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party. Those who do not agree on the basic program, let .thC{n bul}d thelcrl
own party. That is their right. So you need a programmatic dlscussllop zlrll1
programmatic clarification on the key questions of the class struggle in the
world today before you can build a revolutionary party.

Notes

1 “ lution’” referred to here are
1. Editor’s note— The “three sectors of the world revolution™ ref to
described earlier in the paragraph: the advanced mdustrlahzed‘ ‘(m.lperlahst) (’:’oun(;
tries, the less developed and underdeveloped nations of the “third world, h:cm
the bureaucratized workers’ states (in Eastern Europe, the U.S.S.R., China,
t el . . . .
2 tItitsz't)o;"s note— The generally accepted English translation of these lines reads:
We want no condescending saviors
To rule us from their judgment hall.
We workers ask not for their favors;
Let us consult for all.

A more faithful translation of the French original cited by Mandel would be:

There is no supreme savior.

Not god, not Caesar, not tribune.
We producers must liberate ourselves,
Proclaim our collective salvation.

Fenest V|onde |

6

The Leninist Theory
of Organization:
Its Relevance for Today

A serious discussion of the historical importance and current relevance of
the Leninist theory of organization is possible only if one determines the
exact position of this theory in the history of Marxism—or to be more
precise, in the historical process of the unfolding and development of

Marxism. This, like any process, must be reduced to its internal contradic-
tions through the intimate interrelationship between the development of
theory and the development of the actual proletarian class struggle.

* Approached in this way, the Leninist theory of organization appears as a
dialectical unity of three elements: a theory of the present relevance of
revolution for the underdeveloped countries in the imperialist epoch (which
was later expanded to apply to the entire world in the epoch of the general
crisis of capitalism); a theory of the discontinuous and contradictory de-
velopment of proletarian class consciousness and of its most important
stages, which should be differentiated from one another; and a theory of the
essence of Marxist theory and its specific relationship to science on the one
hand and to proletarian class struggle on the other.

Looking more closely, one discovers that these three theories form, so to
speak, the “social foundation” of the Leninist concept of organization,
without which it would appear arbitrary, nonmaterialist and unscientific.
The Leninist concept of the party is not the only possible one. It is,
however, the only possible concept of the party which assigns to the
vanguard party the historic role of leading a revolution which is considered,

This article appeared in what was at that time the theoretical magazine of the Socialist Workers
Party in the United States, International Socialist Review, Vol. 31, no. 9 (December 1970), p. 26.
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in an intermediate or long-range sense, to be inevitable. The Leninist
concept of the party cannot be separated from a specific analysis of proletar-
ian class consciousness, that is, from the understanding that political class
consciousness—as opposed to mere “trade union” or “craft” cons.cim:ls—
ness— grows neither spontaneously nor automatically out Qf .the objective
developments of the proletarian class struggle.! And the Leninist conc'ept'of
the party is based upon the premise of a certain degree of autonomy of s_a.enttﬁc
analysis, and especially of Marxist theory. This theory, though con.dmon.ed
by the unfolding of the proletarian class struggle and the embryonic bf:gln-
nings of the proletarian revolution, should not be seen as the mechamcz'illy
inevitable product of the class struggle but as the result of a the'oretxf:al
practice (or “‘theoretical production”) that is able to link up and unite with
the class struggle only through a prolonged struggle. The history of the
worldwide socialist revolution in the 20th century is the history of this
prolonged process.

These three propositions actually represent a deepening of Marxism, that
is, either of themes that were only indicated but not elaborated upon by
Marx and Engels or of elements of Marxist theory which were scarcely
noticed due to the delayed and interrupted publication of Marx’s writings in
the years 1880—1905.2 It therefore involves a further deepening of Marxi'st
theory, brought about because of gaps (and in part contradictions) in
Marx’s analysis itself, or at least in the generally accepted interpretation of it
in the first quarter century after Marx’s death. .

What is peculiar about this deepening of Marx’s teaching is that, setting
out from different places, it proceeds toward the same central point, name-
ly, to a determination of the specific character of the proletarian or socialist
revolution.

In contrast to all previous revolutions—not only the bourgeois revolu-
tions, whose laws of motion have been studied in great detail (in the first
place by Marx and Engels themselves), but also those revolutions whiqh
have hitherto been far less subjected to a systematic, generalized analysis
(such as the peasant revolutions and those of the urban petty bourge.oi.sie
against feudalism; the uprisings of slaves and the revolts of clan societies
against slaveholding society; the peasant revolutions that occurred as the old
Asiatic mode of production periodically disintegrated and so forth).—the
proletarian revolution of the 20th century is distinguished by four par3txcular
features. These give it a specific character, but also, as Marx foresaw,> make
it an especially difficult undertaking. o

1. The proletarian revolution is the first successful revolution in the
history of mankind to be carried out by the lowest socia.l c}ass. This cla§s
disposes of a potentially huge, but actually extremely hmlt‘ed, economic
power and is largely excluded from any share in the social wealth (as
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opposed to the mere possession of consumer goods which are continuously
used up). Its situation is quite different from the bourgeoisie and the feudal
nobility, who seized political power when they already held the economic
power of society, as well as from the slaves, who were unable to carry
through a successful revolution.

2. The proletarian revolution is the first revolution in history aimed at a
consciously planned overthrow of society, that is, which does not seek to
restore a previous state of affairs (as did the slave and peasant revolutions of
the past) or simply legalize a transfer of power already achieved on the
economic field, but rather to bring into being a completely new process,
one which has never existed and which has been anticipated only as a
“theory” or a “program.”*

3. Just as every other social revolution, the proletarian revolution grows
out of the internal class antagonisms and the class struggle they inevitably
produce within society. But while revolutions in the past could by and large
be satisfied with pushing this class struggle forward until a culminating
point was reached—because for them it was not a question of creating
completely new and consciously planned social relations— the proletarian
revolution can become a reality only if the proletarian class struggle culmi-
nates in a gigantic process, stretching out over years and decades. This
process is one of systematically and consciously overturning all human
relations and of generalizing, first, the independent activity of the proletar-
iat and, later (on the threshold of the classless society), that of all members
of society. While the triumph of the bourgeois revolution makes the
bourgeoisie into a conservative class (which is still able to achieve revolu-
tionary transformations in the technical and industrial fields, and which
plays an objectively progressive role in history for a rather long period of
time, but which pulls back from an active transformation of social life, since
in that sphere mounting collisions with the proletariat that it exploits make
the bourgeoisie increasingly reactionary), the conquest of power by the
proletariat is not the end but the beginning of the activity of the modern
working class in revolutionizing society. This activity can end only when it

liquidates itself as a class, along with all other classes.’

4. In contrast to all previous social revolutions, which have essentially
taken place within a national or an even more limited regional framework,
the proletarian revolution is by nature international and can reach its conclu—
sion only in the worldwide construction of a classless society. Although it
certainly can achieve victory at first within a national framework alone, this
victory will constantly be endangered and provisional so long as the class
struggle on an international scale has not inflicted a decisive defeat upon
capital. The proletarian revolution, then, is a world revolutionary process,
which is carried out neither in a linear fashion nor with uniformity. The
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imperialist chain breaks first at its weakest ligks, apd the discontinuous ebb
and flow of the revolution occurs in conformity with the law of uneven and
combined development. (This is true not only for the economy but also fqr
the relationship of forces between classes; the two by no means automati-
cally coincide.) . o
The Leninist theory of organization takes into account all these pecfull‘a'rl-
ties of the proletarian revolution. It takes into cog51derat10n the p'ec.u!lantles
of this revolution in light of, among other things, the Pecullarltles and
contradictions in the formation of proletarian class consciousness. {‘\bove
all, it expresses openly what Marx only intlmated,. what }‘1‘15 epigones
scarcely understood at all, namely, that there can be neither an al‘l‘tomat%c"
overthrow of the capitalist social order nor a “spontal}cous or “organic
disintegration of this social order through Fhe construction of a socialist one.
Precisely because of the uniquely conscious char:acte.r (3’f the proletarian
revolution, it requires not only a maturity of “objective fact9rs (a deep,
ongoing social crisis which expresses the fact that the capl‘tahst mode oj
production has fulfilled its historic mission) but also a maturity of so-call'e
subjective factors (maturity of proletarian class consciousness and of its
leadership). If these “subjective” factors are not present or are present to an
insufficient extent, the proletarian revolution will 1.10t be. v1cFor10us.aF .t}.xat
point, and from its very defeat will result the economic and social possibilities
for a temporary consolidation of capitalism.® .
The Leninist theory of organization represents, then, broadly speakmg,
the deepening of Marxism, applied to .the basic Problcms of the social
superstructure (the state, class consciousness, ideology, the partylr().
Together with the parallel contributions of Rosa Luxer.nb'urg and. Trotsky
(and, in a more limited sense, of Lukacs and Gramsci) it constitutes the

Marxist science of the subjective factor.

BOURGEOIS IDEOLOGY AND PROLETARIAN CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS

The Marxian proposition that ““the dominant ideology of every sc?ciety. is
the ideology of the dominant class” appears at first glar.lce to conﬂlc_t with
the character of the proletarian revolution as the conscious overturning of
society by the proletariat, as a product of the.cm'lsaous, u?depender.nt
activity of the wage-earning masses. A supert?la.al interpretation of tlLlS
proposition might lead to the conclusion that it is utopian to expect the
masses, who under capitalism are manipulated and exposed to the constant
onslaught of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois idFas, to be capable of carrying
out a revolutionary class struggle against this society, lct’ alone a sogal
revolution. Herbert Marcuse, who draws this conclusion, is (fc?r the time
being) simply the latest in a long series of theoreticians who, taking as their
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point of departure the Marxian definition of the ruling class, finish by
calling into question the revolutionary potential of the working class.

The problem can be solved by replacing the formalistic and static point of
view with a dialectical one. The Marxian proposition simply needs to be
made more “‘dynamic.” The dominant ideology of every society is the
ideology of the dominant class, in the sense that the latter has control over
the means of ideological production which society has at its disposal (the
church, schools, mass media, etc.), and uses these means in its own class
interests. As long as class rule is on the upswing, stable, and hence hardly
questioned, the ideology of the dominant class will also dominate the
consciousness of the oppressed class. Moreover, the exploited will tend to
formulate the first phases of the class struggle in terms of the formulas,
ideals, and ideologies of the exploiters.”

However, the more the stability of the existing society is brought into
question, the more the class struggle intensifies, and the more the class rule
of the exploiters itself begins to waver in practice, the more will at least
sections of the oppressed class begin to free themselves from the control of
the ideas of those in power. Prior to, and along with, the struggle for the
social revolution, a struggle goes on between the ideology of the rulers and
the new ideals of the revolutionary class. This struggle in turn intensifies
and accelerates the concrete class struggle out of which it arose by lifting the
revolutionary class to an awareness of its historical tasks and of the immedi-
ate goals of its struggle. Class consciousness by the revolutionary class can
therefore develop out of the class struggle in spite of and in opposition to
the ideology of the ruling class.®

But it is only in the revolution itself that the majority of the oppressed can
liberate themselves from the ideology of the ruling class.® For this control is
exerted not only, nor even primarily, through purely ideological manipula-
tion and the mass assimilation of the ruling class’s ideological production
but, above all, through the day-to-day workings of the economy and
society and their effect on the consciousness of the oppressed. (This is
especially true in bourgeois society, although parallel phenomena can be
seen in all class societies.)

In capitalist society this control is exerted through the internalization of
commodity relations, which is closely tied to the reification of human
relations and which results from the generalized extension of commodity
production and the transformation of labor power into a commodity, and
from the generalized extension of the social division of labor under condi-
tions of commodity production. It is also accomplished through the fatigue
and brutalization of the producers as a result of exploitation and the alien-
ated nature of labor, as well as through a lack of leisure time, not only in a
quantitative but also in a qualitative sense, and so forth. Only when the
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workings of this imprisonment are blown apart by a revolution, that ;s, lzyt/e;
sudden, intense increase in mass activity outside of the conﬁn.es of alien :
labor—only then can the mys(ﬁfying ilnﬂuence of this very imprisonmen
nsciousness rapidly recede. .
up"cl)“?lenll_,fxiifl?st theory of organization therefore attempts to come to grips
with the inner dialectic of this formation of po.lltlc;}l class consc1ousne;s,
which can develop fully only during the revolution itself, yet ox.ﬂy cl)on ’Ifhe
condition that it has already begun to devel.op before th'e revolution. cf:_
theory does this by means of three operative categories: the cafteﬁotry c;t
the working class in itself (the mass of \?vorl'cers); the category of tha p;li
of the working class that is already engaging in more than sporz.ldlc strugg e:]
and has already reached a first level of organization (the proletarian vanguar
in the broad sense of the word);!" and the category of the revol’u.tlonax:y
organization, which consists of workers and' intellectuals vs{ho participate in
revolutionary activities and are at least p'artlally educatc?d in lelrx1sm. :
The category of ““the class in itself™ .is hnked.to the ob:]ectlve class ggnc§p
in the sociology of Marx, where a social layer is determmed by f1-ts objective
position in the process of production independen.t of its state o . cc;\r/}sa.oui;
ness. (It is well known that the young Ma.rx-——m the sz?mums:i angfc_
and in his political writings of 1850-52, for. instance—put oawarb asu i o
tive concept of the class according to which thc. workmg class Scon;e 2
class only through its struggle, that is, by .reachlr.lg a mmlmulmf egr : of
class consciousness. Bukharin, in connection Wgh a formula .roxlrtl. K
Poverty of Philosophy, calls this the concept of th'e clz%ss for itself, az_
“ tself.””)*? This objective concept o
opposed to the concept of the “class in its bjec noeps of
the class remains fundamental for Lenin’s ideas on organization, as fl‘tE i :
Engels and the German Social Democracy under the influence of Engels,
Kautsky.?
Beltt)eils, ;:lir becausz there exists an objectively 'revolutionary clasls thafi C':l?’
and is periodically obliged to, conduct a revolutionary class strugg ei and it is
only in relation to such a class struggle, that the'conc.ept <;lf a revo utilor?tzilfri');
vanguard party (including profcsswna'l .revolutlonarlelsz z;ls any lsct e "
meaning at all, as Lenin himself explicitly observed.' All revo 111 1ongu};
activity not related to this class struggle lead§ at bpst to a party nuc ;Lfs, bt
not a party, it runs the risk of degenerating into sectarian, subjecti
dilettantism. According to Lenin’s concept of organization, thetrfa is no
self-proclaimed vanguard. Rather, the vanguard must win rccogﬁlltlonha§tzsa
vanguard (that is, the historical rig.ht to act as a vanguard) t frolllxg 11 X
attemnpts to establish revolutionary ties with the advanced part of the clas
anfil“}lltes 2:5:551}:1 of ““advanced workers” stems from thp objectivc.:ly inevit-
able stratification of the working class. It is a function of their distinct
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historical origin, as well as their distinct position in the social process of
production and their distinct class consciousness.

The formation of the working class as an objective category is itself a
historical process. Some sections of the working class are the sons, grand-
sons, and great grandsons of urban wage laborers; others are the sons and
grandsons of agricultural laborers and landless peasants. Still others are only
first- or second-generation descendants of a petty bourgeoisie that owned
some means of production (peasants, artisans, etc.). Part of the working
class works in large factories, where both the economic and the social
relations give rise to at least an elementary class consciousness (conscious-
ness that “social questions” can be solved through collective activity and
organization). Another part works in small or medium-sized factories in
industry or in the so-called service sector, where economic self-confidence
as well as an understanding of the necessity for broad mass actions flow
much less easily from the objective situation than in the large industrial
plant. Some sections of the working class have been living in big cities for a
long time. They have been literate for a long time and have several genera-
tions of trade union organization and political and cultural education behind
them (through youth organizations, the workers’ press, labor education,
etc.). Still others live in small towns or even in the countryside. (This was
true into the late 1930s, for instance, for a significant number of European
miners.) These workers have little or no collective social life, scarcely any
trade union experience, and have received no political or cultural education
at all in the organized workers’ movement. Some sectors of the working
class are born from nations which were independent for a thousand years
and whose ruling class oppressed other nations for long periods. Other
workers are born from nations which fought for decades or centuries for
their national freedom—or lived in slavery or serfdom no more than one
hundred years ago.

