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Introduction
For a decade the mass movement against racist
baasskap and capitalist exploitation has been reawakening. From the early 1970s, wave after wave of struggle
has battered against the forJress of .the bosses' power.
The workers' strikes of 1973-74;;. the youth uprising of
1976-77; the militant trade union struggles of the past
two years-these have been the high points in a general
tide of resistance which continues to sweep over the factories, schools and universities, townships and reserves
across the country. ,
Now we face a still stormier decade as the clash between the classes-between ruler and ruled, exploiter and
exploited, oppressor and oppressed-moves towards a
revolutionary conclusion.
Within the ANC and in every other organisation ac":
tive in the struggle, there is an unprecedented thirst for
ideas and eagerness to discuss policy, strategy and tactics which can show the way forward. In contrast to the
speculation of intellectuals on the sidelines of the movement,. the militant youth and workers turn to theory as a
guide to action, seeking practical answers to the practical problems posed in battle itself.
How can our forces be fully mObilised, strengthened
and united? How can the blood-soaked grip of the
enemy be weakened and finally broken?
How do we link the particular struggles for higher
wages, against rent and fare rises, for equal education,
against passes, forced removals, etc., to the general
movement for the overthrow of the regime and the
transformation of society? How do we ensure that the
struggle to destroy apartheid will also free our people
from poverty, homelessness and unemployment?
More and more among the activists in our movement
the understanding is taking root that the struggle against
white domination cannot be separated from the struggle
against capitalism, but is bound up with it. This realisation has come from the actual confrontation of the
workers and youth against the bosses and their police
state, in the course especially of the last six to eight
years.
The open declaration of this understanding by the
AZASO conference in July 1981, for example, reflects
the searching of the oppressed, especially of the working
class, towards Marxist ideas. It is the active youth's anticipation of a basic conclusion which the entire mass
movement will be preparing to draw consciously even in
the space of the next few years.
All this reflects the ripeness of South Africa for the
ideas of socialism and for a socialist revolution.
Lenin explained that an ounce of experience is worth
a ton of theory as far as the broad masses are concerned. At the same time, out of hard and bitter experience
the working people are driven to clarify ideas and draw
conclusions on the course to take.
An idea isolated from the mass movement is impotent. But once an idea is taken up by the working people
as the expression of their own needs and will to change
society, it becomes'the most powerful force on earth.

The growing consciousness of the activists of the need
to overthrow capitalism prepares the way for a number
of questions to be clarified within our movement-questions of strategy, tactics, and programme. That is a process vitally necessary to equip the movement fully for
the greater battles which impend.
In the quarterly journal, Inqaba ya Basebenzi, a
number of the central questions of our struggle have
already been taken up: the independent trade unions
and their significance as a force for revolution; the way
forward for the youth in combination with the workers;
the question of guerilla warfare and why it cannot be the
way to power; the capitalist state, what it is and why
workers' power is required to overthrow it; the
falseness of the theory of separate revolutionary
'stages'; and many other questions.
In future issues of the journal, both in articles and the
theoretical supplement, we will continue to address
these and other matters, analysing them not only from
the facts of the contemporary situation in South Africa,
but also in the light of the history of the workers' struggle internationally and the conditions developing in
other countries today.
This document is intended as a further contribution
to the discussion among comrades, and as an aid in absorbing and applying the method of Marxism through a
broader framework or perspective on the development
of events.

Marxism
Marxism is not, as many imagine, a list of dogmas to
be learned by heart and ritually repeated by the
faithful. Nor is it a set of key formulas whose·
mechanical application unlocks the secrets of the
universe. Such an approach proves incapable of solving
real problems. It serves to discredit the ideas of Marxism and could help to inculcate a distrust of theory
among the workers as being 'impractical' and
something best left to middle-class intellectuals.
Certainly Marxism has its fundamental ideas, its
ABC, which provide the starting-point for a scientific
analysis of society. Yet, as Trotsky emphasised, there
are also the other letters of the alphabet, which an intelligible language must combine to make words,
sentences, paragraphs, etc.
Marxism as a living science stands in a similar relation
to its most basic concepts as, say, a work of literature
stands to the letters of the alphabet.
Trotsky, in fact, defined Marxism as the science of
perspectives. A perspective requires the combination
and application of scientific ideas to the movement of
human history. Its purpose is to enable revolutionaries
to anticipate the general course of events, to avoid
bewildering surprises, and to gear their activities to the
real processes and changes taking place in the working

Class and in society as a whole.
It is from the understanding of perspectives that correct policy, strategy and tactics flow.
. A perspective, of course, is not a fixed map, because
. the social conditions which it charts are in flux, developing along foreseeable lines, but constantly changing in
vital details, A perspective is not a blue-print, marking
out angles or filling in schedules with mathematical
precision. A perspective must embrace the living movement of millions, -who themselves make history with
their own brains and hands.
Only by an analysis of the past and its lessons can we
penetrate the mists of the future. A perspective is thus
above all historical in its approach to what is to come.
And, as history unfolds, a perspective must be checked,
its errors rectified and renewed prognoses carefully advanced.
A Marxist perspective is based not simply on the
history and circumstances of one country, but on the
world situation as a whole. Our starting point is the
reality that the development of the productive forces of
modern society has brought into being a world
economy, from which no country, however large or
powerful, can ultimately separate itself.
Not only in Southern Africa but in every part of the
wotld, national developments reveal themselves as part
of developments on a broader, international scale.
Countries and continents have been linked together
economically and politically; no part of the world today
exists outside these international relations; everywhere
national struggles are influenced and determined by'
forces of an international nature.
What effect does this have on conditions in our country, and on the influences at work in our struggle?
International questions are placed with immediate
urgency before our movement in South Africa. It is
clear to every worker, especially to those employed by
foreign companies, that the forces of our oppression are .
not confined within the white population, or to the
state, or the capitalist class in South Africa itself. The
SA state is propped up by Western capitalist states and
the forces of imperialism internationally. It is closely integrated with the world-wide networl< of capitalist interests. The basis of its power stretches far beyond
South Africa. How is this power to be defeated?
South Africa, the mightiest industrial power on the
continent, exerts an overwhelming domination
economically over the whole of Southern Africa. The
economies of the neighbouring states, as well as several
further to the north, are tightly bound up with the productive system in South Africa. What are the political
consequences of this fact?
How is the future of these countries linked to the progress of the revolution in South Africa? How is the
struggle in South Africa affected by developments to the
north? Can the workers and peasants of the rest of
Southern Africa liberate themselves fully from oppression, poverty and exploitation without uniting their
struggle with that of the working people of South Africa
itself?
How is Southern Africa linked to the progress of the
socialist revolution around the world? What are the
policies of imperialism in Southern Africa, and why?
What is the character of the Soviet Union and of China?

