all emphases are ours unless otherwise stated)."In Britain, 
the revolt of youth ... could produce a total critique of the new life if allied 
to the militancy of the British working class. Without (this alliance) ... 
rebellious discharge will ignore the only forces which drive and can therefore 
destroy modern capitalism." (pp. 40/41) and again: "For they (the bourgeoisie 
and its Eastern Heirs) know only one trick, the accumulation of Capital, and 
therefore of the proletariat ... (emphasis original). The new proletariat 
inherits the riches of the bourgeois world, and this gives it its historical 
chance. Its task is to transform and destroy these riches ..." (p.45)« While 
the validity of this notion is being widely questioned by the French and German 
movements (cf. published material - Confrontation l), it so permeates the "new 
left" in Britain that the necessity for grasping the nettle firmly and attempting 
to explain exactly what is involved has become only too apparent.

The notion that the proletariat, being the special and essential product 
of the processes of capital accumulation, stood in relation to the bourgeoisie 
as its most implacable enemy because of the conflict of their class interests, 
and that this very class conflict would encompass the downfall of the bourgeoisie 
itself, arose out of the recognition and generalisation of the basic nature of 
the forces brought into being as the bourgeoisie themselves were in the process 
of establishing themselves and their own mode of production as the decisive 
international historical tendency, combined with the simultaneous recognition 
that these very same processes were developing the productive forces to the 
point where the solution of the social question, the satisfaction of the most 
urgent and basic material needs of everybody, would become possible, and thus 
lift the problem of establishment of a truly human society out of the realms of 
Utopian into what was described as Scientific Socialism.

Unfortunately, involvement in the power of the logic of this concept, as 
developed in the writings of Marx and Engels, leads those who still propagate 
it to neglect the fact that the conditions under which it was formulated differ 
markedly from those obtaining in this year of grace, 1968, the vital difference 
being that the very process stipulated in a previous era as the precondition 
for the revolutionary transformation of society has in fact been achieved by 
capitalist society itself. What was to be achieved through the "dictatorship 
of^the proletariat" (concentration of the means of production in order to 
increase the productive forces)is now an empirically verifiable fait accompli. 
The centralisation, socialisation, and enormous development of the productive 
forces exceed anything that the early socialists could in their wildest dreams 
have imagined. One could thus say that bourgeois society itself, including 
both bourgeoisie and proletariat as necessary elements have, in fact, together 
completed their historic mission, and their continued existence beyond their
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