If one adds to all these historical and structural differences the various
personal abilities of each wage worker—not Just differences in intelligence
and ability to generalize from immediate experiences, but differences in the
amount of energy, strength of character, combativity, and self-assurance
too—one understands that the stratification of the working class into var-
ious layers, depending on the degree of class consciousness, is an inevitable
phenomenon in the history of the working class itself. It is this historical
process of becoming a class which, at a given moment, is reflected in the various
degrees of consciousness within the class.

The category of the revolutionary party stems from the fact that Marxian
socialism is a science which, in the final analysis, can be completely assimi-
lated only in an individual and not in a collective manner. Marxism consti-
tutes the culmination (and in part also the dissolution) of at least three
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classical social sciences: classical Germap philosophy, clas-sn;al poht(xica;lli::;):;:
omy, and classical French political sc1encte I(FI;nzg ic;c:{:; ::tr:nzrilng istori-
assimilation presupposes at least : .
rong;;l;g)l,i)s't fitisalectic, historic}le materialism, Marxian economlcltlgcory,ozi:
the critical history of modern revolutior.ls‘ax?d of the r'node.m. abor lns ”
ment. Such an assimilation is necessary {f it is to function, in 11ts totali g,thé
an instrument for analyzing social rcah;y and as 1the ;ﬁg;t?;flzhgt the
i a century of proletarian class struggle. !
zﬁfsr;:;l zisnffof knowlngCPand information cou'ld some}}ll.ow. sionzznles—
ously” flow from working at a lathe or a calculat.mg machine I;s adsu .in
The fact that as a science Marxism is an expression of the 'htg 1est }fg:eiet "
the development of proletarian class consciousness means simply tt ea; ¢
only though an individual process of sclethon that the ?e}:t, molztaria}: T
enced, most intelligent, and most combat}ve m.cmbers of the pro at are
able to directly and independently acquire th.ls. f:las§ con'sccllgu.iineslsone s
most potent form. To the extent that t.hls acquisition is an in 1g1 ua o t,he
also becomes accessible to other social classesmand layers (above ah, the
revolutionary intelligentsia and the stgdents). Any ot.her af)prcz_aci can
lead only to an idealization of the working class-—and ultimately of cap
1smOlftf:)1£rse, it must always be remembered th?t Mal"xism coul? n}i)t aflse
independently of the devclopmenF of b'ou.rg§01s society aqd omtc aeblc(:3 z::
struggle that was inevitably unfolding yvxthm it. There is an 1nex. cable te
between the collective, historical experience of the Work.lng class in 1 Cglis
and its scientific working out of Marxism as collective, h'lStO.I;Ca class
consciousness in its most potent form. Bgt to contend that. scientific so -
ism is a historical product of the proletarian class‘struggle is notlto say tha
all or even most members of the class can, with greater or esfse; ilas;
reproduce this knowledge. Marxism is not an automatic }Lx'oducF o1 t rc:) class
struggle and class experience but a rcsul.t of scientific, t ;oretn':a. Etion &
tion. Such an assimilation is made possible o'nly throug. - particip tlon in
that process of production; and this process is by deﬁnltloln an mt vidual
one, even though it is only made possible thf'oggh the deve oPn}cn
social forces of production and class contradictions under capitalism.

PROLETARIAN CLASS STRUGGLE AND
PROLETARIAN CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS

The process whereby the proletarian mass, the proletarian vanguai'dt, ;r;:
the revolutionary party are united dcpe’nds on the elementaryhpro elz fan
class struggle growing over into revolutionary cl.ass struggle—the pro in

ian revolution. It also depends on the effects this has on the wage-earning
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masses. Class struggle has taken place for thousands of years without those
who struggled being aware of what they were doing. Proletarian class
struggle was conducted long before there was a socialist movement, let
alone scientific socialism. Elementary class struggle—strikes, work stop-
pages around wage demands or for shorter working hours and other im-
provements in working conditions—Ileads to elementary forms of class
organization (mutual aid funds, embryonic trade unions), even if these are
short-lived. (It also gives rise to a general socialist ideal among many
workers.) Elementary class struggle, elementary class organization, and
elementary class consciousness are born, then, directly out of action, and only
the experience arising out of that action is able to develop and accelerate
consciousness. It is a general law of history that only through action are
broad masses able to elevate their consciousness.

But even in its most elementary form, the spontaneous class struggle of
the wage earners under capitalism leaves behind a residue in the form of a
consciousness crystallized in a process of continuous organization. Most of the
mass is active only during the struggle; after the struggle it will sooner or
later retreat into private life (“into the struggle for existence”). What
distinguishes the workers’ vanguard from this mass is the fact that even
during a lull in the struggle it does not abandon the front lines of the class
struggle but continues the war, so to speak, “by other means.” It attempts
to solidify the resistance funds generated in the struggle into ongoing
resistance funds—into unions. !’ By publishing workers’ newspapers and
organizing educational groups for workers, it attempts to crystalize and
heighten the elementary class consciousness generated in the struggle. It
thus helps give form to a factor of continuity, as opposed to the necessarily
discontinuous action of the mass,™ and to a factor of consciousness, as
opposed to the spontaneity of the mass movement in and of itself.

However, advanced workers are driven to continuous organization and
growing class consciousness less by theory, science, or an intellectual grasp
of the social whole than by the practical knowledge acquired in struggle.
Since the struggle shows!® that the dissolving of the resistance funds after
each strike damages the effectiveness of the strike and the working sums in
hand, attempts are made to g0 over to the permanent strike fund. Since experi-
ence shows an occasional leaflet to have less effect than a regular newspaper, the
workers’ press is born. Consciousness arising directly out of the practical
experience of struggle is empirical and pragmatic consciousness, which can enrich
action to a certain extent, but which is far inferior to the effectiveness of a
scientifically global consciousness, that is, of theoretical understanding.

Based on its general theoretical understanding, the revolutionary van-
guard organization can consolidate and enrich this higher consciousness,
provided it is able to establish ties to the class struggle, in other words,
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provided it does not shrink from the hard test of ' verlfyl.ng tl}eor);u;r;
practice, of reuniting theory and practice. From the point of view of n;la "
Marxism—as well as that of Marx himse!f and Eenm—z} true” t ;(C)CX
divorced from practice is as much an absurdity asa revolutlo(;ar'.y Prlallc "
that is not founded on a scientific thcory. This in no vyayi 1mc11nls .e; ¢
decisive importance and absolute necessity for theoretical production.

simply emphasizes the fact that wage—earn.ing masses acrlld ?ivolzzgg-i;};
individuals, proceeding from different starting points and with a
dynamic, can bring about the 1.1nitY. of theory an.d practice. .

This process can be summarized in the following diagram:

mMasses: action —» CXpCI'iCIlCC—-——) consciousness

advanced workers:  experience——» consciousness ——» action

revolutionary consciousness——» action —» experience
nuclei:

If we rearrange this diagram so that certain conclusions can be drawn
from it, we get the following:

1masses: action —>» experience —>» CONnsclousness

revolutionary consciousness -———»action——» experience
nuclei:

advanced workers:  experience —» consciousness —»action

This formal diagram reveals a series of CS)I.ICIUSiOI:lS about the d.yn;mxcs (l)f
class consciousness that were already ant1c1pa.ted in the analy51sd ut ?(n y
now obtain their full value. The collective action of the advan.ce vlvox.' elrs
(the “natural leaders” of the working cllass in the shops) .1;, re ;tlveﬁ
speaking, more difficult to attain becau§e it can be a}'oused n}flt er ht ro?g
pure conviction (as with the revolutionary nuclei) nor through ;lm thz
spontaneous explosiveness (as with the. brc.>ad masses?. IL is pr.ecxze oyf the
struggle experience—the important motivating factor in tfcl actlé)n { the
advanced workers—that makes them much more carefu ar(1:l c(:;u ous
before they undertake action on a broad scale. The‘y h'ave alrea lfr gejent
the lessons of past actions and know that an explosion is notata 511)1 i e
for them to be able to reach their goal: They l}fwe fcwe.r 1l’l’us1oxclls ab out fhe
strength of the enemy (not to mention his ‘%encrosxt‘y )”aI} a c:)lin the
durability of the mass movement. The greatest “temptation” o i(':gn mism
(that political organizing strategy focused. purely on wages, working
tions, etc.) can be traced to this very point.
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To summarize: the building of the revolutionary class party is the merg-
Ing of the consciousness of the revolutionary nuclei with that of the ad-
vanced workers. The ripening of a prerevolutionary situation (of potentially
revolutionary explosion) is the merging of action by the broad masses with
that of the advanced workers. A revolutionary situation—the possibility
of a revolutionary conquest of power— arises when a merging of action by
the vanguard and the masses with the consciousness of the vanguard and rev-
olutionary layers has been accomplished.?® For the broad masses, the
elementary class struggle arising from the contradictions of the capitalist
mode of production is always kindled only by matters of immediate con-
cern. The same is true for all mass actions, even political ones. Thus the
problem of the broad mass struggle growing over into a revolutionary one
depends not only on a quantitative factor but also on a qualitative one. This
requires the existence of sufficiently advanced workers within the masses or
the mass movement, who, on the basis of the stage of consciousness they
have already reached, are capable of sweeping broader masses into action
around objectives that challenge the continued existence of bourgeois soci-
ety and the capitalist mode of production.

This also highlights the central importance of transitional demands,?! the
strategic position of advanced workers already trained in propagating these
transitional demands, and the historical importance of the revolutionary
organization, which alone is capable of working out a comprehensive
program of transitional demands corresponding to the objective historical
conditions, as well as to the subjective needs, of the broadest layers of the
mass. A successful proletarian revolution is only possible if all these factors are
successfully combined.

We have already stated that Lenin’s theory of organization is above all a
theory of revolution. To have misunderstood this is the great weakness of
Rosa Luxemburg’s polemic against Lenin in 1903-04. It is characteristic
that the concept of centralization which is attacked in the essay “Organiza~
tional Question of Social Democracy” is—and this is clear if it is read
attentively—a purely organizational one. (Yet, while it is attacked it is also
confirmed. On this point modern “Luxemburgists” ought to read their
“Rosa” more carefully and more thoroughly!) Lenin is accused of advocat-
ing an “‘ultracentralist” line, of dictating the composition of local party
committees, and of wishing to stymie any initiative by lower party units. %

When we turn to the Leninist theory of organization as developed by
Lenin himself, however, we see that the empbhasis is by no means upon the
formal, organizational side of centralization but upon its political and social

Junction. At the heart of What Is to Be Done? is the concept of the transforma-
tion of proletarian_class consciousness into political class consciousness by
means of a comprehensive political activity that raises and, from a Marxist point
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b 113
of view, answers all questions of intcfrnal and exterpal class re}atlc;nsv:v hix;
reality, it is possible to ‘raise the a.ct.iv1ty o.f thc working masses ' Cor}t) Zsis hen
this activity is not restricted to ‘political agitation on an economic bas; .the
basic condition for the necessary expansion of political agltatxc};n is the
organization of comprehensive political exposure. In no way except r}: ;I:eand
of such exposures can the masses be trained in political consciousne

revolutionary activity.”
And further:

The consciousness of the working masses cannot be genuine clails fcox:;
sciousness, unless the workers learn, from concrete, and al?olvcla i;oall
topical, political facts and events to obs;rve every ot_h'er ls?i(f:'u-l c 'ilssss na
the manifestations of its intellectual, ethu?al, and pqhtlca hc, un e:t (b S};
learn to apply in practice the materialist .analysm and the I;late list
estimate of all aspects of the life and activity of all classe§, s raba,e and
groups of the population. Those who concentrate the attention, obse 1
tion, and consciousness of the working class exclusively, or CYC(li'l malfnd}lfé
upon itself alone are not Social Democrats; for the self-kp;)lw cf %le oClear
working class is indissolubly bound up, not solely with a tully Leac
theoretical understanding—it would b_e even truer to say, no; s;)1 m ch
with the theoretical, as with the practical, understanding—of the riicd
tionships between all the various classes of modern society, acqu

through the experiences of political life.**

And it is for the same reason that Lenin emphasizes so strongly (tihe
absolute necessity for the revolutionary party to make all progressive de-
mands and movements of all oppressed social layers a.nd classes its ov&crlnb—
even “purely democratic” ones. The central strategic p_lan. adv}:ince by
Lenin in What Is to Be Done?** is therefore one gf party agitation that u.nmz
all elementary, spontaneous, disperscd., and ‘“‘merely loc.al c;r sectxi).n
protests, revolts, and movements of resistance. The empha.sm o celntra}l1 1zrz—
tion clearly lies in the political and not in thcf for.mal, organizationa 511)31 eh.
The aim of formal organizational centralization is only to make possible the

izati is strategic plan. o
rei‘l\li:;lt:::;}?fs;l}; does n%)t rr:tcognizc this. essence 'of Lenin’s “centrahstm,it
Luxemburg is compelled in her polemlc.tf) indirectly counterpose dothe
another conception of the formation of pohtlca.l class consciousness an e
preparation of revolutionary situations. .Her 'domg so cmphas;)zes even I’I(l:(; :
poignantly how utterly wrong she was in this debate. Luxcmfl'lrg sbc.:o:tivgs
that ““the proletarian army is recruited and becomes aware of 1ts of je e
in the course of the struggle itself”’? has been complctely ;e utek Y
history. In even the broadest, longest, z}nd most vigorous od.worfetlt'lse
struggles, the working masses have not galnc?d a clegr understan 1Cr)1g o the
tasks of the struggle, or did so only to an insufficient degree. ( lnc: ?thc
only recall the French general strikes of 1936 and 1968, the struggles o
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German workers from 1918 to 1923, the great struggles of the Italian
workers in 1920, 1948, and 1969, as well as the prodigious class struggles in
Spain from 1931 to 1937, to mention only four European countries. )

Experience in struggle is by no means sufficient for clarity on the tasks of
a broad prerevolutionary, or even a revolutionary, mass struggle to be
attained. These tasks are, of course, connected to the immediate motives
that set off the struggle. But they can be grasped only with a comprehensive
analysis of the overall social development, of the historical position
achieved by the capitalist mode of production and its internal contradic-
tions, and of the national and international relationship of forces between
classes. Without protracted and consistent preparation, without the educa-
tion of hundreds and thousands of advanced workers in the spirit of a
revolutionary program, and without the practical experience accumulated
over the years by these advanced workers through attempting to bring this
program to the broad masses, it would be absolutely illusory to assume that
suddenly, overnight so to speak, with the mere aid of mass actions, a
consciousness equal to the demands of the historical situation could be
created among these broad masses.

Actually, one could turn Luxemburg’s proposition around and say that
the proletarian army will never reach its historic objectives if the necessary
education, schooling, and testing of a proletarian vanguard party in the
working-out and agitational application of the revolutionary program in
struggle has not taken place before the outbreak of the broadest mass strug-
gles, which by themselves create only the possibility of the broad masses
attaining revolutionary consciousness. That is the tragic lesson of the Ger-
man revolution after the First World War, which was crushed precisely
because of the lack of such a trained vanguard.

The objective of Lenin’s strategic plan is to create such a party through an
organic union of individual revolutionary nuclei with the vanguard of the
proletariat. Such a fusion is impossible without a comprehensive political
activity that takes the advanced workers beyond the confines of a horizon
limited to the trade union or the factory. Empirical data available today
confirm that Lenin’s party, before and during the revolution of 1905 and
after the mass movement began to pick up again in 1912, was such a party.2®

To fully grasp the profoundly revolutionary nature of Lenin’s strategic
plan, it must be approached from yet another point of view. Any concept
based on the probability, if not the inevitability, of a revolution occurring in
the not too distant future must inevitably deal with the question of a direct
collision with state power, that is, the question of the conquest of political
power. As soon as this difficulty is built into the concept, however, the
result is one more argument in favor of centralization. Lenin and Luxem-
burg agreed that capitalism itself and the bourgeois state exert a powerful
centralizing influence on modern society,?” and that it is in turn absolutely
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illusory to think that this centralized state power can be gradually disman-
tled, as for instance a wall can be taken apart brick by brick.