,
What motivates the policies of their rulers, both
domestically and on the world stage?
With what forces internationally can the workers and
oppressed people of Southern Africa forge reliable links
of mutual solidarity in struggle?
To all these issues, and many more, a' Marxist
perspective must address itself. They are deep issues,
and not a matter of a few glib pages to resolve. We have
found it unavoidable here to set out facts and ideas at
some length in order to explain them.

Knowledge
For generations past, the rulers of Southern Africa
have done their utmost to isolate the working people
from knowledge of the outside world. They hope_to prevent our conscious unity" with our class brothers and
sisters internationally. But workers have a thirst for
learning, well appreciating that knowledge is the key to
power.
Especially for those workers whom the system has
deprived of formal schooling, the study of this document may at first appear an intimidating task. Yet, with
the help perhaps of other comrades, we hope it will
prove a task well worth tackling.
We believe it will show that the essential ideas of
Marxism-which are rf'ally the experience of the working class, generalised and explained-can be readily
grasped and put forward by every working person.
At the same time- thi! document can be no more than
a very general introduction to Marxist ideas and their
relevance to the present day. The aim is to make it easier .
for comrades to undertake their own further study, in
p~rticular of the writings of the greatest teacher,S in the
history of the international working-class
movement-Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky-and to
grasp their vital significance for our struggle.
Although these writings are today accessible to only a
small handful of activists, through the theoretical supplement. to Inqaba we are trying to make more of the
basic documents of Marxism available to comrades. But
in future, as the growing power of the workers' movement increasingly paralyses the regime and its power of
censorship, broader layers of workers and youth will
find it possible to get hold of Marxist writings and explore the rich treasure-house of revolutionary theory.
As our movement prepares for decisive confrontations with the regime and the ruling class in the years
ahead, the importance, of comrades thoroughly trained
in the ideas and method of Marxism will become increasingly clear. Immersed in the daily life and struggles
of the working people, the conscious work and patient
explanatiOn by SUCh a cadre as it develops will provide a
yeast for the rapid fermentation of consciousness
among the masses.
That will enormously shorten the process of uniting
the oppressed round a revolutionary programme for the
complete overthrow of national oppression and
capitalism. It will speed the building and the transformation of the ANC as a mass organisation, above all of
the working class, capable of leading the way to the
socialist transformation of society.
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Chapter 1
AWorld Ripe for Socialism
The world is passing through a period more turbulent
and disturbed than any in history-a period of social
convulsions, revolutions and wars reaching into every
area of the globe. It is also the most complex period in
history, because more than ever before the continents of
the world are linked together economically and the fate
of all human society, with all its diversities, is intertwined.
Yet underlying the complexity and confusion of
events is a single, simple fact. There exists an
unbearable contradiction between wealth and poverty,
between the capacity of modern science and technology
to ensure a decent and prosperous existence for
everyone and the nightmare of squalor, hunger and
privation into which the mass of humanity are sinking.
4400 million people inhabit the earth, two-thirds of
them in countries industrially under-developed (the
countries of the former colonial world). Here the overwhelming majority live a life of abject poverty.
An estimated 1 500 million lack basic health care,
housing and education. 800, million exist in what the
World Bank calls "a condition of life so characterised
by malnutrition, illiteracy, disease, squalid surroundings, high infant mortality, and low life expectancy as
to be beneath any reasonable definition of human
decency."
These conditions persist-and are growing worse-in
the age of the space shuttle, the micro-computer and the
automated assembly-line. Humanity has' acquired the
ability to put people on the moon, to send rockets to
photograph the furthest planets, to construct robots
which can build cars, to design computers storing whole
libraries of information that can be extracted and
transmitted instantaneously for use anywhere in the
world.
Yet 600 million adults in the world are illiterate, while
one-third of primary-school age children have no opportunity to go to school. Despite improvements in
education in the poor countries since the Second World
War, the number of adults who cannot read or write has
risen by more than 100 million.
Modern medical science is constantly achieving new
breakthroughs in the battle against disease. Most of the
age-old scourges are now curable or preventable. Organ
transplantation has become common-place. Limbs
which have been completely severed can be stitched
back. Doctors have pioneered 'test-tube' conceptions
which allow women who cannot conceive children
natllrally to give birth.
Yefeven in the richest countries hundreds of workingclass patients die for lack of kidney machines and other
vital equipment-while in the countries of the former
colonial world hundreds of thousands continue to

perish like flies from curable and preventable diseases.
Here the average person lives 24 years less than in the
industrialised countries, and the annual death rate
among children is 20 times as great. One in four children
dies before the age of five. Through lack of proper food
and medical care, 40 million people suffer from blindness, 35 million are threatened by sbeping sickness
(generally fatal unless treated early), and 200 million
have bilharzia.
One-third of the deaths of children under five result
from disease caught through polluted water-because
four out of five people in rural areas have no access to
clean water. Diseases involving diarrhoea kill 5-10
million a year.
The World Health Organisation has estimated that
there are 650 million people suffering from roundworm,
while over 1 000 million live in areas infested with
malaria. Through the effects of malnutrition, 500
million people are anaemic and 200 million have goitre.
The poor countries are desperately lacking doctors,
nurses and medical facilities. In Bangladesh, for example, there are 9 260 people per doctor; 5 600 per hospital
bed; and 42 080 per nurse-compared with 490 per doctor; 80 per bed; 260 per nurse in West Germany.
In Sweden, 1"70 of deaths are of children under five
years old; in Brazil the figure is 48%. Life expectancy is
actually falling now in Latin America, and that may
well also be the case in Asia and Africa.
. This is the unrelieved prospect of unbearable misery
facing the majority of the world's population in the
under-developed countries at the end of an unparalleled
boom period of world capitalism, which lasted almost
thirty years after the Second World War. And the stark
gulf between the conditions of the poorest and the
richest countries is only an extreme expression of the
disparity between rich and poor which is widening also
in the industrialised capitalist world.

Upswing
During the post-war upswing of world capitalism, the
employing class in the metropolitan countries presided
over an enormous expansion of industry and commerce-greater than any the world had· ever seen. In
Western Europe, North America and Japan, production
multiplied 4,5 times and trade 6 times betwen 1945 and
1970,
With the fireworks of millions and billions in profit
for the bosses, some sparks of social improvement fell
also to the working people. In the advanced capitalist
countries, the powerful trade unions and political par-
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ties of the working class were able to gain major reforms
and important improvements in the general conditions
of life and work.
Advances in health and welfare were won from the
state. The average working family progressed over the
years from lino on the floor and 'whitewash on the walls
to a carpet, wallpaper, a television and the possibility of
a family holiday.
While living standards steadily rose, the number of
hours worked by the average worker in a lifetime was
reduced by one-third. The bitter memories of mass
unemployment and poverty during the world capitalist
slump of the 1930s were partly wiped away. A new
generation grew up with the advantages of better education, heating, nutrition and health.

Poverty
At the same time poverty was not eliminated. Even in
the strongest of the capitalist countries, the United
States of America, one in every five families (more in
the case of the blacks) remainetl in slum housing
throughout the boom. Now, however, the upswing of
world capitalism has definitively ended and almost
without exception living standards of the working people in the industrialised capitalist· countries are once
again falling.
In the OECD countries (the OECD is the organisation
of the industrial capitalist powers), economic growth
averaged 5,5070 a year during the 1960s. In the 1970s it
dropped to an average of 3,3%. In 1979-80 it was only
1,2%. In 1981 a number of the industrialised countries
actually showed an absolute fall in production.
Total unemployment in the OECD is expected to
reach 30 million by the second half of this year. In the
USA alone, the queues of the jobless add up to 3 000
miles-long enough to stretch from the Atlantic to the
Pacific coast. The highest rates of unemployment are
among women, youth and blacks.
In the EEC countries of Western Europe, female
unemployment is now 31 %, while youth unemployment
will soon top 20%.
Recently, even the total number of jobs in most of the
industrialised capitalist countries has been falling; in
France, Spain, Switzerland and Britain employment is
actually lower than in 1975. In Britain one in every six
manufacturing jobs has disappeared in the past two
years.
While rising prices eat at' the wage packet, government spending on welfare services is being cut to the
bone. Diseases of malnutrition are beginning to reappear on a small scale in some of the advanced capitalist
countries. In London there are now more people sleeping on park benches, under bridges, etc., than in the
niqeteenth century.
It is against this background that renewed explosions
of the class struggle in the imperialist countries are
beginning to occur. The working class is being forced into action against the erosion of living standards and
democratic rights that have been won over generations.
But if the working people of the industrialised countries are now suffering purgatory, the masses of the excolonial world are facing a bottomless pit of hell. Even

during the decades of world upswing, the capitalist
system proved incapable of uplifting their condition.
With few exceptions, their stand~rd of living actually
fell.
Monopoly capitalism has tended to strangle the
economies of the poor countries at birth. While some in"
dustrial development took place, it was concentrated in
patches and generally limited to particular fields which
suited the multinational companies, based in the imperialist countries.
Drawn inevitably into the magnetic field of the world
economy, the people of these countries find their traditional economies penetrated by the advanced products
of large-scale industry, and shattered by the pressures of
the world market.
Modern industry should be a force for progress and
the upliftment of people, freeing them from conditions
of backwardness and isolation, and drawing them into
the mainstream of world civilisation. Instead, on the
basis of capitalism, it becomes a bludgeon against the
poor, dispossessing them from their means of subsistence, without being able to provide jobs, homes and .
a future within a new productive system.
Thus throughout the capitalist countries of Africa,
Asia and Latin America, the past decades have seen tens
of millions crowding hopelessly into the spreading
shanty-towns on the outskirts of the cities. In overwhelming numbers unemployed, compelled to live in
filth and degradation, they cling to existence by the
'
fingernails.
Already there are some 750 million people living in
urban areas in the countries of the former colonial
world, more than double the popul~tion of North
America and Western Europe put together. This figure
in turn is expected to more than double by the end of the
century.,

Overcrowding
The population of Mexico City (to take the most
graphic example), now 12 million, is expected to reach
30 million within the next twenty years! By then Bom-.
bay and Calcutta, for instance, will each exceed 11'
million and Delhi will exceed 9 million.
In Africa, where this process is least developed, Lagos
already has 4,5 million people, most of them liying in
slum conditions without water or sanitation. In ICairo,
such is the unbearable overcrowding of the slums that in
one place 100 000 people are actually living in a
cemetery.
The horrific future facing the peoples of Africa, Asia
and Latin America under capitalism is revealed most
clearly in relation to food. Here 50 million people die
every year from malnutrition. In 'Africa;llone 50 million
are at risk within the -next few years from
famine. In India 20 million are starving.
The conventional teaching of capitalism is that rapidly growing population is responsible for the hunger of
the 'Third World'. But the fact is that world food production has beeh growing faster than world
population.
The World Bank-which exists to promote capitalism
and to paper over it,S evils-inadvertently made· a
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devastating judgment against the capitalist system in its
1980 World Development Report:
"The famines in Ethiopia in 1973-74 and Bangladesh in
1974 were not caused by a fall in the average amount of
food available per person. Rather droughts caused local
declines in farm incomes, so that people in affected areas
could not afford to buy food from the unaffected areas.
"At the global level, if income were distributed differently,
present output of grain alone could supply every man,
woman and child with more than 3 000 calories and 65
grams of protein per day-far more than the highest
estimates of requirements. Eliminating malnutrition would
require redirecting only about 2 percent of the world's grain
output to the mouths that need it."

Needless to say, the World Bank 'experts' give not a
hint of the social transformation that would be required
for such a solution. Nor in the volumes of statistics and
anxious commentaries produced by the United Nations
agencies, is any indication given that capitalism lies at
the root of world hunger.
Nevertheless; in the daily struggle for survival-for
food, clothing, housing, medical care, education and
other necessities-the mass of people themselves come
into conflict with the capitalist order and are driven to
seek the road to change society.