In the final analysis, the ideological essence of the reformism and re-
visionism rejected by Luxemburg and Lenin, with equal passion,?® was
rooted in the illusion that this could be done. Once the question of the
conquest of state power is no longer placed far off in the distance, however,
but is recognized to be an objective for the near or not-too-distant future,
the revolutionary is immediately confronted with the question of the means
necessary for achieving the revolutionary conquest of power. Here again,
Luxemburg misconstrued the import of Lenin’s purely polemical use of the
notion of ‘Jacobins inseparably linked to the organization of the class-
conscious proletariat.”’ What Lenin meant with this idea was certainly not a
brand of Blanquist conspirators but an advanced group oriented, like the
Jacobins, toward an unremitting attempt to carry out the revolutionary tasks; a
group that does not permit itself to be diverted from concentrating on these
tasks by the inevitable conjunctural ebb and flow of the mass movement.

Yet, to do justice to Luxemburg, it must be added that, in the first place,
she took up—in fact had to take up—this question from a different histori-
cal viewpoint, since by 1904 she was already influenced more by German
than by Russian or Polish reality; and second, that she completely drew the
necessary conclusions in the Leninist sense as soon as it became clear that in
Germany too the coming of the revolution was an immediate possibility.?

The young Trotsky likewise made a serious error in his polemic against
Lenin when he reproached him for this “substitutionism,” that is, the
replacement of the initiative of the working class with that of the party
alone.? If we remove the core of this reproach from its polemical shell, we
find here too an idealistic, inadequate conception of the evolution of the
class consciousness of the proletariat: ‘““‘Marxism teaches that the interests of
the proletariat are determined by its objective conditions of life. These
interests are so powerful and so unavoidable that they eventually [!] compel
the proletariat to bring them into the scope of its consciousness, i.e., to
make the realization of its objective interests into its subjective interests.”
Today it is easy to see what a naively fatalistic optimism was concealed in
this inadequate analysis. Immediate interests are here put on the same level
with historical interests, that is, with the unraveling of the most complex
questions of political tactics and strategy. The hope that the proletariat will
“eventually” recognize its historical interests seems rather shallow when
compared to the historical catastrophes that have arisen because, in the
absence of an adequate revolutionary leadership, the proletariat was not
even able to accomplish the revolutionary tasks of the here and now.

The same naive optimism is even more strikingly manifested in the
following passage from the same polemic:
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The revolutionary social democrat is convinced not only of the inevitable
[!] growth of the political party of the proletariat, but also of the inevi-
table [!] victory of the ideas of revolutionary socialism within this party.
The first proof lies in the fact that the development of bourgeois society
spontaneously leads the proletariat to politically demarcate itself; the
second in the fact that the objective tendencies and the tactical problems
of this demarcation find their best, fullest and deepest expression in
revolutionary socialism, i.e., Marxism.3?

This quotation makes clear that what the young Trotsky was championing
in his polemic against Lenin was the “old, tested tactic” and the naive
“belief in the inevitability of progress,” i la Bebel and Kautsky, which
prevailed in international Social Democracy from the time of Marx’s death
until the First World War. Lenin’s concept of class consciousness was
incomparably richer, more contradictory, and more dialectical precisely
because it was based on a keen grasp of the relevance of the revolution for
the present (not “finally some day” but in the coming years).

To round out the historical development it must be added that following
the outbreak of the Russian revolution in 1917, Trotsky fully adopted
Lenin’s analysis of the formation of proletarian class consciousness and
hence also Lenin’s theory of organization, and until his death he stubbornly
defended them against all skeptics and archpessimists (who claimed to
detect in them the “embryo” of Stalinism). Thus he wrote in his last
unfinished manuscript: * ’

A colossal factor in the maturity of the Russian proletariat in February or
March 1917 was Lenin. He did not fall from the skies. He personified the
revolutionary tradition of the working class. For Lenin’s slogans to find
their way to the masses, there had to exist cadres, even though numerically
small at the beginning; there had to exist the confidence of the cadre in
the leadership, a confidence based upon the entire experience of the past.
To cancel these elements from one’s calculations is simply to ignore the
living revolution, to substitute for it an abstraction, the “relationship of
forces,” because the development of the revolution precisely consists of
this, that the relationship of forces keeps incessantly and rapidly changing
under the impact of the changes in the consciousness of the proletariat
the attraction of backward layers to the advanced, the growing assurance
of the class in its own strength. The vital mainspring in this process is the
party, just as the vital mainspring in the mechanism of the party is its
leadership.3?

THE REVOLUTIONARY VANGUARD AND SPONTANEOUS MASS ACTION

It would be a great injustice to Lenin to characterize his life work as a sys-
tematic “underestimation” of the importance of spontaneous mass actions
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as opposed to their “appreciation” by Luxemburg or Trotsky. Apart from
polemical passages, which can only be understood when seen in context,
Lenin welcomed huge, spontaneous outbreaks of mass strikes and demon-
strations just as enthusiastically and just as explicitly as Ros.a.Luxcxr'lbu}'g
and Trotsky.>* Only the Stalinist bureaucracy falsified Leninism with its
increasing distrust of spontaneous mass movements—which after all is
characteristic of any bureaucracy. '

Luxemburg is completely correct to say that the outbreak of a proletarian
revolution cannot be “predetermined” by the calendar, and nothing to the
contrary will ever be found in Lenin. Lenin, like Luxemburg, was con-
vinced that these elemental mass explosions, without which a revolution
is unthinkable, can neither be “organized” according to rules nor *“‘com-
manded” by a row of disciplined noncommissioned officers. .Lenin, like
Luxemburg, was convinced of the mighty arsenal of creative energy,
resourcefulness, and initiative that a truly broad mass action unfurls and will.
always unfurl.

The difference between the Leninist theory of organization and the so-
called theory of spontaneity—which can be attributed to Luxemburg 'only
with important reservations—is thus to be found not in an underest.imatlon of
mass initiative but in an understanding of its limitations. Mass initiative is capable
of many magnificent accomplishments. But by itself it is not able to draft,
in the course of the struggle, a complete, comprehensive program for a
socialist revolution touching upon all social questions (not to mention
socialist reconstruction); nor is it alone capable of bringing about a sufficient
centralization of forces to make possible the downfall of a centralized state
power, with its repressive apparatus resting on a full utilization of the
advantages of its “inside lines” of communication. In other Words,. the
limitations of mass spontaneity begin with the understanding that a victo-
rious socialist revolution cannot be improvised. And ‘‘pure” mass spontaneity
always boils down to improvisation. o .

What is more, “pure” spontaneity exists only in books containing fairy
tales about the workers’ movement—but not in its real history. What is
understood by “spontaneity of the masses” are movements th.at have not
been planned out in detail ahead of time by some central authority. What is
not to be understood by ‘“‘spontaneity of the masses” are movements that
take place without “political influence from the outside.” Scratch off the
blue coat of an ostensibly ‘“‘spontaneous movement” and you will find the
unmistakable residue of a bright red veneer. Here a member of a “van-
guard” group who set off a “spontaneous” strike. There a former member
of another “left-deviationist™ affiliation, who has long since left it but who
received sufficient mental equipment to be able, in an explosive situation, to
react with lightning speed while the anonymous mass was still hesitating.
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In one case, we will be able to detect in “spontaneous” action the fruits of
years of “underground activity” by a trade union opposition or a rank-and-
file group; in another case, the result of contacts that, for a rather long
period of time, have patiently—and without apparent success— been nur-
tured by shop colleagues in a neighboring city (or a neighboring factory),
where the “left wingers” are stronger. In the class struggle, too, there is no
such thing as a goose falling “spontaneously” from heaven, already cooked.

Thus, what differentiates “spontaneous” actions from the “intervention
of the vanguard” is not at all that in the former everyone in the struggle has
reached the same level of consciousness, whereas in the latter “the van-
guard” is distinct from “the mass.” What differentiates the two forms of
action is also not that in “spontaneous” actions no solutions have been
carried into the proletariat from “outside,” while an organized vanguard
relates to the elementary demands of the mass “in an elitist fashion,”
“imposing” a program upon it. Never have there been spontaneous actions
without some influence from vanguard elements. The difference between
“spontaneous” actions and those in which “the revolutionary vanguard
intervenes” is essentially that in “spontancous” actions the nature of the
intervention of the vanguard elements is unorganized, improvised, intermittent, and
unplanned (occurring by chance in this plant, that district, or that city), while
the existence of a revolutionary organization makes it possible to coordi-
nate, plan, consciously synchronize, and continuously shape this intervention
of the vanguard elements in the “spontaneous” mass struggle. Nearly all the
requirements of Leninist “‘supercentralism” are based on this and this alone.

Only an incorrigible fatalist (a mechanical determinist) could be con-
vinced that all mass explosions had to take place on a given day just because
they broke out on that day and that, conversely, in all cases where mass
explosions did not occur it was because they were not possible. Such a

fatalistic attitude (common to the Kautsky-Bauer school of thought) is in
reality a caricature of the Leninist theory of organization. In any case, it is
characteristic that many opponents of Leninism, who in opposing Lenin
have so much to say about “mass spontaneity,” at the same time fall into
this vulgar, mechanical determinism without realizing how much it contra-
dicts their “high esteem” for “mass spontaneity.”

If, on the other hand, one proceeds from the inevitability of periodic
spontaneous mass explosions (which occur when socio-economic contra-
dictions have ripened to the point where the capitalist mode of production
in fact has to periodically produce such prerevolutionary crises), then one
has to understand that it is impossible to determine the exact moment when
this will happen, since thousands of minor incidents, partial conflicts, and
accidental occurrences could play an important role in determining it. For
this reason, a revolutionary vanguard which at decisive moments is able to



94 LENINIST ORGANIZATION

concentrate its own forces on the “weakest link” is incomparably more
effective than the diffuse performance of large numbers of advanced work-
ers who lack this ability to concentrate their forces. .

The two greatest workers’ struggles to ta}ce place in the West'—-the
French May 1968 and the Italian fall 1969—entirely conﬁ.rmcd these v1ew§.
Both began with “spontancous” struggles prepared r?el’t’her by the tra }el
unions nor by the big social-democratic or “communist” parties. In bot .
cases individual, radical workers and students or revolutlonary- nuclei
played a decisive role in triggering, here or tl'lere, a first explosic‘)n and
providing the working masses with an opportunity to'le'arn from an cxen}:—
plary experience.” In both cases milhqns upon millions came into t1 e
struggle—up to 10 million wage earners in France, up to 15 million in Italy.
This is more than had ever before been seen—even during the greatest class

following the First World War.

Strll;gilgtsh (;ases t};gc spontaneous tendency demonstrate'd by the workers
went far beyond the “economism” of a purely economic strike. Ip F.rax’r{ce
this was attested to by the factory occupations and numerous pamal initia-
tives, in Italy not only by huge street demonstratllons a}nd the raising of
political demands but also by the embryonic mamfestan.on of a tendency
toward self-organization at the point of production, that is, by the attempt
to take the first step toward establishing dual power: thg election of delegati
di reparto. (In this sense the vanguard of the Itah'an working 'class. was more
advanced than the French, and it drew the first important historical lessons
from the French May.)* But in neither case did these Powerful, spon-
taneous mass actions succeed in overthrowing the bourgeois state apparatus
and the capitalist mode of production, or even in advancing a mass unc.ler—
standing of the objectives that would have made such an overthrow possible
within a short period of time. ' .

To recall Trotsky’s metaphor from The History of the Russufn Revolutz'on:
the powerful steam simply evaporated for lack of a piston that it cfould dI'lV'C
at the decisive moment.?” Certainly, in the final analysis, the driving force is
the steam, the energy of mass mobilization and mass struggle, and not the
piston itself. Without this steam the piston remains a hollow shell. .Yet,
without this piston even the most intense steam is wasted and accqmghshes
nothing. This is the quintessence of the Leninist theory of organization.

ORGANIZATION, BUREAUCRACY, AND REVOLUTIONARY ACTION

There is a difficulty in this connection, however, which Lenin, c.:luring. the
years of the most heated disputes with the Mensheviks, recognized either
not at all (1903-05) or only to an insufficient degree (1908—14). Here the
full value of the historic work of Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg becomes
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clear in facilitating an understanding of the dialectical formula: “working
class—advanced workers—workers’ party.”

A vanguard party and a certain separation between the party and the mass
are made necessary precisely because of the inevitably inadequate level of
class consciousness by the broad working masses. As Lenin repeatedly
stressed, this is a complex dialectical relationship—a unity of separation and
integration—which totally conforms to the historical peculiarities of the
revolutionary struggle for a socialist revolution.

This separate party, however, originates within bourgeois society, which,
with its inherent features of a universal division of labor and commodity
production, tends to bring about a reification of all human relations. This
means that the building of a party apparatus separated from the working
masses involves the danger of this apparatus becoming autonomous. When
this danger develops beyond an embryonic stage, the tendency arises for the
self-preservation of the apparatus to become an end in itself, rather than a
means to an end (successful proletarian class struggle).

This is the root of the degeneration of both the Second and the Third
Internationals, that is, the subordination of the mass social-democratic as
well as the Communist parties of Western Europe to conservative, reform-
ist bureaucracies, which, in their day-to-day practice, have become part
of the status quo.*

Bureaucracy in workers’ organizations is a product of the social division
of labor, that is, of the inability of the working masses themselves, who are
largely excluded from the cultural and theoretical process of production
under capitalism, to regularly take care of all the tasks which must be dealt
with within the framework of their organization. Attempts to overcome
this anyway, which were often tried at the onset of the workers’ movement,
provide no solution because this division of labor completely corresponds
to material conditions and is in no way invented by wicked careerists. If these
conditions are overlooked, primitivism, ignorance, and the brawling it
produces will place the same limitations on the movement as would other-
wise be set by the bureaucracy. Having taken a different point of departure
here—that of organizational technique instead of the level of conscious-
ness—we have run up against the same problem which we had already
cleared up earlier: namely, that it would be giving the capitalist mode of
production too much credit to assume it to be a perfect school for preparing
the proletariat for independent activity, or that it automatically creates the
ability of the working masses to spontaneously recognize and achieve all the
objectives and organizational forms of their own liberation.

Lenin, in his first debate with the Mensheviks, very much underestimated
the danger of the apparatus becoming autonomous and the bureaucratiza-
tion of the workers’ parties. He proceeded from the assumption that the
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danger of opportunism in the modcrn' l?bor movement was a Fhrfat cortl:::ii
mainly from petty-bourgeois academicians and petty‘—bourgems pure rad
unionists.”” He made fun of the struggle of many of his comrades ;gams \ i
danger of “bureaucratism.” Actually, history showed t}.mt tWF glseawezr
source of opportunism in social democracy before the F‘lrst. ’?f)
came from neither the academicians nor the “pure trade uplonlstf‘l ult fror’r:
the social-democratic party bureaucracy itself, frpm a practice f)f ega 1sn111
limited on the one hand to electoral and parliamentary activity and on the
other to a struggle for immediate rcform; of an economic and t}rla‘de unloxi
nature. (Merely to describe this practice is to §onﬁr@ h|ow much it resem
bles that of today’s West European Comm}lnlst parties!) | ;
Trotsky and Luxemburg recognized this danger more accurat}t: yhan
earlier than Lenin. As early as 1904 Luxemburg expressed the thought tdat a
“difference between the eager attack of the mass :1Ond the [overly]. p;lu (eﬁlt
position of the Social Democracy” was posmbl'e. Thf: .th01.1ght.15h a}: y
expressed before it is discarded; the only possﬂ:'»le Yah’c,hty it might 1ave
would be in the imaginary case of an “overcentralization” of th.e party along
Leninist lines. Two years later Trotsky already expresses this with more

precision:

The European Socialist parties, particularly the largest of the?ils, rntl::l
German Social-Democratic Party, have develgpf:d their cc}>1nscrva m in
proportion as the masses have embraced socialism and the morefthiS
masses have become organized and disciplined. As a cons-egucltnce of his,
Social Democracy as an organization embodying the pol_ltlca ei)therCllcc ce
of the proletariat may at a certain moment become a direct o Is a e o
open conflict between the workers and bourgeois reacflon.. n Zrties
words, the propagandist-socialist conservatism of the prcf>_ eﬁarlan f::tariat
may at a certain moment hold back the direct struggle of the pro

for power.*!

i i d by history. Lenin did not see
The prognosis has been tragically confirme
this ungl the eve of the First World War, whereas .the German left haq lorig
before shed its illusions about the Social Democratic Party administration.

ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY, REVOLUTIONARY PROGRAM,
REVOLUTIONARY PRACTICE

After the traumatic shock suffered by Lenin on August 4, 1914, however, .he
too made a decisive step forward on this question. From then on , the qluestzon
of organization became one not or'tly of function bu.t als.o oj; content. It 115 tr:)o“;)ng;f
simply a question of contrasting “the organization” in gelraler; ) Ifd -
taneity”” in general, as Lenin frequently does in What Is to Be Done:
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One Step Forward, Two Steps Backward. Now it is a question of carefully
distinguishing between an objectively conservative organization and an
objectively revolutionary one. This distinction is made according to objective
criteria (revolutionary program, bringing this program to the masses, rev-
olutionary practice, etc.), and the spontaneous combativity of the masses
is consciously preferred to the actions or even the existence of conservative
reformist mass organizations. ‘“Naive”’ organizational fetishists might claim
that after 1914 Lenin went over to the Luxemburgist view of “spontane-
ism,” when, in conflicts between “unorganized masses” and the social-
democratic organization, he systematically defended the former against the
latter or accused the latter of betraying the former.*> Lenin now even
regarded the destruction of conservatized organizations as an inescapable
prerequisite for the emancipation of the proletariat.*

Yet, the correction, or better yet completion, of his theory of organiza-
tion, which Lenin undertook after 1914, was not a step backward to the
worship of “pure” spontaneity but rather forward toward distinguishing
between the revolutionary party and organization in general. Now, instead of
saying that the purpose of the party is to develop the political class con-
sciousness of the working class, the formula becomes much more precise:
the function of the revolutionary vanguard consists in developing revolution-
ary consciousness in the vanguard of the working class. The building of the
revolutionary class party is the process whereby the program of the socialist
revolution is fused with the experience the majority of the advanced work-
ers have acquired in struggle.*

This elaboration and expansion of the Leninist theory of organization,
following the outbreak of the First World War, goes hand in hand with an
expansion of the Leninist concept of the relevance of revolution to the
present. Although before 1914 this was for Lenin limited by and large to
Russia, after 1914 it was extended to all of Europe. (After the Russian
revolution of 1905 Lenin had already recognized the immediate potential for
revolution in the colonies and semi-colonies.)

Consequently, the validity of the Leninist “strategic plan” for the im-
perialist countries of Western Europe today is closely tied to the question of
the nature of the historical epoch in which we live, From the standpoint of
historical materialism, one is Justified in deriving a conception of the party
from the “present potential for revolution” only if one proceeds from the
assumption—correct and provable, in our estimation-—that, beginning
with the First World War, and no later than the Russian October revolu-
tion, the worldwide capitalist system entered an epoch of historic structural
crisis,* which must periodically lead to revolutionary situations. If, on the
other hand, one assumes that we are still in an ascending stage of capitalism

as a world system, such a conception would have to be rejected as being
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completely “voluntaristic.” What is decisive in the Leninist strategic plan is
certainly not revolutionary propaganda—which, of course, revolutionaries
have to carry out even in nonrevolutionary periods—but its focus on
revolutionary actions breaking out in the near or not distant future. Even in
the ascending epoch of capitalism such actions were possible (note the Paris
Commune), but only as unsuccessful exceptions. Under such conditions,
building a party by concentrating efforts on preparing to effectively partici-
pate in such actions would hardly make sense.

The difference between a “workers’ party” in general (referring to its
membership or even its electoral supporters) and a revolutionary workers’
party (or the nucleus of such a party) is to be found not only in program or
objective social functions (which is to promote, not pacify, all objectively
revolutionary mass actions, or all challenges and forms of action that attack
and call into question the essence of the capitalist mode of production and the
bourgeois state) but also in its ability to find a suitable pedagogical method
enabling it to bring this program to ever-growing numbers of workers.

One can go further, however, and formulate the question more sharply:
Is the danger of the apparatus becoming autonomous limited only to
opportunist and reformist “workers’” organizations, or does it threaten any
organization, including one with a revolutionary program and a revolution-
ary practice? Is not a developing bureaucracy the unavoidable consequence of
any division of labor, including the one between “leadership” and “mem-
bership,” and even in a revolutionary group? And is not, therefore, every
revolutionary organization, once it has spread beyond a small milieu, con-
demned at a certain point in its development and in the development of
mass struggles to become a brake on the struggle of the proletarian masses
for emancipation?

If this line of argument were accepted as correct, it could lead to only one
conclusion: that the socialist emancipation of the working class and of
humanity is impossible—because the supposedly inevitable ““autonomiza-
tion” and degeneration of any organization must be seen as one part of a
dilemma, the other part of which is represented by the tendency for all
unorganized workers, all intellectuals only partially involved in action, and
all persons caught up in universal commodity production to sink into a
petty-bourgeois “false consciousness.” Only a comprehensive, revolution-
ary practice aiming at total consciousness and enriching theory makes it
possible to avoid the penetration of the “ideology of the ruling class” into
even the ranks of individual revolutionaries. This can only be a collective
and organized practice. If the above argument were correct, one would have
to conclude that, with or without an organization, advanced workers would
be condemned either not to reach political class consciousness or to rapidly

lose it.
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In reality this line of argument is false, since it equates the beginning of a
process with its result. Thus, from the existence of a danger that even
revolutionary organizations will become autonomous, it deduces, in a static
flnd fatalistic fashion, that this autonomy is inevitable. This is ncitl’ler empir-
ically nor .theoretically demonstrable. For the extent of the da.ngerp of
bureaucratic degeneration of a revolutionary vanguard organization—and
even more of a revolutionary party—depends not only on the tendency
toward autonomy, which in fact afflicts all institutions in bourgeois societ
but also upon existing counter-tendencies. Among these are the integration Zi‘
Fhe revolutionary organization into an international movement which is
mdeper-ldent of “national” organizations and which constantly keeps a
th'ec’)r.etlcal eye on them (not through an apparatus but through political
criticismy); a close involvement in the actual class struggle and actual revolu-
tonary struggles that make possible a continuous selection of cadres in
practice; a systematic attempt to do away with the division of labor by
ensuring a continuous rotation of personnel between factory, university, and
full—'tlme party functionaries; and institutional guarantees (such as lirnitatior’ls on
the income of full-timers and a defense of the organizational norms of internal
democracy and the freedom to form tendendies and factions).

The outcome of these contradictory tendencies depends on the strugole
between them, which, in turn, is ultimately determined by fwo social ﬁzctof_ﬁl
on the one ha.nd 'the degree of special social interests set loose by the “auton—.
omous organization” and on the other hand the extent of the political activit
of the: vanguard of the working class. Only when the latter decisively
dln.nnlshes can the former decisively break out into the open. Thus th}e,
entire argument amounts to a tedious tautology: during a perio;i of inc,reas-
ing passivity the working class cannot be actively struggling for its libera-
tion. It does not at all prove that, during a period of increasing activity on the
part of advanced workers, revolutionary organizations are not an gﬁecti
Instrument for bringing about liberation, though their “arbitrariness” c:rf
and must be qircumscribed by the independent activity of the class (or it
adva_nced sections). The revolutionary organization is an instrument f :
making revolutions. Without the increasing political activity of bro 0;
masses of workers, proletarian revolutions are simply not possible ’

ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY, DEMOCRATIC CENTRALISM
AND SOVIET DEMOCRACY ,

The objection was made to Lenin’s theory of organization that through its
exaggerated centralization it would prevent the development of ini 1
part.y.demf)cracy. But this objection is a confused one, for inasmuch asr?hgl
Leninist principles of organization restrict the organizatic’)n to active member:
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operating under a collective control, they actually expand rather than reduce the
arty democracy.

Scoopic(;fapwo};kers’ orgalfization surpasses a certain numerical s?zc there are
basically only two possible organizational models: the dues-paying electhal
club (or territorial organization), which corresponds today to the organiza-
tional forms of the Social Democratic Party of Germany 'and of the Fregch
Communist Party; or a combat unit based on the selection of.' only active
and conscious members. The first model, in thcqry, permits a certain
latitude for grumblers and opponents to fool around in, but 'o.nly in matters
of secondary importance. Otherwise, the great mass of the apolitical and passive
membership provides the apparatus with a voting base that can always’ be'mofnltzed
and that has nothing to do with class consciousness. (A not insignificant
number of these members are even materially dependept on the apparatus—
including the bulk of the municipal and adminis.trat.lve yvorkers and em-
ployees and the employees of the workers’ organization itself.)

In the combat organization, however, which is composed of members
who have to exhibit a2 minimum of consciousness simply to become mem-
bers, the possibility of finding independent think.ing is actually much greater.
Neither “pure apparatchiks™ nor pure careerists can .take over as easily
as in an ordinary electoral club. So differences of opinion will be res.olved
less in terms of material dependency or abstract “loyalty” than according to
substance. To be sure, the mere fact that the organization is co?nposec.i in
this fashion is no guarantee against bureaucratization, but at least it provides
an essential condition for preventing it.* o

The relationship between the revolutionary organization (a party nucleus
or a party) and the mass of workers abruptly changes as soon as a revolu-
tionary explosion occurs. At that point the seeds sown over tl}c years by
revolutionary and consciously socialist elements start sprouting. Broad
masses are able to achieve revolutionary class consciousness at once. The
revolutionary initiatives of broad masses can far outdistance those of many
revolutionary groupings. ' '

In his History of the Russian Revolution Trotsky cmphasuefi in sevc?ral
instances that at certain conjunctures in the revolution the Russian working
masses were even ahead of the Bolshevik Party.*® Nevertheless, one should
not generalize from this fact, and, above all, it must not be separ.ated frox’n
the fact that, prior to Lenin’s “April Theses,” the .Bolshev1k _Party s
strategic conception of the nature and goal of Fhe Russian revolution was
insufficiently worked out.*® The party ran the risk of having to pay for this
until Lenin took decisive action with his “April Theses.” He was able to do
so with such ease, however, because the masses of educated worker-
Bolsheviks were pushing him in that very direction 'and were themselves a
reflection of the powerful radicalization of the Russian working class.
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An objective, that is, comprehensive view of the role of the Bolshevik
Party organization in the Russian revolution would no doubt have to be
formulated somewhat differently. While the leading cadre of the party
proved several times to be a conservative block preventing the party from
going over to Trotsky’s position on the struggle for the dictatorship of the
proletariat (soviet power), at the same time it became evident that the
crystallization of a revolutionary workers’ cadre, schooled in two decades of
revolutionary organization and revolutionary activity, was instrumental in
making this decisive strategic turn a success. Should one wish to construct a
correlation between the Stalinist bureaucracy and the “Leninist concept of
the party,” one would at least have to make allowances for this decisive
element of intervention. Stalin’s victory was not the result of the Leninist “theory
of organization” but the result of the disappearance of a decisive component of this
concept: the presence of a broad layer of worker cadres, schooled in revolution and
maintaining a high degree of activity, with a close relationship to the masses.
Moreover, Lenin himself would have in no way denied that in the absence
of this factor the Leninist concept of the party could turn into its opposite. >

The Soviet system is the only universal answer discovered thus far by the
working class to the question of how to organize its independent activity
during and following the revolution.®? It allows all of the forces within the
class—and all the laboring and progressive layers of society in general—to
be brought together in a simultaneous, open confrontation between the
various tendencies existing within the class itself. Every true soviet
system—one that is actually elected by the mass of the workers and has not
been imposed upon them by one or another selective power apparatus—
will for that reason only be able to reflect the social and ideological diversity
of the proletarian layers emphasized above. A workers’ council is in reality a
united front of the most diverse political tendencies that are in agreement on
one central point: the common defense of the revolution against the class

enemy. (In the same way, a strike committee reflects the most widely
differing tendencies among the workers, yet with one exception: it includes
only those tendencies that are participating in the strike. Scabs have no place
in a strike committee.)

There is no contradiction whatever between the existence of a revolution-
ary organization of the Leninist type and genuine soviet democracy, or
soviet power. On the contrary, without the systematic organizational work
of a revolutionary vanguard, a soviet system will either be quickly throttled
by reformist and semi-reformist bureaucracies (see the German soviet sys-
tem from 1918 to 1919) or will lose its political effectiveness from its
inability to solve the central political tasks (see the Spanish revolutionary
committees between July 1936 and spring 1937).

The hypothesis that a soviet system makes parties superfluous has one of



102 LENINIST ORGANIZATION

two sources. Either it proceeds from the naive assumption that the intro-
duction of soviets homogenizes the working class overnight, dissolves all
differences of ideology and interest, and automatically and spontaneously
suggests to the entire working class “the revolutionary solution” to all the
strategic and tactical problems of the revolution. Or it is merely a pretext
for giving to a small group of self-appointed ““leaders” the opportunity to
manipulate a rather broad, inarticulate mass, in that this mass is deprived of
any possibility of systematically coming to grips with these strategic and
tactical questions of the revolution, that is, of freely discussing and politically
differentiating itself. (This is obviously the case, for example, with the Yugo-
slav system of so-called self-management.)

The revolutionary organization can, therefore, guarantee the working
masses in the soviet system a greater degree of independent activity and
self~awareness, and thereby of revolutionary class consciousness, than could
an undifferentiated system of representation. But of course, to this end it
must stimulate and not hold back the independent action of the working
masses. It is precisely this independent initiative of the masses which reaches
its fullest development in the soviet system. Again we reach a similar
conclusion: the Leninist concept of organization, built upon a correct rev-
olutionary strategy (on a correct assessment of the objective historical
process), is simply the collective coordinator of the activity of the masses,
the collective memory and digested experience of the masses, in place
of a constantly repetitive and expanding discontinuity in time, space,
and consciousness.

History has also shown in this connection that there is a substantial
difference between a party calling itself a revolutionary party and actually
being one. When a group of functionaries not only opposes the initiative and
activity of the masses but seeks to frustrate them by any means, including
military force (one thinks of Hungary in October—November 1956 or
Czechoslovakia since August 1968), when this group not only finds no
common language with a soviet system that springs spontaneously from
mass struggles, but throttles and destroys this system behind a pretext of
defending “the leading role of the party”’>*>—then we are obviously no
longer dealing with a revolutionary party of the proletariat but with an
apparatus that represents the special interests of a privileged layer deeply
hostile to the independent activity of the masses: the bureaucracy. The fact
that a revolutionary party can degenerate into a party of bureaucracy,
however, no more argues against the Leninist concept of organization than
would the fact that doctors have killed, not cured, many patients argues
against medical science. Any step away from this concept toward “‘pure”
mass spontaneity would be comparable to reverting from medical science
to quackery.
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S0CIOLOGY OF ECONOMISM, BUREAUCRATISM, AND SPONTANEISM

When we emphasized that Lenin’s concept of organization really represents
a concept of the current potential for proletarian revolution, we touched
upon the central factor in the Leninist theory of proletarian class conscious-
ness: the problem of the definition of the revolutionary subject under
capitalism.

For Marx and Lenin (as well as for Luxemburg and Trotsky, although
they did not draw all the necessary conclusions from this fact until some
time before 1914) the revolutionary subject is the only potentially, only
periodically revolutionary working class as it works, thinks, and lives under
capitalism, that is, in the totality of its social existence.>* The Leninist
theory of organization proceeds directly from this assessment of the posi-
tion of the revolutionary subject, for it is self-evident that a subject, thus
defined, can only be a contradictory one. On the one hand it is exposed to
wage slavery, alienated labor, the reification of all human relations, and the
influence of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois ideology. On the other hand, at
periodic intervals it passes over into a radicalizing class struggle and even
into open revolutionary battle against the capitalist mode of production and
the bourgeois state apparatus. It is in this periodic fluctuation that the
history of the real class struggle of the last 150 years is expressed. It is
absolutely impossible to sum up the history of, say, the French or the
German labor movements of the past 100 years with either the formula
“increasing passivity” or ‘“uninterrupted revolutionary activity.” It is
obviously a unity of both elements with an alternating emphasis on one or
the other.

As ideological tendencies, opportunism and sectarianism have their
deepest theoretical roots in an undialectical definition of the revolutionary
subject. For the opportunists, this revolutionary subject is the everyday
worker. Opportunists tend to imitate the attitude of this worker in every-
thing and “to idolize his backward side,” as Plekhanov put it so well. If the
workers are concerned only with questions limited to the shops, then the
opportunists are “‘pure trade unionists.” If the workers are caught up in a
wave of patriotic jingoism, they become social-patriots or social-
imperialists. If the workers submit to cold war propaganda, they become
cold-warriors: ““The masses are always right.” The latest and the most
wretched expression of such opportunism consists of determining the
program—1let it be an electoral program—no longer through an objective
scientific analysis of society but with the aid of . . . opinion polls.