Superiority of planned
economy
Throughout the post-war period millions of working
people of town and country in the under-developed
world have risen in revolt against poverty, exploitation
and oppression-and in a series of revolutions have succeeded in overthrowing capitalism. In so doing they
have decisively proved that it is the social system of
capitalism which bars the way to overcoming' poverty,
malnutrition, homelessness, illiteracy and disease.
A comparison of capitalist India (with 670 million
people) and China (with 1 000 million people) where
capitalism has been overthrown, demonstrates the
superiority of the nationalised and planned economy
over the system of private ownership and profit.
,This has been the case even though the Chinese
revolution was isolated in one country, and the regime
which developed was qureaucratically deformed, for
reasons that will be explained later in this document.
Between 1948 and 1968, the most brilliant period in
the development of world capitalism, the absolute standard of living of the masses of India fell by 200/0" and
since then has continued falling.
170 million Indians eat less than they need to sustain
minimum health. The poorest 20% of the population
have to spend 80-90% of their income on food, and for .
this receive less than 1 500 calories a day.
Yet, there is no absolute shortage of food in ; .-Jia.
The British capitalist journal, the Economist (28/3/81)
itself. admits that to provide every person in India with
adequat.e food would have taken only half of the country's grain surplus in 1980-81. " 'Millions starve while
grain piles high' could have been the standard headline
about India for the past four years", reports this

hypocritical mouthpiece of monopoly capitalism.
Before the Revolution, China was also a land of
perpetual famine. But because landlordism and
capitalism have been abolished in China and a planned
economy developed, it has been possible to virtually
eliminate starvation, despite serious natural disasters
'like earthquakes, floods and droughts.
In India the evils of monopoly capitalism combine
with the suffocating relations of pre-capitalist landlord
and caste oppression to heap intolerable miseries on the
mass of the working people. Hence the unremitting turbulence of riots, strikes, uprisings, repressions,
pogroms and massacres, civil wars, revolutionary
movements and counter-revolutions which have been
the feature of the subcontinent for more than 30 years.
Only by the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism
and landlordism can the working people free themselves
from a nightmare existence.
The Chinese Revolution brought the immense advantages of nationalised and planned industrialisation combined with the redistribution of the land and the
organisation of collective agriculture. Thus the
superiority of the economic system in China over that in
India is demonstrated not only in consumption, but in
production itself. By 1975 China produced 1 700
pounds of grain per acre, 60% more than India.
In India, while three-quarters of'the population live
on the land (a proportion that has not fallen at all in 20
years), 120 million of these are landless and 160 million
depend on farms smaller than the minimum necessary to
provide a living. In 1961,40% of farms were below subsistence minumum size; by 1971 the figure had risen to
51 % and it has undoubtedly grown since.
In 1971, 15% of landowners owned 45% of.the land,
and even if the 'ceiling' envisaged in the capitalist
government's so-called 'green revolution' were applied,
only 2-3% more land would be released for distribution.
In fact the problem of landlordism on an even more
severe scale is endemic throughout capitalist Asia and
Latin America. (In Africa the situation on the land is
somewhat different, as we will explain later.) In a recent
study of world .hunger it was found that, in 83 underdeveloped countries, 3% of the landlowners hold 80%
of the farmland. In Asia the average large holding is 24
times bigger than the average small holding-while in
Latin America it is 200 times as big!
Because of the inter-connection between the landlords
and the capitalists, it requires a complete social revolution for problems on .the land to be solved. The banks .
have mortgages on the land, industrialists have estates
in the country, the landlords invest in industry and the
whole is ~ntangled together and linked with imperialism
in a web of vested interests opposed to change.

Advances
The immense advances resulting from the overthrow
of landlordism and capitalism are shown by every basic
indicator of human progress, when the situations in India and China are compared.
In the twenty years after 1955, the life expectancy of a
child born in China rose by 16 years; in India it rose only half as much. While s~ill a low-income country,
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China's life-expectancy figure (now 64-68 years) is well
above the average for middle-income countries and not
far short of the advanced industrialised countries
themselves.
By 1975176 the literacy rate in China had risen to
400/0, while in India it was only 33%.
The advantages of an economy on a continental scale
have allowed a certain development of industry in India
over the past thirty years, to the point where, in absolute
terms, it is the tenth largest in the world. Yet the number
of people living below the poverty line has risen almost
continuously-in fact by 30% sin~e 1960.
In China, after the Revolution, industrialisation took
place at twice the rate achieved in India during the same
period. In fact China has attained a considerably faster
\ rate of indu~trialisation than at comparable stages for
Japan, the USA, Germany, France and Britain.
In the 1950s, the rate of industrialisation in China was
23% a year, comparable to that during the first 5-year
plans in the Soviet Union. In terms of growth of production pet head of population, throughout the 1960s
and 1970s China achieved nearly double the average rate
for the low-income countries.
In this China prov,ed again what the Russian Revolution had already demonstrated-the immense superiority of a planned economy over capitalism, and indeed its
vital necessity for the development of the industrially
backward countries in the present epocn.

Capitalism and the rise
of imperialism
However, the material basis for a planned economy
has not always been present. This basis has been laid by
the development of capitalism on a world scale.
Historically, capitalism has played an indispensable and
progr:essive role in developing the productive forces of
society to the point where planned economy has become
both possible and essential.
Marx, indeed, found the ke) to understanding history
in the development of the productive forces. Society has
advanced and changed over the centuries as human beings have developed their powers over the forces of
nature, devising and applying new tools and techniques,
combining their labour in new ways, and reorganising
their social existence accordingly.
The system of capitalism arose in Western Europe
within feudal society, whose disintegration and decay it
in turn accelerated. Compared with all previous modes
of production, capitalism represented an explosive leap
forward.
Such a system became possible only at a point where
production, economic intercourse and trade between
communities had become sufficiently developed to'
allow at least a major portion of producers to devote
themselves not to the production of their own necessities
of life, but to production for the market. In turn, the
greater efficiency and productivity of this method
brought cheaper, better goods into wider circulation
and stimulated the expansion of trade.

Capitalism broke down the narrow limits separating
communities and ended the old isolation of selfsufficiency at a more or less undeveloped level. It fuelled the growth of new needs, new wants and new tastes.
Lifting the horizons of society above the narrowness of
village life, it was a vehicle of civilisation, education,
science and progress.
The essence of capitalism was and is the interaction of
private producers through the selling and buying of
their commodities in the market-place. Blind forces of
commodity exchange regulate the system. This is the
polar opposite of a s){stem of planned economy, where
production and distribution depend upon the organised
and conscious cooperation of the individuals in society
in collectively supplying each 'others' needs.
Marx and Engels pointed to the existence historically
of what'they called 'primitive communist' society. This
was on an extremely low basis of productive forces, with
society at the level of bare subsistence, sunk in ignorance and defenceless against the ravages of nature.
Very early tribal society in Europe, Africa, etc., was of
this kind.
•
But 'primitive communist' society dissolved as the
very development of production and technique enabled
communities to generate a regular surplus" allowed a
division of labour to arise, and opened the way for exploiting and exploited classes to crystallize.
Slavery, Asiatic despotism and feudalism were the
main forms of ancient society which then evolved.
Savagely oppressive and exploitative, they nevertheless
reflected a stage in the development of the productive
forces and of mankind higher than 'primitive communism'.
It was in turn the historically progressive mission of
capitalism, when conditions for the rise of commodity
production had matured, to burst through the barriers
of the old society and develop the national market,
modern industry and world trade.
'Primitive communism' had depended on the lowest
levels of production and subsistence. In contrast the
material possibility today for a transition of society to
socialism and communism arises from the highest levels
of production, science and technique which the
c~pitalist system has engendered on a world scale.
At the same time, as Marx was the first to explain, the
very development of capitalism has brought to a head
the enormous contradictions which only a socialist
transformation of the entire world can now resolve.