But this opportunism leads to an insoluble contradiction. Fortunately, the
moods of the masses do not stand still but can change dramatically in a
rather short period of time. Today the workers are concerned only with
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internal shop questions, but tomorrow they will throng the streets in a
political demonstration. Today they are “for” the defense of the imperialist
fatherland against the “‘external enemy,” but tomorrow they will be fed up
with the war and again recognize their own ruling class as the main enemy.
Today they passively accept collaboration with the bosses, but tomorrow
they will move against them through a wildcat strike. The logic of oppor-
tunism leads—once the adaptation to bourgeois society has been excused
through references to the attitude of the “masses”—to resistance to these
very masses as soon as they begin, in a sudden reversal, to move into action
against bourgeois society.

Sectarians simplify the revolutionary subject just as much as opportun-
ists, but in the opposite sense. If only the everyday worker counts for the
opportunists—that is, the worker who is assimilating and adapting to
bourgeois relations— for the sectarians it is only the “ideal” proletarian who
counts, one who acts like a revolutionary. If the worker does not behave in
a revolutionary fashion, he has ceased to be a revolutionary subject: he is
demoted to being “bourgeois.” Extreme sectarians—such as certain
ultraleft “spontaneists,” certain Stalinists, and certain Maoists—will even
go so far as to equate the working class with the capitalist class if it hesitates
to completely accept the particular sectarian ideology in question.>

Extreme objectivism on the one hand (“‘everything the workers do is
revolutionary™) and extreme subjectivism on the other hand (“only those
who accept our doctrine are revolutionary or proletarian”) join hands in the
final analysis when they deny the objectively revolutionary character of
huge mass struggles led by masses with a contradictory consciousness. For
the opportunist objectivists these struggles are not revolutionary, because
“next month the majority will still go ahead and vote for the SPD [West
German Social Democrats] or de Gaulle.” For the sectarian subjectivists
they have nothing to do with revolution, “because the [our] revolutionary
group is still too weak.”

The social nature of these two tendencies can be ascertained without
difficulty. It corresponds to the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia: the oppor-
tunists for the most part represent the intelligentsia tied to the labor
bureaucracy in mass organizations or in the bourgeois state apparatus, while
the sectarians represent an intelligentsia that is either declassed or merely
watches things from the sidelines, remaining outside of the real movement.
In both cases there is a forced separation between the objective and subjec-
tive factors at work in the contradictory but undivided revolutionary sub-
ject, which corresponds to a divorce between practice and theory that leads
only to an opportunist practice and to an idealizing “theory” embodying
“false consciousness.”

It is characteristic, however, for many opportunists (among others, trade
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union bureaucrats), as well as many sectarian literati, to accuse precisely the
revolutionary Marxists of being petty-bourgeois intellectuals, who would
like to “‘subjugate” the working class.®® The question also plays a certain
role in the discussions within the revolutionary student movement. There-
fore, it is necessary to analyze more closely the problem of the sociology of
the bureaucracy, of economism, and of spontaneism (or of the “handicrafts-
man’s approach” to the question of organization).

The mediation between manual and mental labor, production and accu-
mulation, occurs at several points in bourgeois society, though at different
levels, for example, in the factory. What is meant by the general concept of
“intelligentsia” or “intellectual petty bourgeoisie” or “technical intel-
ligentsia™ corresponds in reality to many diverse activities of such media-
tion, whose relation to the actual class struggle is quite distinct. One could
essentially distinguish the following categories (we in no way claim that this
constitutes a complete analysis):

1. The genuine intermediaries between capital and labor in the process of
production, that is, the secondary officers of capital: foremen, timekeepers,
and other cadre personnel in the factories, among whose tasks is the mainte-
nance of labor discipline within the factory, in the interest of capital.

2. The intermediaries between science and technique, or between tech-
nique and production: laboratory assistants, scientific researchers, invent-
ors, technologists, planners, project engineers, draftsmen. In contrast to
category 1, these layers are not accomplices in the process of extracting surplus
value from the producer. They take part in the material process of production
itself and for that reason are not exploiters but producers of surplus value.

3. The intermediaries between production and realization of surplus
value: advertising managers and offices, market research institutes, cadres
and scientists occupied in the distribution sector, marketing specialists.

4. The intermediaries between buyers and sellers of the commodity labor
power: above all, these are the trade union functionaries and, in a wider
sense, all functionaries of the bureaucratized mass organizations of the
labor movement.

5. The intermediaries between capital and labor in the sphere of the
superstructure, the ideological producers (those who are occupied with
producing ideology): a section of the bourgeois politicians (“public opinion
makers”)., the bourgeois professors of the so-called humanities, journalists,
some artists.

6. The intermediaries between science and the working class, the theo-
retical producers, who have not been professionally incorporated into the
ideological production of the ruling class and are relatively able, being free
from material dependency on this production, to engage in criticism of
bourgeois relations.
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One could add a seventh group, which is partially included in the fifth,
and partially in the sixth. In classical, stable bourgeois society, teaching as a
profession falls into category 5, both because of the unlimited predomi-
nance of bourgeois ideology and because of the generally abstract and
ideological character of all professional teaching. With the growing structu-
ral crisis in neocapitalist high schools and universities, however, a change in
objective standards takes place. On the one hand the general crisis of
capitalism precipitates a general crisis in neocapitalist ideology, which is
increasingly called into question. On the other hand teaching serves less as
abstract, ideological indoctrination and more as the direct technocratic
preparation for the future intellectual workers (of categories 2 and 3) to be
incorporated into the process of production. This makes it possible for the
content of such teaching to be increasingly tied to a regained awareness of
individual alienation, as well as to social criticism in related fields (and even
to social criticism in general).

It now becomes clear which part of the intelligentsia will exert a negative
influence upon the developing class consciousness of the proletariat: it is
above all groups 3, 4, and 5. (We need say nothing about group 1 because in
general it keeps its distance from the workers’ organizations anyway.) What
is most dangerous for the initiative and self-assurance of the working class is
a symbiosis or fusion of groups 4 and 5, as has occurred on a broad scale since
the First World War in the social-democratic and today already partially in the
Moscow-oriented communist mass organizations in the West.

Groups 2 and 6, on the other hand, can only enhance the impact of the
working-class and revolutionary organizations, because they equip them with
the knowledge that is indispensable for a relentless critique of bourgeois society and
Jor the successful overthrow of this society, and even more for the successful taking
over of the means of production by the associated producers.

Those who rail against the growing union of workers’ organizations with
groups 2 and 6 of the intelligentsia objectively assist groups 3, 4, and 5 in
exerting their negative influence on the working class. For never in history
has there been a class struggle that has not been accompanied by an ideo-
logical struggle.® It boils down to a question of determining which ideology
can sink roots in the working class; or, to phrase it better, whether
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois ideology or Marxist scientific theory will
develop among the workers. Whoever opposes “every outside intellectual
influence” within the working class in struggle either forgets or pushes aside
the fact that the influence which groups 1, 3, 4, and 5 exert on this working
class is permanently and unremittingly at work upon the proletariat through
the entire mechanism of bourgeois society and capitalist economy, and that
the ultraleft “‘spontaneists” have no panacea at their disposal for putting an
end to this process. To thunder against the influence of Marxist intellectuals
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within the working class means simply to allow the influence of the
bourgeois intelligentsia to spread without opposition.

Still worse: by resisting the formation of a revolutionary organization and
the education of professional proletarian revolutionaries, Mensheviks and
“spontaneists” are objectively forced to help perpetuate the division be-
tween manual and intellectual labor, that is, the spiritual subjugation of the
workers to the intellectuals and the rather rapid bureaucratization of the
workers’ organizations. For, a worker who continuously remains within
the capitalist process of production will most often not be in a position to
globally assimilate theory, and will thereby remain dependent upon “petty-
bourgeois specialists.” For that reason, a decisive step can be taken within
the revolutionary organization toward the intellectual emancipation of at
least the most advanced workers and toward an initial victory over the
division of labor within the workers’ movement itself through the intermit-
tent removal of workers from the factories.

This is not yet the final word on the sociology of spontaneism. We must
ask ourselves: In which layers of the working class will the “antipathy” and
“distrust” toward intellectuals have the most influence? Obviously, in those
layers whose social and economic existence most sharply subjects them to an
actual conflict with intellectual labor. By and large, these are the workers of the
small and medium-sized factories threatened by technological progress;
self-taught workers who, through personal effort, have differentiated them-
selves from the mass; workers who have scrambled to the top of bureau-
cratic organizations; workers who, because of their low education and
cultural level, are the furthest removed from intellectual labor—and there-
fore also regard it with the greatest mistrust and hostility. In other words,
the social basis of economism, spontaneism, the “handicraftsman’s approach”
to the question of organization and hostility toward science within the
working class, is the craft layer of this class.

On the other hand, among the workers of the large factories and cities, of
the extensive branches of industry in the forefront of technological prog-
ress, the thirst for knowledge, the greater familiarity with technical and
scientific processes, and the greater audacity in projecting the conquest of
power in both the factory and the state make it much easier to understand
the objectively necessary role of revolutionary theoreticians and of the
revolutionary organization.

The spontaneous tendencies in the labor movement often, though not
always, correspond exactly to this social basis. This was especially true for
anarcho-syndicalism in the Latin countries before the First World War. This
was also true for Menshevism, which was thoroughly defeated by Bolshe-
vism in the large metropolitan factories, but which found its most important
proletarian base in the typically small-town mining and oil-field districts of
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southern Russia.*® Attempts today, in the era of the third industrial revolu-
tion, to revive this craftsman-caste approach under the pretext of gl'lara;ll—
teeing ““workers autonomy” could only have the same result as in the
past—namely, to dissipate the forces of the advanced ar.ld potentially rev-
olutionary working class and to give a boost to the seml—craft,' bureaucra-
tized sections of the movement that are under the constant influence of

bourgeois ideology.

SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENTSIA, SOCIAL SCIENCE,
AND PROLETARIAN CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS

The massive reintroduction of intellectual labor into the process of produc-
tion brought about by the third industrial revohftic?n, which was foresegn
by Marx and whose foundations were already laid in the second industrial
revolution,® has created the prerequisite for a much l.)roadcr. la}_lcr of the
scientific intelligentsia to regain the awareness of alicnatl'on which it had lost
through its removal from the process of direct production of surplus value
and its transformation into a direct or indirect consumer of surphfs Yalue.
For it, too, is overcome by alienation in bourgeois sqcic?ty. Thxs.xs the
material basis not only for the student revolt in the imperialist countries but
also for the possibility of involving increasing numbers of scientists and
technicians in the revolutionary movement. ' o

The participation of the intelligentsia in the classwal‘soaahst movement
before the First World War generally tended to decline. Though it was
considerable at the start of the movement, it became smaller and smaller as
the organized mass movement of the work'ing class became stronger. In a
little known polemic against Max Adler in 19'10., "l“rotsk}f rcv.ealed 'tlze
causes of this process to be on the whole materialistic: .the mtcllgentsm s
social dependency on the big bourgeoisie and the bourgeois state; an }dco!o.g-
ical identification with the class interests it thereby serves; and the 1nal')111'ty
of the workers’ movement, organized as a “counter-society,”” to compete W.lth its
counterpart. Trotsky predicted that this would probgbly chang; very quickly,
in a revolutionary epoch, on the eve of the proletarian revolution. .

From these correct premises, however, he drew what were already incor-
rect tactical conclusions, when, for instance, he failed to see the grf:at
importance which, in 1908—09, Lenin accorded the‘studcnt movement (vs{hlch
was re-emerging in the middle of the victorious counter-rc.voh%txon).
Trotsky considered it an albatross for the subse.quent, new rise in the
revolutionary mass movement (that was to begin in 1912), ) .

He even went so far as to maintain that it was the “fault’ gf the leading
revolutionary intelligentsia in the Russian Social Dcmocra_cyilf the st.uficnt
movement was able to spread ““its overall social characteristics: a spirit of
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sectarianism, an individualism typical of intellectuals, and ideological
fetishism.”%? As Trotsky later admitted, at that time he underestimated the
political and social significance of the faction fight between the Bolsheviks and
the Liquidators, which was only an extension of the earlier struggle be-
tween Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. History was to show that this struggle
had nothing to do with a product of “intellectual sectarianism’’ but with the
separation of socialist, revolutionary consciousness from petty-bourgeois,
reformist.consciousness, 52 :

It is correct, however, that the participation of the Russian revolutionary
intelligentsia in the building of the revolutionary class party of the Russian
proletariat was still a pure product of individual selection without any social
roots. Since the October revolution, this has inevitably turned against the
proletarian revolution, for the masses of the technical intelligentsia were not
able to go over to the camp of the revolution. At first they sabotaged
economic production and the methods of social organization on the broadest
scale; then their cooperation had to be “bought” through high salaries; and
finally they were transformed into the driving force behind the bureaucra-
tization and degeneration of this revolution.

Inasmuch as the position of the technical intelligentsia (especially cate-
gory 2 above) in the material process of production has today decisively
changed, and since this technical intelligentsia is gradually being trans-
formed into a section of the wage-earning class, the possibility of its
massive participation in the revolutionary process and in the reorganization
of society stands on much firmer ground than in the past. Frederick Engels
had already pointed to the historically decisive role this intelligentsia could
play in the construction of the socialist society.

In order to take over and put into operation the means of production, we
need people, and in large numbers, who are technically trained. We do
not have them. . . . I foresee us in the next eight to ten years recruiting
enough young technicians, doctors, lawyers and teachers to be in a
position to let party comrades administer the factories and essential goods
for the nation. Then our accession to power will be quite natural and will
work itself out relatively smoothly. If, on the other hand, we premature-
ly come to power through a war, the technicians will be our main
opponents, and will deceive and betray us whenever possible. We will
have to use terror against them and still they will shit all over us.%*

Of course, it must be added that in the course of this third industrial
revolution the working class itself, which is much better qualified than in
1890, exhibits a far greater ability to directly manage the factories than in
Engels’s time. But in the final analysis it is technical abilities that are
required for the broad masses to be able to exert political and social control
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over the “‘specialists” (a matter about which Lenin hz}d so many illusipns in
1918). A growing union between the technical intclhgcn.tsm anc.i the indus-
trial proletariat, and the growing participation of revolutionary intellectuals
in the revolutionary party, can only facilitate that control. .
As the contradiction between the objective socialization of production
and labor on the one hand and private appropriation on the other intensifies
(as the crisis of the capitalist relations of production sharpens.—-—‘and toc!ay
we are experiencing a new and sharper form of this contradlctlc.)n, whu?h
underlay the May 1968 events in France and the mass str}lggles in ?taly in
1969), and as neocapitalism seeks to win a new lease on l}fe by raising the
working class’s level of consumption, science will increasingly .become for
the masses a revolutionary, productive force in two regards: with automa-
tion and the growing mountain of commodities it produccs_ not or.lly a
growing crisis in the production and distribution process of capital, Whl(':h is
based upon generalized commodity production; it also pr(?duces revolution-
ary consciousness in growing masses of people by allowing t.he t}lyths fmd
masks of the capitalist routine to be torn away, and by making it possible
for the worker, reconquering the consciousness of being alienated, to put an
end to that alienation. As the decisive barrier which today holds back the
working class from acquiring political class consciousness is found to‘rcside
less in the misery of the masses or the extreme narrowness of their sur-
roundings than in the constant influence of petty—bourgeois and bourgeois
ideological consumption and mystification, it is precisely then th.at the
eye-opening function of critical social science can play a truly revolutionary
role in the new awakening of the class consciousness among the masses.
Of course, this makes necessary the existence of concrete ties with the
working masses—a requirement that can only be met by the advanced
workers on the one hand and the revolutionary organization on the other.
And this also requires the revolutionary, scientific intelligentsia not to.“go
to the people” with the modest populist masochism tl.1at restricts it to
humbly supporting struggles for higher wages, but to bring the aw.akened
and critical layers of the working class what they are unable to achlf:ve .by
themselves, owing to their fragmented state of consciousness: the sc1ent1ﬁc
knowledge and awareness that will make it possible for them to recognize
the scandal of concealed exploitation and disguised oppression for what it is.

HISTORICAL PEDAGOGY AND COMMUNICATION
OF CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS

Once it is understood that the Leninist theory of organization tries to
answer the problems of the current potential for revolution and of the
revolutionary subject, this theory leads directly to the question of historical
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pedagogy, that is, the problem of transforming potential class consciousness
into actual class consciousness, and trade-unionist consciousness into polit-
ical, revolutionary consciousness. This problem can only be resolved in the
light of the classification of the working class delineated above—into the
mass of the workers, advanced workers, and organized revolutionary cadre.
To assimilate its growing class consciousness, each layer requires its own
methods of instruction, goes through its own learning process, and needs to
have a special form of communication with the class as a whole and with the
realm of theoretical production. The historical role of the revolutionary
vanguard party Lenin had in mind can be summed up as that of jointly
expressing these three forms of pedagogy.

The broad masses learn only through action. To hope to “impart”
revolutionary consciousness to them through propaganda is an endeavor
worthy of Sisyphus—and just as fruitless. Yet, although the masses learn
only through action, all actions do not necessarily lead to a mass acquisition
of revolutionary class consciousness. Actions around immediately realizable
economic and political goals that can be completely achieved within the
framework of the capitalist social order do not produce revolutionary class
consciousness. This was one of the great illusions of the “optimistic”’ Social
Democrats at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th
(including Engels), who believed that there was a straight line leading
from partial successes in electoral struggles and strikes to revolutionary
consciousness and to an increase in the proletariat’s revolutionary
combativity.

This has proven to be historically incorrect. These partial successes cer-
tainly played a significant and positive role in strengthening the self-
confidence and combativity of the proletarian masses in general. (The
anarchists were wrong to reject these partial struggles out of hand.) Yet
they did not prepare the working masses for revolutionary struggle. The
German working class’s lack of experience in revolutionary struggles on
the one hand and the existence on the other hand of such experience in the
Russian working class was the most important difference in consciousness
between the two classes on the eve of the First World War. It decisively
contributed to the dissimilar outcome of the revolutions of 1917-19 in
Germany and in Russia.

Since the goal of mass actions is generally the satisfaction of immediate
needs, it becomes an important aspect of revolutionary strategy to link these
needs to demands that objectively cannot be achieved or coopted within the
framework of the capitalist social order, and which produce an objectively
revolutionary dynamic that has to lead to a test of strength between the two
decisive social classes over the question of power. This is the strategy of
transitional demands, which, through the efforts of Lenin, was incorporated
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into the program of the Communist International at its fourth congress, and
which was later elaborated by Trotsky in the main body of the program of
the Fourth International.®®

The development of revolutionary class consciousness among the broad
masses is possible only if they accumulate experlenc.cs;of struggles that are
not only limited to the winning of partial demands vs{1th1n the framework of
capitalism. The gradual injection of these demands into mass struggles can
come about only through the efforts of a broad layer of advanced wor.kc.ers
who are closely linked to the masses and who disseminate and publicize
these demands (which normally do not spontaneously grow out of t_he
day-to-day experiences of the class) in the factories, experimenting Wlt:h
them in various skirmishes and spreading them through agitation, until a
point is reached where favorable objective and subjective cpnci.itions con-
verge, making the realization of these demands the actual objective of great
strikes, demonstrations, agitational campaigns, and so on.

Although revolutionary class consciousness among the.broad masses
develops only out of the experience of objective{y revolutfonary struggle,
among advanced workers it flows from the experience of life, work, and
struggle in general. These experiences do not necessanly need to be revolu-
tionary at all. From the daily experiences of class conflict, these adva'nced
workers draw the elementary conclusions about the need for class sohéar—
ity, class action, and class organization. The programmatic and organiza-
tional forms through which this action and organization are to be led w1.ll
differ greatly depending upon objective conditions and concrete experi-
ences. But the advanced workers’ experience of life, work, and struggle
leads them to the threshold of understanding the inadequacy of activity
which seeks merely to reform the existing society rather cthan a.bolish it.

The activity of the revolutionary vanguard can make it possible for the
class consciousness of the advanced workers to cross over this threshold. It
can, however, fulfill this role of catalyst neither automatically nor without
regard for objective conditions. It can only fulfill it when it i§ itself cqual to
the task, that is, if the content of its theoretical, propagandistic, and literary
activity corresponds to the needs of the advanced workers, and if the foFm
of this activity does not trample underfoot the laws of pedagogy (avoiding
ultimatistic formulations). At the same time, this kind of activity must be
linked to activity of a practical nature and to a political perspective, thus eghapc—
ing the credibility of both the revolutionary strategy and the organization
putting it forward. o

In periods of abating class struggles, of a temporary c‘iechne in the
self-confidence of the working class, during which the stability of the class
enemy appears temporarily assured, the revolutionary vanguard will not be
able to achieve its objectives even if its activity is completely equal to the
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task of catalyzing revolutionary class consciousness among the broadest
layer of advanced workers. This belief that a mere defense of “the correct
tactic” or “the correct line” is sufficient to miraculously generate a growing
revolutionary force, even in periods of declining class struggle, is an illusion
stemming from bourgeois rationalism, not from the materialist dialectic.
This illusion, incidentally, is the cause of most splits within the revolution-
ary movement, because the organizational sectarianism of the splitters is
based on the naive view that the “application of the correct tactic” can win
over more people in the as yet untouched periphery than it can among
revolutionaries who are already organized. As long as the objective condi-
tions remain unfavorable, such splits, therefore, usually result in grouplets
that are even weaker than those whose “false tactics” made them seem so
worthy of condemnation in the first place.

This does not mean, however, that the work of the revolutionary van-
guard among the advanced workers remains useless or ineffectual during
unfavorable objective circumstances. It produces no great immediate suc-
cesses, yet it is a tremendously important, and even decisive, preparation for
that turning point when class struggles once again begin to mount!

For, just as broad masses with no experience of revolutionary struggle
cannot develop revolutionary class consciousness, advanced workers who
have never heard of transitional demands cannot introduce them into the
next wave of class struggle. The patient, persistent preparation carried out,
with constant attention to detail, by the revolutionary vanguard organiza-
tion, sometimes over a period of years, pays off in rich dividends the day the
“natural leaders of the class,” still hesitating and not yet completely free
from hostile influences, suddenly, during a big strike or demonstration,
take up the demand for workers’ control and thrust it to the forefront of
the struggle.’

To be in a position, however, to convince a country’s advanced workers
and radical intelligentsia of the need to extend broad mass struggles beyond
the level of immediate demands to that of transitional demands, it is not
enough for the revolutionary vanguard organization to learn by heart a list
of such demands culled from Lenin and Trotsky. It must acquire a twofold
knowledge and a two-sided method of learning. On the one hand it must
assimilate the body of the experiences of the international proletariat over
more than a century of revolutionary class struggle. On the other hand it
must carry on a continuous, serious analysis of the present overall social
reality, national as well as international. This alone makes it possible to
apply the lessons of history to the reality at hand. It is clear that on the basis
of the Marxist theory of knowledge, only practice can ultimately provide
the criterion for measuring the actual theoretical assimilation of present-day
reality. For that reason, international practice is an absolute prerequisite for
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a Marxist international analysis, and an international organization is an
absolute prerequisite for such a practice.

Without a serious assimilation of the entire historical experience of the
international workers’ movement from the revolution of 1848 to the pres-
ent, it is impossible to determine with scientific precision either the contra-
dictions of present neocapitalist society—on a world scale as well as in
individual countries—or the concrete contradiction accompanying the
formation of proletarian class consciousness, or the kind of struggles that
could lead to a prerevolutionary situation. History is the only laboratory for
the social sciences. Without assimilating the lessons of history, a pseudo-
revolutionary Marxist today would be no better than a medical student who
refused to set foot inside the dissecting laboratory.

It should be pointed out in this connection that all attempts to keep the
newly emerging revolutionary movement “aloof from the splits of the
past” demonstrate a complete failure to understand the socio-political na-
ture of this differentiation within the international workers’ movement. If
one puts aside the inevitable personal and incidental factors involved in
these differentiations, one has to conclude that the great disputes in the
international workers’ movement since the foundation of the First Interna-
tional (the disputes between Marxism and anarchism; between Marxism
and revisionism; between Bolshevism and Menshevism; between interna-
tionalism and social-patriotism; between defenders of the dictatorship of the
proletariat and defenders of bourgeois democracy; between Trotskyism and
Stalinism; between Maoism and Khrushchevism) touch upon fundamental
questions relating to the proletarian revolution and to the strategy and
tactics of revolutionary class struggle. These basic questions are products of the
very nature of capitalism, the proletariat, and revolutionary struggle. They will
therefore remain pressing questions as long as the problem of creating a
classless society on a world scale has not been solved in practical terms. No
“tactfulness,” no matter how artful, and no “conciliationism,” no matter
how magnanimous, can in the long run prevent these questions from rising
out of practice itself to confront each new generation of revolutionaries. All
that is accomplished by attempting to avoid a discussion of these problems
is that instead of raising, analyzing, and solving them in a methodical and
scientific fashion, this is done unsystematically, at random, without plan,
and without sufficient training and knowledge.

However, while the assimilation of the historical substance of Marxist
theory is necessary, it is nevertheless in and of itself an insufficient pre-
requisite for conveying revolutionary class consciousness to the advanced
workers and the radical intelligentsia. In addition, a systematic analysis of
the present is required, without which theory cannot furnish the means for
disclosing either the immediate capacity of the working class for struggle or
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the “weak links” in the neocapitalist mode of production and bourgeois
society; nor can it furnish the means for formulating the appropriate tran-
sitional demands (as well as the proper pedagogical approach to raising
them). Only the combination of a serious, complete social and critical
analysis of the present and the assimilation of the lessons of the history of
the workers’ movement can create an effective instrument for the theoretical
accomplishment of the task of a revolutionary vanguard.®

Without the experience of revolutionary struggle by broad masses, there

can be no revolutionary class consciousness among these masses. Without
the conscious intervention of advanced workers, who inject transitional
demands into workers’ struggles, there can hardly be experiences of revolu-
tionary struggle on the part of the broad masses. Without the spreading of
transitional demands by a revolutionary vanguard, there can be no possibil-
ity of advanced workers influencing mass struggles in a truly anticapitalist
sense. Without a revolutionary program, without a thorough study of the
history of the revolutionary workers’ movement, without an application of
this study to the present, and without practical proof of the ability of the
revolutionary vanguard to actually play a leading role in at least a few
sectors and situations, there can be no possibility of convincing the ad-
vanced workers of the need for the revolutionary organization, and there-
fore no possibility (or only an unlikely one) that the appropriate transitional
demands for the objective situation can be worked out by the advanced
workers. In this way the various factors in the formation of class conscious-
ness ix'lter.twine and underpin the timeliness of the Leninist conception of
organization.

The process of building a revolutionary party acquires its unified charac-
ter through jointly expressing the learning of the masses in action, the
learning of the advanced workers in practical experience, and the learning of
the revolutionary cadre in the transmission of revolutionary theory and
practice. There is a constant interrelationship between learning and teaching
even among the revolutionary cadre, who have to achieve the ability to sheci
any arrogance resulting from their theoretical knowledge. This ability pro-
ceeds from the understanding that theory proves its right to exist only through its
connection to the real class struggle and by its capacity to transform potentially
revolutionary class consciousness into the actual revolutionary class consciousness of
broad layers of workers. The famous observation by Marx that the educators
must themselves be educated®® means exactly what it says. It does not mean
that a consciously revolutionary transformation of society is possible with-
out a revolutionary pedagogy. And it is given a more complete expression
in the Marxist proposition that “In revolutionary activity the changing of
oneself coincides with the changing of circumstances. 7



116 LENINIST ORGANIZATION The Leninist Theory of Organization 117

gl?ﬁf;:}?eridllt;%g) olt\‘/1 hisTboo]{(, The Permanent Revolution (New York: Merit
, - Va0 1se Tung too has more than once cal] ion i
un . ed attention to this
glzought. Ifn sEarp contrast to it is the notion of a “socialist mode of production”
or r;zven ofa* developed social system of socialism” in which the first stage of
&« thmumsm is regarded as something fixed and not as simply a transitional phase
¢ permanent revolutionary development from capitalism to communism

Notes

1. This concept was by no means invented by Lenin but corresponds to a tradition
leading from Engels, through Kautsky, to the classical doctrines of international
social democracy between 1880 and 1905. The Hainfeld Program of the Aus-
trian Social Democracy, drafted in 1888-89, explicitly states: ““Socialist con-
sciousness is something that is brought into the proletarian class struggle from
outside, not something that organically develops out of the class struggle.” In
1901 Kautsky published his article ““Akademiker und Proletarier” in Neue Zeit
(19th year, Vol. 2, April 17, 1901), in which he expressed the same thought
(p- 89) in a form that directly inspired Lenin’s What Is to Be Done?

It is well known that Marx developed no uniform concept of the party. But

o e . A~
; sTl‘t}:l.lanons for the imperialist bourgeoisie. :
- Thus the rising bourgeois class consciousness and even the rising plebeian

while he sometimes totally rejected the idea of a vanguard organization, he also
formulated a conception which very closely approaches that of “introducing
revolutionary-socialist consciousness” into the working class. Note the follow-
ing passage from a letter, written by him on January 1, 1870, from the executive
board of the First International to the federal committee of Romanic Switzer-

half of the 18th century.

8. Gramsci’s “concept of politi i
L political and ethical hegemony,” which
social class must fes.tgblish within society before it ca},,n takel(;)ol?trilc:lpglc-)evsvseerd
Iegxprssses this possﬂ?lhty especially well. See Il Materialismo Storico la Filosofia di
enedetto Croce (Milan: Einaudi, 1964), p- 236; and also Note sul Machiavelli

((;lr\;ltlll;:e c]liiélfligi;dli?zjl),bpp. 29-37, 411\7150 ff. This hegemony concept has been
1 Y numerous Marxist theoreticians. See, fc
g{l(;:o; 2P20ulantzas, Pouvoir politique et classes sociales (Paris: Maspéroorlgggflgle’
A0 _and m %?:lc?rnlng the mgt;ﬂécance of overall social consensus wit,h the rr’latg
' oundations of bourgeois class rule, see Jose R
Integracion y lucha d -capitali i ftorial Ciendl ode,
19§ g).’ o }1 52_4{ : ;'clases en el neo-capitalismo (Madrid: Editorial Ciencia Nueva,
9. 'I}'lhls is expressed by Marx and Engels in the proposition in The German Ideolo
't at, tlljns revolution 1s necessary therefore, not only because the ruling clfs}s,
cannotI e_overthrown. inany other. way, butalso because the class overthrowing it
lf)an only in a revolution succeed in ridding itself of all the muck of ages and
C;ecome fitted to found society anew.”” Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The
¢ flrmar_l Ideology (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1968), p. 87. See also the
t}(ie ()Cv:?:lgm ob_setr\I:atlon byTI;l/Iarx in 1850 against the Schapper minority in
e unist League: “The minority substitutes a do matic
cr1t1clal.one., and 1d§alism for materialism. For it, thegdrivingapfr':)rrocic}:)ffotrhfel
r}elvo ution is r‘nere w11_1 power, not actual conditions. We, on the other hand, tell
the vi«?rkers: You will have to go through 15, 20, 50 years of civil wdrs,and
peop (Ie-s struggles not only to change the conditions, but in order to change
yourselves so you will ?e capable of exercising political rule.’ You on tlfe
I(gtrlltrﬁy, saz;: t;;f ;;lve can’t take power right away we might as well go to bed.””
arx, Enthullungen Ueber den K 1 in: :
o Vorwarts, 191 ‘g, e ommunistenprozess zu Koln (Berlin: Buchand-
10. Note Lenin: “Our wiseacre fails to see that it is precisely during the revolution

land: “The English possess all the necessary material prerequisites for a social
revolution. What they lack is a spirit of generalization and revolutionary passion.
That the executive board alone can remedy, and in doing so, hasten the develop-
ment of a truly revolutionary movement in this country, and hence everywhere.
The great successes that we have already achieved in this regard are being
attested to by the wisest and most distinguished newspapers of the ruling
class . . . not to mention the so-called radical members of the House of Com-
mons and the House of Lords, who only a short time ago had quite a bit of
influence on the leaders of the English workers. They are publicly accusing us of
having poisoned and almost suffocated the English spirit of the working class,
and of having driven it to revolutionary socialism.” (Marx-Engels, Werke, Vol.
16 [Berlin: Dietz-Verlag, 1964], pp. 386—387.)