Contradictions
The rise of the capitalist class as the wealthy, private
owners of buildings, machinery, mines, banks, etc.,
enabled it to concentrate production into large enterprises, employing numerous wage-workers in each. The
improved productivity of labour in bigger factories expressed itself in cheaper goods in the market-place, thus
breaking the back of the smaller and weaker producers-the individual craftsmen and workshop proprietors of old-no longer able to compete.
Immensely progressive in its impetus to the development of the productive forces, capitalism has thus at the
same time hastened the division of society into the pro-
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pertied few and the propertyless many; into the
bourgeois owners who no longer labour but gather the
glittering fruits of industry, and the mass of proletarians
whose labour produces everything but who may count
themselves fortunate if they can earn their daily bread.
From this division arises the antagonism, the clash of
interests, and the unending struggle between the
capitalist class and the working class.
Under capitalism the organisation of production
within each enterprise has been carried to the heights of
the giant assembly plants of modern industry. The biggest factories cover hectares and even square kilometres,
'and employ tens of thousands of workers in combined
labour in a single place.
But at the same time the private ownership of the
means of production means that, as between the various
enterprises, in society at large, production is disorganised, anarchic, governed by the blind play of market
forces.

Value
The chairman of General Motors wrote in his
memoirs that he. was in business to produce profits, not
motor cars. In this way he summed up the fundamental
law of capitalism: that production takes place for the
private profit of the owners, and not for the needs of
society. The interest of the capitalist lies in the return
derived from the product and not the product itself.
What is important to capitalism is not the usefulness of
a commodity but the value contained in it.
Where does this value come from? The answer that
Marxism gives to this question provides the scientific
basis for understanding the workings of the capitalist
economy.
There is only one source of value in the economy, and
that is human labour. The value of a commodity
depends on the quantity of human labour which has
been spent in its production.
Whether we are dealing with buildings, machinery,
materials, cars, food or clothing, we can trace the
source of every product back to two things. Firstly,
there is what comes from nature. Secondly, there is the
work which has been involved in making it.
Society lives by labour-by the work done in extracting, refining, shJl,ping and combining the resources of
the earth to' satisfy the~needs of people. Consequently,
the quantity of labour which is necessary to produce the
various products which society needs, gives them their
value when they are bought and sold.
It also follows that that part of the value of a commodity which is pocketed by the capitalist as profit
comes from labour of the workers for which they
receive no pay.
If the workers received as wages the full value which
they put into the commodities they create, there would
be no profit for the capitaltst. Thus as a 'rule it is in the
direct interest of the capitalists to reduce as far as possible the proportion of the value created which they pay
to the workers as wages.
But the capitalists as a class, while able to unite
against the workers, are constantly in competition with
each other to sell their commodities and thereby realise

their profits. This is a further law arising from the
economic system in which the private owners of different enterprises send their products to the market for
sale. Only that owner, only that capitalist, can stay in
business who can produce as cheaply as the next. The
force of competition in the market-place drives out the
less efficient producers.
Conversely, the capitalist who produces cheaper products than the rest is able to pocket the difference as an
additional increment of profit, above the average.
Thus the capitalist system sets in motion a constant
struggle between the capitalists to cheapen tbeir respective goods, by constantly increasing the productivity of
labour. By reducing the quantity of human labour spent
on the production of each product, they lower its value
and are able to bring a cheaper commodity to market.
The essential means for achieving this is to continually
advance and expand the machinery used in production.
Thus, under the domination of the capitalist class,
modern large-scale industry has arisen to replace the
earlier manual crafts and manufactures. First steam
engines were developed in the place of horsepower, and
then electricity in the place of steam. The power of the
sun and the atom have been tapped. On the basis of
assembly lines, railway and air transport, the telegraph,
telephone, radio, television and telex, of computers and
automation, production has been multiplied and
multiplied again.
In repeatedly revolutionising the means of production, the capitalist class has performed an immensely
progressive historical role. But reality always has more
than one side ..
On a capitalist basis, the logic of mechanisation is not
to ease the burden of labour on the working people, but
solely to secure and advance the competitive position of
the owners. Instead of an all-round lessening of work,
together with improvements in living standards for
everyone, its sole purpose is to displace labour in order
to reduce costs.
Workers squeezed out of one job by the introduction
of machinery will find alternative employment if the
economy is expanding fast enough to absorb them. But
if not, capitalism throws them on the stones regardless.
So it is that mechanisation, a force for progress,
becomes on the basis of capitalism a threat hanging over
the working class. But the struggle between labour and
capital sharpens even more on account of the constant
5triving of the bosses to depress the real value of the
wages paid to labour.

Mechanism
The flesh-and-blood antagonism of the working class
and the capitalist class runs parallel with a no less vital
contradiction hidden in the mechanism of the capitalist
system itself.
The capitalist class produces for the sake of profit;
but in order to survive, it must also in the final analysis
produce for "!>ociety's use.
It is by selling to buyers that the capitalist receives
money for the commodity produced, turning production into hard cash. By this means alone can he·
replenish his capital, employ labour for a further round
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of exploitation, realise profit and'expand investment.
The tendency of capitalism to constantly revolutionise the means of production' and massively expand
the output of goods, ensured its enormous superiority
over the earlier modes ofproduction which it replaced.
Expanding production, however, requires an expanding market. But, as already outlined, the necessary
drive of the capitalists to replace human labour with,
machinery and to depress the real value of wages, gives
rise to a tendency for the purchasing power of the mass
of society to contract, or not to expand as fast as the expansion of production.
Thus the capitalist class is caught in a contradiction-between the expanding production of the goods
and services which constitute real wealth in society, and
the narrowing basis of relative consumption under the
capitalist system. This contradiction results in repeated
, cycles of economic and social crisis.
Ninety years ago, Engels's magnificent summary of
Marxist ideas-Socialism, Utopian and Scientific-described the features of th~ periodic crises which
have afflicted the whole industrial and commercial
world from the .I820s onwards:
"Commerce is at a standstill, the markets are glutted, products accumulate, as multitudinous as they are unsaleable,
hard cash disappears, credit vanishes. factories are closed,
the mass of the workers are in want of the means of subsistence, because they have produced too much of the
means of subsistence; bankruptcy follows upon bankruptcy, execution upon execution.
"The stagnation lasts for years; productive forces and products are wasted' and destroyed wholesale, until the accumulated mass of commodities finally filter off, more or
less depreciated in value, until production and exchange
gradually begin to move again. Little by little the pace
quickens. It becomes a trot. The industrial trot breaks into
a canter, the canter in turn grows into the headlong gallop
of a perfect steeplechase of industry, commercial credit and
speculation, which finally, after breakneck leaps, ends
where it began-in the ditch of a crisis. And so over and
Over again."