The concept of the “current potential for revolution™ in Lenin was first
formulated by Georg Lukacs, as is well known, in Geschichte und Klassenbe-
wusstsein (Berlin: Malik Verlag, 1923) and particularly in his Lenin (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 1971).

2. This is especially true for the crucial Marxian category of revolutionary practice,
which was developed in the then unknown German Ideology.

3. It is in this sense that, among others, the famous statement by Marx at the
beginning of The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte must be understood, in
which he stresses the constant self-critical nature of the proletarian revolution
and its tendency to come back to things that appeared to have already been
accomplished. In this connection, Marx speaks also of the proletariat as being
hypnotized by the “undefined magnitude of its own objectives.”

4. In the Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels state that communists “‘do not set
up any special principles of their own, by which to shape and mold the
proletarian movement.” In the English edition of 1888, Engels substituted the
word “sectarian” for the word “special.” In doing so, he expresses the fact that
scientific socialism certainly does try to advance “special” principles in the labor
movement, but only those objectively resulting from the general course of the
proletarian class struggle, i.e., from contemporary history, and not those pecu-
liar only to the creed of a particular sect, i.e., to a purely incidental aspect of the
proletarian class struggle.

5. This thought is poignantly expressed by Trotsky in the introduction to the first

Il)g%ctigl positio'nsa.'l’l’ W}l:at Is to Be Done? (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1964 p
- "ow tragically this came true 17 years later in the G lution.
11. In this connection in What Is fo Be D, i s of the social-dmno:
i : 1 one? Lenin speaks of the “social- ic”
" la\?d revolt}tlonary .workers in contrast to the “backward” (\);(l)rk(ei:sm oeane
- N. Bukharlr}, Theorie des Historischen Materialismus (published by th :
nist International, 1922), pp. 343-345 Y the Commu-
Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the people of the
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13.

14.

15.
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country into workers. The combination of capital has created for this mass a
common situation, common interests. This mass is thus already a class as
against capital, but not yet for itself. In the struggle, of which we have noted
only a few phases, this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a class for
itself.” Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy (New York: International Pub-
lishers, 1963), p. 173.
See the section of the S.P.D.’s “Erfurt Program” that was not criticized by
Engels, which describes the proletarians as simply the class of wage workers
separated from the means of production and condemned to sell their labor
power, and which describes the class struggle as the objective struggle between
exploiters and exploited in modern society (i.., without relation to the degree
of organization or consciousness of the wage earners). Following this objective
fact, which is established in the first four sections, comes the following addition
to the conclusion of the general body of the program: “The task of the social-
democratic party is to mold this struggle of the working class into a conscious
and homogeneous one and to point out what is by nature its essential goal.”
This once again explicitly confirms that there can be classes and class struggle in
capitalist society without the struggling working class being conscious of its
class interests. Further on, in the eighth section, the program speaks of the
“lass-conscious workers of all countries,” and Engels proposes a change which
again underlines the fact that he made a definitive distinction between the
“objective” and the “subjective” concept of class: “Instead of ‘class conscious,’
which for us is an easily understandable abbreviation, I would say (in the
interests of general understanding and translation into foreign languages) ‘work-
ers permeated with the consciousness of their class situation,” or something like
that.” Engels, “Zur Kritik des sozialdemokratischen Programmentwurfs 1891,”
in Marx-Engels, Werke, Vol. 22 (Berlin: Dietz-Verlag, 1963), p. 232.
Lenin: “The basic prerequisite for this success {in consolidating the party—
E.M.] was, of course, the fact that the working class, whose elite has built the
Social Democracy, differs for objective economic reasons, from all other classes
in capitalist society in its capacity for organization. Without this prerequisite,
the organization of professional revolutionaries would only be a game, an

adventure. . . . Lenin, Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 12 (Paris: Editions Sociales,

1969), p. 74.
To counter this view, many critics of the Leninist concept of organization

(beginning with Plekhanov’s article, “Centralism or Bonapartism” in Iskra, 70
[Summer, 1904], refer to a passage in The Holy Family. The passage states:
“When socialist writers ascribe this historic role to the proletariat, it is not, as
Critical Criticism pretends to think, because they consider the proletarians as
gods. Rather the contrary. Since the abstraction of all humanity, even of the
semblance of humanity, is practically complete in the full-grown proletariat: since
the conditions of life of the proletariat sum up all the conditions of life of society
today in all their inhuman acuity; since man has lost himself in the proletariat,
yet at the same time has not only gained theoretical consciousness of that loss,
but through urgent, no longer disguisable, absolutely imperative need—that
practical expression of necessity—is driven to revolt against that inhumanity; it
follows that the proletariat can and must free itself. But it cannot free itself
without abolishing the conditions of its own life. It cannot abolish the condi-
tions of its own life without abolishing all the inhuman conditions of life of
society today which are summed up in its own situation. Not in vain does it go
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through the stern but steeling school of labor. The question i i
.that prolctarian, or even the whole of the prolctariag zftstﬁnnllsorrlrtl)ctn?g:s;;elti ZE
its aim. Thc question is what the proletariat is, and what, consequent on that
bemg, it will be compelled to do. Its aim and historical action is irrevocably and
o!3v19usly demonstrated in its own life situation as well as in the whole Z;r a-
nkllzatlon of bourgeois socicty. today. There is no need to dwell here upon the i%ct
;1 1at a.largc part of the English and French proletariat is already conscious of its
istoric task and is constantly working to develop that consciousness into
complete clarity.” Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The Holy Famil (Moscow:
Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1956), pp. 52-53. ¢ .
Aside from the fact that Marx and Engels were hardly in a position in
184445 to produce a mature theory of proletarian class consciousness and
proletarian organization (to become aware of this, one need only compare the
last sentence of thfe above quotation with what Engels wrote 40 years latcl:r about
the English working class), these lines say the very opposite of what Plekhanov

reads into them. They say only that the social situation of the proletariat prepares

it for radical, revolutionary action, and that the de inati
socialist objective (the abolition of private propcrttirgmilsn?‘tpl)cr’gsgfi-bt:d?’ ’ggneri:tll
‘c‘c.mdmons of hfje.. In no way do they indicate, however, that the proletal?,iat’S
lnhuman”confilt%ons of life” will somehow mysteriously enable it to ‘s on-s-
taneously ’ assimilate all the social sciences. Quite the opposite! (Concerlzr’lin
Plekhanov s article, see Samuel H. Baron’s Plekhanov [Stanford: Stanford U 4
’\fcrcsllty Press, l1963], pr. 248-253.) ' w
oday 1t 1s almost forgotten that the Russian socialis
founded largely by students and intellectuals, and that ar;ulﬁo;iii?;uiczﬁs ‘(;V; :Si
century ago they were faced with problems much like those we face toda
Slmllar., but of course not identical: today there is an additional obstacle (t}?:(;
reformist, revisionist mass organizations of the working class), as well as an
aqdltlonal strength (historical experience, including the cxper’iencc of great
victory which the revolutionary movement has accumulated since then) ®
In What Is to Be Done? Lenin speaks explicitly of the capacity of intellectuals to
gssxmllatc “political knowledge,” i.e., scientific Marxism.
v:ii Oll(lz,r{: al:;[;r;((;rr;l;?eofit;;gg gf .Philoso]czihy.f An ia(bsorbing description of the
. nions and of workers’ resistance fund b
yarioy : ' : nds can be
gingu 11:11 ]I;I;)(I:l.(g}iggg‘son s The Making of the English Working Class (Baltimore:
¢ necessarily discontinuous nature of mass action i i
condl’tlon of the proletariat itself. As long as a m:1132naclsicfr}flzilglr;e:olt)};utizga'sS
toppling the capitalist mode of production, its duration will be limited b t}lln
financial, .phy51c'al, and mental ability of the workers to withstand the lo};s ‘f:'
wages. It is obvious that this ability is not unlimited. To deny this would b ?
deny the mat'erlal conditions of the proletariat’s existence, which compel i s
<S:lass, fto sell its Ilab(;_r power. ’ peh asa
c¢ a few examples from the first years of the metal workers uni
P atew exa ‘ s union of Germany:
Bur g]t, iebz f _{)aph.re7 2111:171485.tr1egewerkshcy’t Metall (Frankfurt: Europiische Verlag-
We cannot describe in detail here the differences between a prerevolutionary and
a revolutionary situation. Simplifying the matter, we would diﬁ'ercnti}::t .
r_evolutloyary .fron.q a prerevolutionary situation in this way: while a rcrevo?ua
tionary situation is characterized by such extensive mass strugglez that th;

I
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continued existence of the social order is objectively threatened, in a revolution-
ary situation this threat takes the form, organizationally, of the proletariat
establishing organs of dual power (i.e., potential organs for the exercising of
power by the working class), and subjectively of the masses raising directly
revolutionary demands that the ruling class is unable to either repulse or co-opt.

21. See below, the Leninist origins of this strategy.

22. Rosa Luxemburg, “Organizational Question of Social Democracy,” in Mary-
Alice Waters, ed., Rosa Luxemburg Speaks (INew York: Pathfinder Press, 1970),

pp- 112-130.

23. Lenin, What Is to Be Done?, p. 66.

24. For a relating of this plan directly to revolution, see What Is to Be Done?, pp.
165—166. It is true that there are no organizational rules for centralization in What
Is to Be Done?, but they are determined exclusively by the conditions imposed by
illegality. Lenin recommends the broadest “democratism” for “legal” revolu-
tionary parties: “The general control (in the literal sense of the term) exercised
over every act of a party man in the political field brings into existence an
automatically operating mechanism which produces what in biology is called
the ‘survival of the fittest.” ‘Natural selection’ by full publicity, election and
general control provides the assurance that, in the last analysis, every political
figure will be ‘in his proper place,” do the work for which he is best fitted by his
powers and abilities, feel the effects of his mistakes on himself, and prove before
all the world his ability to recognize mistakes and to avoid them.” Ibid., p. 130.

Within her Polish party, which was also defined by highly conspiratorial
restrictions, Luxemburg, for her part, practiced (or accepted) a centralism that
was no less stringent than that of the Bolsheviks (compare the conflict with the
Radek faction in Warsaw and the serious charges made against it).

25. Rosa Luxemburg Speaks, p. 118.

26. For this see David Lane, The Roots of Russian Communism (Assen: Van Gorcum
and Co., 1969). Lane has attempted to analyze the social composition of the
membership of the Russian Social Democracy and of the Bolshevik and Men-
shevik factions between 1897 and 1907 on the basis of empirical data. He comes
to the conclusion that the Bolsheviks had more worker members and activists
than the Mensheviks (pp. 50-51).

27. “Generally speaking it is undeniable that a strong tendency toward centraliza-
tion is inherent in the social-democratic movement. This tendency springs from
the economic makeup of capitalism, which is essentially a centralizing factor.
The social-democratic movement carries on its activity inside the large
bourgeois city. Its mission is to represent, within the boundaries of the national
state, the class interests of the proletariat and to oppose those common interests
to all local and group interests.

“Therefore, the social democracy is, as a rule, hostile to any manifestations of
localism or federalism. It strives to unite all workers and all worker organiza-
tions in a single party, no matter what national, religious, or occupational
differences may exist among them.” Rosa Luxembutg Speaks, p. 116.

28. Compare the thesis put forward by Andre Gorz, according to which a new
party can be created only “from the bottom up” once the network of factory
and rank-and-file groups ‘‘stretches out, over the entire national territory”
(“Ni-Trade-Unionists, ni Bolcheviks,”” Les Temps Modernes, [October 1969]).
Gorz has not understood that the crisis of the bourgeois state and the capitalist
mode of production does not develop gradually “from the periphery toward the
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center,” but that it is a discontinuous process which tend isi
of strength once it reaches a deﬁm'tl; turning point. I:‘ tt:‘;l‘:aégnirifi‘;;tli‘;erlte;;
rcvolutlongry groups and combatants does not take place in time, attempts b
the reformist b\{r?aucracy to steer the movement back into acccpt,ablc chfnnel};
Wll'l _only.be fa.lahtated—as quickly happened in Italy, in fact, while Gorz was
writing his article. This in turn quickly led to a setback for the “rank-and-file”
groups. It did not at all lead to their spread throughout the whole countr
29. See Rosa Lu{(emburg’s article on the founding of the Communist Party : of
Germany entitled “The First Convention™: “The revolutionary shock trgo 3
of thi German prf)letariat have joined together into an independent politicl;l
party” (The Founding Convention of the Communist Party of Germany [Frankfort:
Europiische Verla.gsanstalt, 1969], p. 301). “From now on it is a question of"
everywhere replacing revolutionary moods with unflinching revolutionary con-
victions, the spontaneous with the systematic” (p. 303). See also (on p- 30y]) the
passage from ‘t‘he pamphlet written by Luxemburg, What Does the Spartacus
League Waﬂt?: The Spartacus League is not a party that seeks to come to power
over or with the help of the working masses. The Spartacus League is onII) that
part of the proletqriat_ that is conscious of its goal. It is that part which, at eachyst
points the working-class masses as a whole toward their historic t;sk whichegé
each separate stage of the revolution, represents the ultimare socialis’t ob'ect’ive
and, in a_ll national questions, the interests of the proletarian world revoliltion”
gmphas}s added)."In 1904 Luxemburg had not yet understood the essence of
olshev1§m—that that part of the proletariat that is conscious of its goal”” must
beIoFgamzed sleparately from the “broad mass.” & °
t1s a complete confirmation of our thesis that as soon as Luxemb
t}“lf ff:gnccgt of the vanguard party, she too was accused by Socialuge;?ggzetcsi
EMZ )t( :glceljl ]‘?;Ti)c{z_ttls) 1::1 thﬁt) of wanting “the dictatorship over the proletariat”
Pty 1(,)19], ; . 7156) . echt und Rosa Luxemburg,” Der Kampf, XII, no. 2
30. {uzegillzTgr.otsky, Nos taches politigues (Paris: Editions Pierre Belfond, 1970), pp.
31. Ibid., p. 125.
g% Ibid., p. 186.
. Leon “ i
0 no.’l;rcz]t;lngém;};elgi?sf, pt,hi9l?;rty and the Leadership,” Fourth International,
34. Numerous examples of this could be mentioned. See, among others, Lenin
Collected Works, Vol. 18 (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing Housé 1963),
pp- 471-477; Vol. 23, pp. 236-253; Vol. 10, pp. 277278, 1969,
35. The impossibility of “spontaneous” concentration of the revolutionary van.
guard elements on a national scale was demonstrated with particular clayrit ir;
% gxeet I;lléencth gigeral.st.riklefof May 196 4
. re too these initial forms of independent organizati i
a}ll)sence of an organized revolutionary ganguard, %v}rl?:}?ti:gumeiea:: ?:l:iiielg C';}lll:
(t:oi ;if;;stsiiiycgretp:fam}'y work, to neutralize for long, let alone to smash, the
3 ntrepmae < ntralization of the trade union and state apparatuses and of the
7. Leon Tr ] 1 1
Michjga::tlle:Zs’s’Tf‘QeSI;I)tft;"yx‘iZ{; 'the Russian Revolution (Ann Arbor: University of

38. See, among others, Georg Luk 1 ]
Mk Verlog, 165, o 1g8 0_ul 839csf,£ Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein (Berlin:
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se of the political and material special interests of these bureaucracies is
> Eeh:e‘jte}fz?csi the sogial substructure upon which the superstructure of this auton-
omy and its ideological sediment are able to arise.
xemburg Speaks, p. 121. ‘
j(l) f::)i I:lf‘rotsky,g“RI;sults End Prospects,” in The Permanent Revolution, p. 114.
42. Compare, for instance, Clara Zetkin’s biting scorn fqr the S.P.D. e)zlc‘.:ut}llvc
committee (as well as Kautsky’s lack of charact.er?, which she expresse ntm_ }Tr
correspondence concerning the party leadership’s censorship in .1909 of the
publication of Kautsky’s The Road to Power. K. Kautsky, Le Chemin de Pouvoir
(Paris: Editions Anthropos, 1969), pp. 177-212. Contrast this with the respect
Lenin for Kautsky in the same year. ) o
43, ;};ml,l E]y)er Zusammcnbruﬁh der II Intcrna}ionale,” 1n Lenin and Zinoviev,
Gegen den Strom (published by the Communist International, 1921), p. 164.
3‘; }}::i.r’x,p"‘ ‘llj.:sf-t Wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder,” in Collected Works,
Vol. 31 (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1966), pp. 17—118.h
See also the above mentioned passagbe from the pamphlet What Does the
acus League Want?, by Rosa Luxemburg. )
Spffr}tli; ::oncl‘ision was suyperior to that of Trotsky in 1906 or Luxemburg in
1904. In the face of a growing conservatism on the part of the soaal-dcmoc;latlc
apparatus, they had illusions about the ability of the masses to solve the prob ;}x;n
of the seizure of power with the aid of their revolutlo.nary’r’ ardor alone. In e
Mass Strike, the Political Party and the Trade Unions” (in Rosa Luxembu}tl'g
Speaks, pp. 153-219) Luxemburg even shifts the problen} tempc?rarlly onto ﬁt e
“unorganized,” i.e., the poorest, section of the prqletar}:{t, which for the rst
time attains consciousness during a mass strike. In his writings a’ffcr 1914, Ler}llm
too, explicitly coritrasts these masses to the “laboF aristocracy,’ in a some;v at
oversimplified manner, in my opinion. At that time the workers in the ;}rgg
steel and metal-processing plants, among others, belonged to the unorgamfz_e
sectors of the German proletariat, an;dl while they t}lmed to the left en masse after
hey did not at all belong to the ““poorest” layers. o

46. ’11'9hli§,s:)—c3’116d general crisis ofgcapitalism, i.e., the onset of the _hlstorlcal epoch
of the decline of capitalism, should not be confused vs_llth con_]un.ctural crises,
i.e., periodic economic crises. These have occurred during the period of rising,
as well as declining, capitalism. For Leni.n., the cpoc}} be§1nmng with the First
World War is the “‘era of beginning soc;;lsrcvolutlon. See, among others,
Lenin and Zinoviev, Gegen den Strom, p. . o

47. Herein undoubtedly liesgthe greatest weakness of this fatalistic thcory.lg)ut of
the tendency toward growing autonomy it :{utgmatlcally de.duces a socia zmgm;i
without including in its analysis the transmission of potential social power ﬁn-
specific social interests. The tendency for doormen and cashiers to develop t §1r
own interests does not give them power over banks and large firms—except for
the “power” of robbery, which is effective only u1_1der very specific conditions.
If the analysis of this tendency toward autonomy is to have any .sc')c1al content,
therefore, it must be accompanied by a definition of these conditions.