Each new cycle of expansion is initially reinforced by
the fact that only a part of production is for the direct
satisfaction of the wants of individual consumers. The
other part-the production of capital goods-is for the
use of other enterprises, as raw materials, as fuel, as
equipment, parts, machinery, etc.
But in the final analysis all departments of the productive system must combine to supply the consumer
market. Thus, while every\llew upturn of capitalism is
marked by growing output, employment and trade; at a
certain point the unplanned rush of capitalist expansion
begins to strangle itself on the unplanned limits of the
capite list market.
More than a century ago, Marxexplained in detail the
workings of the system of capitalism and laid bare its inner contradictions. He also showed how all these contradictions are. knotted together in the tendency of the
rate of profit to f a l l . .
On the one hand, the motive force of capitalist production is to expand the value of capital in the hands of
the owning class. The driving urge of the capitalists is to
raise to the highest possible level the rate of return on
their investments.' But, on the other hand, to survive in
business, the capitalists are compelled to mechanise
furiobsly and to constantly displace from productive

work a greater proportion of human labour.
As investment rises, the proportion of investment
spent on the employment of workers falls. Since living
labour is the sole source of value and hence of profit,
the underlying tendency of capitalist production is
therefore for the rate of profit-the rate of return on the
total investment of the capitalists-to fall.
Thus, out of the unplanned rush of the capitalist class
to invest in new techniques and expand production,
there results the tendency towards 'over-production'
and a falling rate of profit. These are described as
tendencies and not as absolute laws because various
economic conditions, especially at the beginning of a
new cycle of expansion, may temporarily offset their
operation. But whenever-as inevitably it must-the
rate Of profit begins to fall, it inflames all the contradictions of the system.
As the capitalists experience a decline in the rate of
their profits, they are driven to struggle all the harder to
increase the mass of their profits-by investing in new
machinery, driving down wages, and increasing production at an even faster tempo. This impels society all the
faster towards a crisis of 'overproduction' in which
capitalism chokes itself on the very productive forces
which it has brought into being.

Imperialism
Marx explained that capitalist production seeks continually to overcome the barriers inherent in it, "but
overcomes them only by means which again place these
barriers in its way on a more formidable scale."
Indeed the course of world history in the modern
epoch is summed up in that insight of Marx-for it is
. the history of repeated, convulsive efforts of capitalism
to rise above its own limitations, only to confront those
limitations afresh on the basis of higher productive
forces, with ever more widespread and devastating
results. Today, capitalism encounters its contradictions
on a world scale, and the consequence of them is to
place the fate of humanity itself at risk.
Part of the progressive mission of the capitalists
historically was to break down the feudal barriers to
commerce, and develop national markets, under the
rule of bourgeois national states. But already in the
nineteenth century, large-scale industry erupted beyond
the limits of the national economy.
From its nation-state bastions, the bourgeoisie launched into the world market, pushing forward its frontiers, waging competition internationally and laying the
basis for the increasing division of labour am'ong countries.
In this process, the ban~s played a crucial role,
transforming themselves froin simple money-changing
institutions into the central instruments of a financial
and industrial oligarchy that bound society in a web of
dependent relations to itself.
The rise of finance' capital hastened the process of
concentration Qf production in larger and larger enterprises, in fewer and fewer hands. From this came the
giant monopolies which obtained complete supremacy
in the economies of the advanced capitalist countries
towards the end of the nineteenth century.
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The rise of the monopolies rang in the epoch of imperialism, the highest stage in the development of
capitalism.
Marx had long before explained that the capitalist accumulation of wealth inevitably meant increasing
misery and poverty for the mass of society. Now imperialism demonstrated the correctness of Marx's view
on an interqational scale-in the effects of monopoly
capitalism on the peoples of the colonial world. ,Competition was now waged between the
monopolies, and between the capitalist powers, as competition for world domination. To the former motives
for colonial expansion by the great powers of Eijrope,
there was added the need for new sources of raw
materials, the need to export capital which could not be
profitably invested at home, and above all the need for
new markets.
"
A cut-throat struggle followed between the imperialist
states, each presiding over an increasing flood of production, each fighting to redivide the markets of the
world into new spheres of influence and control.
Relatively 'peaceful coexistence' between the great
capitalist powers could last only as long as it was a question of dividing between them an expanding treasure
chest of spoils. But once new contractions and crises of
capitalism set in, now magnified on a world scale, in~
evitably the powers turned to tear at each others'
throats, like hungry wolves chained to a tree.
Thus in the epoch of imperialism, wars of colonial
conquest turned increasingly into confrontations among
the powers. The great imperialist 'Scramble for Africa'
took place from the 1880s. Then, against the
background of capitalist crisis, imperialist competition
came to a head on the continent of Europe in the First
World War of 1914-1918. In an unprecedented bloodbath, millions of lives and untold productive resources
were destroyed.
The transition to imperialism marked the process of
exhaustion of the progressive role of the capitalist
system. As the highest stage of capitalism, imperialism
is at the same time its last stage.
While still capable of developing production in fits
and starts, capitalism had become thoroughly reactionary when compared with the possibilities for
socialism which now matured .. With the phenomenal
expansion and integration of the productive forces on a
world scale, with the development of a world division of
labour and a world market, capitalism had laid the basis
for undreamed-of progress of human society-provided
the barriers posed by capitalism itself could be swept
away.

A system ripe for
overthrow
But as Marxism has always taught, capitalism will not
fall of ~~self-it has to be overthrown. The rule of the
capitalist class must be ended-and no method short of
revolution has so far been discovered to break the power
of a ruling class.

Not only has capitalism prepared the conditions for
its own demise, in developing gigantic productive forces
which come in contradiction with the productive
system; capitalism has also created its own grave-digger
in the form of the working class.
When Marx and Engels argued that only the working
class can carry to completion the overthrow of
capitalism and organise a socialist society, they were not
at all motivated by idealistic or romantic notions. Nor
were they being arbitrary. This fundamental standpoint
of Marxism is based on the position which the working
class occupies in production in capitalist society.

Transformation
The task of the socialist revolution is to replace
private ownership with state ownership of the means of
production; to replace the anarchy of market forces
with conscious coordination and planning at every level;
and to replace inequality, privilege and oppression with
the democratic control and management of the state,
economy and society by the working people themselves.
Only the working class possesses the characteristics and
the social capacity needed to carry this transformation
,
through.
Without private property; without any class below it
in the social hierarchy to oppress; without any inherent
interest in defending exploitation in any form; organis- '
ed collectively by the large-scale concentration of production; carrying on its own shoulders the essential productive functions in capitalist s,ociety; having an unparalleled knowledge of the detailed workings of production, circulation and trade-the working class is uniquely equipped to organise the transition of society to
socialism.
In the Russian Revolution of October 1917, the working class gave the world the most brilliant signal of its
,ability to carry out the overthrow of capitalism and
begin the socialist transformation. But, as we explain in
Chapter 2, the victory of the Russian working class was
not followed by similar victories in the major capitalist
countries.
Defeat followed defeat over a period of two decades,
leaving the Russian workers' state isolated in conditions
of appalling backwardness and poverty. Out of these
conditions rose the totalitarian dictatorship of Stalin,
which ruthlessly suppressed workers' democracy and
ruled in the interests of a privileged, bureaucratic elite.
The degeneration of the Soviet Union and the deformation of the first workers' state in turn contributed to
international defeats of the working class, and the
drawn-out delay of the proletarian revolution in the industrialised countries which dominate the world
economy. (The most important events of that period are
outlined in the next chapter.)
But the reprieve for bourgeois power in the West did
not subdue the inner laws of capitalist crisis, convulsions and wars. The Second World War of 1939-45 was
the bloody price eventually paid by humanity for the
delay of the world socialist revolution.
Out of the ashes of this devastation, the capitalist
system once again revived and for a generation ushered
in an. unparalleled cycle of growth. In Chapter 3 the
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basis of the post-war upswing of world capitalism is explained.
This period has seen a phenomenal concentration of
productive forces in the hands of fewer and fewer giant
multinational corporations. Today about 1 000
capitalist monopolies control a quarter of production
on the globe, and condU'ct nearly a third of world trade
among themselves.
The top 100 monopolies together have assets of over
$i 000 billion. Just one of them-General Motors-had
a turnover in 1979 of $63 billion: roughly one-and-ahalf times the value of t/1e entire production of the
South African economy, or 18 times that of Zimbabwe!

Concentration
This extreme concentration under modern monopoly
capitalism emphasises the rotten-ripeness of the world
for socialist revolution. The idea of breaking up the
monopolies and going back to the capitalism of a
multitude of petty producers, of 150 Or 200 years ago, is
a reactionary idea of middle-cl~s dreamers. Today in
the United States, half of all small firms disappear
within five years of their establishment!
Monopoly outgrows (but cannot cast off) the uniform
of private property, competition and the nation-state
which was the essence of capitalism in the period of its
rise. In that sense, as Lenin put it, monopoly is the transitional form from capitalism to a higher system of production. What is required to complete this transition is
to take over the monopolies and, under democratic
workers' control and management, integrate them in a
planned world economy.
On a capitalist basis, the concentration of production
in the hands of monopolies piles evil upon evil, and contradiction upon contradiction. Instead of ending the
anarchy of competition, monopoly capitalism mangles
it. For instance, to the extent that they are freed from
the constraints of competition, the monopoly capitalists
eagerly raise their prices in leaps and bounds, thus stoking the fires of inflation. Through profiteering, speculation, corruption and in every way their parasitic
character is manifested.
Through the monopolies a small handful of people
own and control stupendous resources. As a result, a
rich few can now hold· governments to ransom and
manipulate the lives of wIfole populations with their
economic power.
Occasionally a small corner is lifted to reveal the immense scale of personal wealth and the staggering
abuses which lie at the heart of the capitalist system. In
September 1979 a single Texas family, the oil-rich
Hunts, tried to corner the world's silver market by buying up 63% of the entire year's production. When the
silver price suddenly collapsed a few months later, they
had to mortgage $3,2 billion worth of properties just to
meet their losses. Nelson Bunker Hunt, when questioned on bis debts and assets, could not remember whether
he owed his stockbrokers $200 million or $350 million!
Motivated by the drive to profit-making and the
private accumulation of wealth, the capitalist class is incapable of responding to the needs of society. Their

wasteful extravagance in the face of world poverty and
mass starvation is itself proof of this.
The British capitalist, Lord Rothermere-owner of
the Daily Mail newspaper-exemplifies the parasitic
nature of his class. In a world where millions are
homeless, this gentleman owns no fewer than seven luxury apartments in London, Paris and New York, worth
nearly R5 million-and has recently bought an eighth
mansion in California for R900 000. Meanwhile, Lady
Rothermere thinks nothing of spending RI70 000 on a
party for her daughter. Yet, when workers demand
. higher wages, Lord Rothermere's newspaper is the first
to attack them as 'overpaid' and 'greedy'.
Even in the most poverty-stricken countries of
capitalism, the ruling class has built up a luxurious existence for itself. For example in Haiti, one of the
poorest countries-where the average worker earns the
equivalent of RI,50 a day-President Duvalier recently
celebrated his wedding with an orgy of consumption
and waste. Four 40-ton trucks were needed to deliver the
food for his wealthy guests to guzzle, off tables decked
with jewelled ornaments. Similar revolting examples'
could be added endlessly to the list.
Ultimately, however, it is not the personal vices of the
rich which condemn their system before history. At root
it is the incapacity of capitalism to provide for the needs
of society which now brings it into mortal conflict with
the mass of humanity.
Nowhere is the rotten-ripeness of world capitalism
more clearly shown than in its inability to detelop the
productive forces of the colonial and ex-colonial world.
A system of private ownership, with production and
distributiop governed by profit and not by social need,
cannot in the modern epoch ensure their all-round
development.
Instead, to the extent industry has grown, it has
merely deepened their dependence 'and intensified their
exploitation at the hands of the ruling classes of the
major capitalist countries. Unable to industrialise
independently on the basis of their own limited markets
and slender capital resources, the under-developed
countries are subjected to collective exploitation by the
imperialist powers.