48. The formal rules of democratic centralism are, of course, part of thcs; prcrcq&
uisites. These rules include the right of all members to be completely 1nformed
about differences of opinion in the leadership; the right to form tendencies a}?
to present contradictory points of view to the membership !)efore lcac.lers ip
elections and conventions; the regular convening of conventions; the right to
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periodically revise majority decisions in the light of subsequent experiences,
1.e., the right of minorities to periodically attempt to reverse decisions made by
the majority; the right of political initiative by minorities and members at
conventions; and so on.

These Leninist norms of democratic centralism were rather strikingly formu-
lated in the new party statutes drawn up before August 1968 in preparation for
the 14th convention of the Czechoslovakian C.P. The Moscow defenders of
bureaucratic centralism reacted with the invasion. In fact, this proposed return
to Leninist norms of democratic centralism was one of the most important
“thorns” in the side of the Soviet bureaucracy as far as the developments in
Czechoslovakia were concerned.

49. Leon Trotsky, The History of the Russian Revolution.

50. Between 1905 and 1917 the Bolshevik Party was educated in the spirit of
achieving the “democratic dictatorship of the workers and peasants,” i.e., in the
spirit of a formula with its eye on the possibility of a coalition between a
workers’ party and a peasant party within the framework of capitalism—
foreseeing, in other words, a capitalist development of Russian agriculture and
industry. Lenin clung to this possibility until late 1916. Only in 1917 did he
realize that Trotsky had been correct back in 1905, when he predicted that the
agrarian question could only be solved by the dictatorship of the proletariat and
the socialization of the Russian economy.

Hartmut Mehringer (“Introduction historique;” in Trotsky, Nos taches poli-
tigues, pp. 1718, 34 ff.) is completely wrong to link Lenin’s theory of organiza-~
tion with his specific strategy in the Russian revolutian, to explain it in terms of
the “subordinate” role (?) of the working class in this strugge, and to trace
Trotsky’s theory of the gradual extension of class consciousness to the entire
working class to the theory of the permanent revolution. Aside from the fact
that Mehringer gives an inadequate and inaccurate outline of Lenin’s revolution-
ary strategy (Lenin was for the absolute independence of the Russian working class
in opposing the Russian bourgeoisie, and was completely in favor of this class
playing a leading role in the revolution); and aside from the fact that, like Lenin,
Luxemburg rejected as premature any attempt to establish the proletarian dicta-
torship in Russia and assigned the revolutionary struggle of the Russian pro-
letariat the mere goal of carrying out the historical tasks of the bourgeois
revolution (while at the same time she fought against Lenin’s theory of orga-
nization), it appears obvious to us that the very theory of permanent revolution,
(the task of establishing the proletarian dictatorship in an underdeveloped coun-
try) can be grasped with a minimum of realism only through the utmost
concentration on the revolutionary tasks in general. Thus it leads not away from
Lenin’s theory of organization but straight to it. See in this regard also the
excellent pamphlet by Denise Avenas, Economie et politique dans la pensée de
Trotsky (Paris: Maspero, “Cahiers Rouges,” 1970).

51. Lenin, Oeuvres Completes, Vol. 12 (Paris: Editions Sociales, 1969), p- 74. “The
pamphlet What Is to Be Done? repeatedly emphasizes that the organization of
professional revolutionaries which it proposes makes sense only insofar as it is
connected to the ‘truly revolutionary class irresistibly rising up in struggle.’”
Lenin underlines the fact that the sickness of small group existence can only be
overcome through “the ability of the party, through its open mass work, to
reach our to proletarian elements” (ibid., p. 75).

52. Maspero in Paris will soon publish an anthology by us entitled “Workers”
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Control, Workers’ Councils and Workers’ Self-Management,” which attempts
to prove this thesis. Europiischer Verlagsanstalt has announced plans to publish
a German edition in 1971.

53. For Lenin the “leading role of the party” in the soviet system is a political one,
not one of substitution. It is a question not of substituting itself for the majority
in the soviet, but of convincing them of the correctness of the communist
policy. The “leading role of the party” is not even mentioned in his basic work
on soviets, State and Revolution. And if, in times of the greatest confusion and
civil war, he sometimes made sharp sallies on tactical questions, arguments can
be found in his writings against “soviets without communists,” but no argu-
ments in favor of “‘communists without soviets.”

54. Georg Lukacs (Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein, p. 306 ff.) is wrong to think
that he discovers one of the roots of Luxemburg’s “theory of spontaneity” in the
illusion of a “purely proletarian revolution.” Even in countries where the numer-
ical and social importance of the proletariat is so overwhelming that the question
of “allies” becomes insignificant, the separate organization of the vanguard
remains absolutely necessary in a ““‘purely proletarian revolution” because of the
internal stratification of the proletariat.

55. A striking example of this is the Chinese Maoists, for whom one wing of their
own party (including the majority of the central committee that led the Chinese
revolution to victory) is said to be made up of ‘“defenders of the capitalist
line”—and even “capitalists” pure and simple.

For the Italian Bordigists, the general strike of July 14, 1948, had nothing to
do with proletarian class struggle, because the workers were striking in defense
of the “revisionist” leader of the C.P., Togliatti.

See also the lovely formulation of the French spontaneist Denis Anthler:
“When the proletariat is not revolutionary, it does not exist, and revolutionaries
cannot do anything with it. It is not they who, by assuming the role of educators
of the people, will be able to create the historical situation in which the
proletariat will become what it is; this can only be done by the development of
modern society itself.” (Preface to Leon Trotsky, “Rapport de la delegation
siberlenne” [Paris: Spartacus, 1970], p. 12.) This quote also shows how clearly
extreme subjectivism and extreme objectivism are related. And how is it ex-
plained that despite huge struggles the proletariat does not achieve victory?
“Circumstances are to blame, the objective conditions were not ripe.”” Behind
the ultraleft mask one can see those well-known “spontaneists” Karl Kautsky
and Otto Bauer eagerly nodding their wise heads. The ridiculous conclusions to
which this extreme fatalism and mechanical determinism lead become clear as
soon as the “development of modern society itself”” is expected to explain to us
in concrete terms just why at a given moment the majority of factory A and city
B (but not factory C or city D) come out in favor of the dictatorship of the
proletariat and against reformism. Yet for better or for worse, the outcome of
the revolution depends upon the answer to this question. As long as the

“development of modern society itself”’ does not drop all factories and all cities
like ripe fruit into the lap of the revolution, the “educators of the people,”
according to Anthler, should presumably refrain from doing violence to “objec-
tive conditions,” by seeking to win the workers of C and D.

56. This reproach against Lenin and the Leninists was made by the Russian
“Economists,” and now today’s spontaneists have rediscovered it.
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57. 2013_ tzhzlz subject see Nicos Poulantszas, Pouvoir politique et classes sociales, pp.

58. It is interesting to confirm that after the split in the Russian Social Democracy
there were many more intellectuals, including professional revolutionary intel-
lcctqals, with the Mensheviks than with the Bolsheviks. See in this connection
Dav§d Lane, The Roots of Russian Communism, pp. 47, 50.

59. David Lane too, emphasizes the preponderance of the Bolsheviks in the cities
with large factories and an old, stabilized working class. (Ibid., pp. 212-213 )

60. In his last work (“Zum allgemeinen Verhaltnis von wissenschafilicher Intel-
ligenz und proletarischen Klassenbewusstsein,” SDS-Info, 26-27 [Dec. 22
19§9]), Hans—_]urg?n Krahl brought out “the” Marx quotation on this que.stior;
which we are reprinting here. (It comes from the unincorporated section “Sechs-
tes Kapitel, Resultate des unmittelbaren Produktionsprozesses” in the draft of
Chapter Six of Book One of the first volume of Capital, which was published
for _the ﬁrs.t time in the “Marx-Engels Archives” in 1933.) We should like to
ficdlca.tc th}s article, which was intended to promote discussion and understand-
ing with him, to this young friend who so tragically passed away.

With the development of a real subsuming of labor under capital (or in the
specifically capitalist mode of production), the real functionary in the overall
labor'proccss is not the individual worker, but increasingly a combined social
capacity for work, and the various capacities for work, which are in competition
with one another and constitute the entire productive machine, participate in
very dlﬁ”erc?nt ways in the direct process of creating commodi’ties—or more
accurately in this sense, products—(one works more with his hands, another
more Wth his head, one as a manager, an engineer, a technician, etc. a;lother as
3 supervisor, and a third as a simple manual laborer, or even a hc,lper) Asa
result of this, the functions of labor capacity will increasingly tend to be
clasmfled by the direct concept of productive labor, while those who possess that
capacity will be' classified under the concept of productive workers, directl
c‘xplce’lted by capital and subordinated to its process of consumption anci roduc)-,

o Eon. (Karl Marx, Resultate [Frankfurt: Neue Kritik, 1969], p. 66.) d
. h 9622) .Trotsky, The Intelligentsia and Socialism (London: New Park Publishers,
62. Leon Trotsky, “Die Entwicklungste: i i ie,”
in Die Neue Zeit, XXVII, no. zg(19?(%?nf ?36? rissischen Sosioldemkeari,
63. Already in his first polemical book against Lenin (Nos taches politiques
68—-71,' for gxan}‘plc), Trotsky had undertaken to represent the entire Lerylirrl)il:'t
p_OlC,I;n.lC against “Economism™ and the “handicraftsman’s approach to organiza-
tion” in What Is to Be Done? as a pure discussion between intellectuals, or at best
an attempt to win over the best forces of the petty-bourgeois intelliger;tsia to the
revolutlc'mary Social Democracy. He did not understand that it was a question
of repelling the petty-bourgeois, revisionist influence upon the working class. His
polemic against Lenin from 1903 to 1914 was characterized by an undera r;:cia-
:Lonl obf the catastrophic consequences of opportunism for the working cll):iS and
an(; ;\_o ;):l Tovement. Only in 1917 did he overcome this underappreciation once
64. {;gl;gsl)l,stp B:lg;l Briefwechsel mit Friedrich Engels (The Hague: Mouton and Co.,
65. The sole difficulty for the revolution seemed to them to lie in a necessary
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reaction to any possible repeal of universal suffrage, as might happen in case of
war. In contrast, Luxemburg, in dealing with the question of the mass strike,
had undertaken a conscious attempt to develop the proletariat’s forms of strug-
gle by going beyond electoral and wage struggles and closely following the
example of the Russian revolution of 1905.

Even today, Lelio Basso, in an interesting analysis of Rosa Luxemburg’s
Dialektik der Revolution (Frankfurt: Europiische Verlagsanstalt, 1969), pp. 82—
83, attempts to present as the quintessence of Luxemburg’s strategy a centrist
reconciliation between day-to-day struggles and ultimate objectives which is
limited to ‘“‘sharpening the contradictions™ of objective development. The fact
that the deeper meaning of the mass strike strategy escapes him as a result of this
error does not need to be dwelt on here.

See the discussion of the program at the fourth congress of the Communist
International (Protokoll des Vierten Kongresses der Kommunistischen Internationale
[published by the Communist International, 1923], pp. 404-448. It provisionally
concluded with the following declaration of the Russian delegation, signed by
Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Radek, and Bukharin: “The dispute over how the
transitional demands should be formulated and in which section of the program
they should be included has awakened a completely erroneous impression that
there exists a principled difference. In light of this, the Russian delegation
unanimously confirms that the drawing up of transitional slogans in the pro-
grams of the national sections and their general formulation and theoretical
motivation in the general section of the program cannot be interpreted as
opportunism’ (p. 542). Trotsky seemed to foresee such a strategy already in
1904 when he wrote: “The party stands on the proletariat’s given lack of conscious-
ness . . . and attempts to implant itself in the proletariat by raising this
level. . . .”” (Nos taches politiques, p. 126.)

Georg Lukacs (Lenine [Paris: E.D.I., 1965], p. 57) is completely correct when he
concludes from similar considerations that the Leninist revolutionary party
cannot ‘“make” a revolution, but can accelerate the tendencies that will lead to
one. Such a party is both producer and product of the revolution—which
amounts to a resolution of the antithetical positions of Kautsky (‘“The new party
must prepare the way for the revolution™) and Luxemburg (“The new party
will be created by the revolutionary action of the masses™).

Hans-Jurgen Krahl (“Zum allgemeinen Verhaltnis,” p. 13 ff.) is quite correct
when he reproaches Lukacs for his “idealizing” concept of the totality of
proletarian class consciousness, and when he accuses him of an inability to
combine empirical knowledge and abstract theory—itself based on an inability
to transmit revolutionary theory to the working masses. He should have been
able to conclude from our essay, however, that such a transmission can be
completely achieved on the basis of the Leninist concept of organization—that
it, in fact, lies at the very heart of this concept. Since he makes a sharp
distinction between “alienated lot in life” and alienated process of production,
however, he is predisposed by the Marcusian tendency to see the *“alienation of
the consumer” as the central problem, and as a result to regard the “civilized
satisfaction of needs,”” which the neocapitalist system ostensibly makes possible
for the working class, as an obstacle on its way toward acquiring proletarian
class consciousness. Yet, the Achilles heel of the capitalist mode of production
must more than ever be sought in the sphere of alienation in the production
process; there alone can a truly revolutionary rebellion begin, as the events in

69.
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France and Italy have demonstrated. With that we are brought back to the
Fr(:icess,. [?'Ihlc‘h we de§cr1bcd, of formulating and conveying class consciousness.
In describing it, we, like Kr.ahl (and, we are convinced, like Lenin and Trotsky)
in nlo way s?bstltultc the naive concept of the “omniscient party” for that of the
evolution of revolutionary theory as a specific and i

' e
e on y pecifi Dpermanent ongoing process of
Karl M?rx, Thescs.on cherbach," third thesis: “The materialist doctrine
ctonccrmng the changing of circumstances and upbringing forgets that circum-
shances are ,c,hanged by men and that it is essential to educate the educators
themselves.” (Marx-Engels, The German Ideology, p. 660.)

70. Ibid., p. 234.
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