.Debt
Sinking ever deeper into debt to the imperialists, these
mainly agricultural countries can no longer maintain
even their self-sufficiency in food.
Under landlordism and capitalism, the underdeveloped countries gear their agricultural production
not to the needs ofthe working people, but to producing
export crops which they c~n sell to the imperialist
bourgeoisie. Thus during,the 1970s, 36 of the 40 most
poverty-stricken countries in the world actually exported food to the USA (where 70% of the world's
marketable foodgrain stocks are now concentrated). At
the same time, the US administration pays American
farmers to plant less wheat in order to keep world grain
prices up!
In the 1950s the under-developed countries were
roughly self-sufficient in food; by 1975 they had to im-
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port 5070 of their staple foods. This proportion is expected to double by 1985, and by 1990 they will need to
import 145 million tonnes of cereals a year.
In 1980, food production per head of population fell
in 53 of the 107 'developing' countries that sent in
figures to the UN. More and more these countries
become dependent on emergency food relief, which
often costs more in one year than the recipient country
spends on agricultural investment in five years.
There is no end to the contradictions. In Africa, 150
million people in 26 countries south of the Sahara are
hungry. At the same time, in the EEC, in order to maintain prices, mountains of food are being stored. At the
end of 1980 the quantities were: 240 000 tonnes of skimmed milk powder; 190 000 tonnes of butter; 290000
tonnes of beef; 40 000 tonnes of pork; 7 000 000 tonnes
of grain.
The creation of an all-embracing world market; the
development of the iriternational division of labour to a
high degree-this has been one of the greatest progressive accomplishments of capitalism. But on the
basis of private ownership and the continued division of
the world into nation-states, this has turned into an intolerable burden on the back of the mass of humanity.
The inability of the capitalist class to overcome these
contradictions leads to intensified national conflicts,
regional convulsions and wars. National antagonisms
are festering in every region of the globe; the national
question has recently resurfaced even in the advanced
cap~talist countries where it was long ago thought to
have been resolved.
Tribal and religious differences become infhimed, as
they are bound together with the impasse of production
and society. Archaic" oppressive institutions of a
bygone era linger on and are even reinforced. Often
capitalism relies on these as an instrument of its rule.
The oppression of women, which persists even in the
most advanced countries under capitalism, continues in
barbaric forms in the under-developed world. Here, 17
million women are still subjected to the brutality of
female circumcision. In a number of Islamic countries,
the wearing of the veil either is compulsory, or has been
reimposed as reactionary fundamentalists take advantage of the still blind discontent against 'modern'
capitalism, and the confused striving for change which
is welling up from below.

War
In this era of 'world peace' , the earth has never been
more persistently plagued by wars. Someone has
calculated that, since the end of the Second World War,
there has been a total of 17 days of actual 'peace' in the
world, i.e., when no wars or military engagements have
been taking place. This is probably 110t an exaggeration.
Since 1955 there have been at least 120 major armed
conflicts recorded, involving 65 countries and costing 25
million lives. Mainly as the result of war, the number of
,refugees in the world has risen from 8 million in 1964 to
more than 16 million today.
Wars and the preparations for war consume vast
resouJ;Ces while most of the world languishes in unrelieved poverty and misery. Even 40 years ago, if military

spending was devoted instead to the advancement of
society, the whole world could have taken a leap forward. The total spending on the Second World War was
itself enough to build a home for every family on earth,
and provide a hospital and school for every town with
5 000 inhabitants.
Today, world expenditure on arms and warfare
amounts to over $500 000 000 000 a year.
The industrialised countries spend more on means of
destruction than the rest of the world is able to spend on
survival. But the under-developed countries themselves
spend vast fortunes on arms. They now import about
$20 billion-worth a year-an increase of 1 500% over
the last 17 years.
Yet the cost of one modern American or Russian tank
would finance 1 000 classrooms for 30 000 children,
and one jet fighter alone would pay for 40 000 village
pharmacies.
Half of one day's military spending would pay for the
whole malaria eradication programme of the World
Health Organisation. Half of one year's military spending would pay for all the farm equipment needed to ensure an abundance of food in all the poor countries of
the world by 1990.

Destruction
The conflict between the two world super-powersUnited States imperialism on the one hand and the
Soviet Union on the other-arises inevitably from the
different productive systems on which these two states
rest. It will persist as long as the carrying through of the
world socialist revolution is delayed. And the consequence of this, on the basis of modern science and
technique, is the heaping up of devilish means of
destruction, which now threaten the annihilation of the
whole of mankind.
Already ten years ago the nuclear weapons in existence could wipe out the population of the earth 700
times over.
On a capitalist basis the wonders of science and
technology cannot be devoted to the peaceful progress
of society. In fact because of the impasse of world
capitalism today, the potential of new technique can less
and less be used.
The fantastic possibilities inherent in the invention of
the microchip and the computer could themselves
transform the conditions of life and work on the whole
planet within the space of a generation. But the prerequisite for this is the overthrow of capitalism and the
completion of the socialist revolution.
The under-use of existing productive capacity in the
industrialised capitalist countries, is valued at
$200 000 000 000. The"sickness of capitalism is precisely
that machines and workers are compelled to stand
idle at the same time. There is an abundance of
technical capacity to produce, an abundance of workers
to do the jobs, to fill the social needs that are crying out
for satisfaction. But the profit system bars the
way-decreeing that production and distribution shall
take place only when the capitalists can realise in the
market a profit from sales.
Society has no w~y out but to take into its hands the.
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common ownership and conscious control of the forces
of production, to end the anarchy of capitalism, and to
organise and plan the economy in the service of need,
not profit.
The reactionary barriers of the nation-state must be
dismantled, and a world-wiqe planned economy introduced. Today in the industrialised countries of
capitalism hundreds of thousands of trained teachers,
technicians and scientists cannot find work. At the same
time in the ex-colonial world the problem of illiteracy
mounts, and there is a crying want of technical training.
Studies in the industrialised countries show that
70-80010 of young people today feel they have more
education and ability than their jobs demand. At the
same time one-fifth of all the world's scientists are
- devoting their en~rgies to preparations for war.
All this goes to show that it is not absolute or natural
shortages which lie at the root of the world's problems,
but the social system which prevails. The same is indicated in relation to every problem to which we could
turn our attention.
The world does not face a shortage of material
resources. The natural resources of Latin America alone
are four times those of Europe. Yet, for example, out of
575 million hectares of land which could be cultivated,
only 170 million are cultivated. In fact, on a world scale,
only 44070 of cultivable land is cropped.
Latin America alone could feed the world. Yet in
Latin America itself 40070 of the population live in extreme poverty and 20070 in conditions approaching starvation.
. Today the bourgeois are constantly crying about the
'world energy crisis'. But again we find that the barrier
to the solution of this crisis is not fundamentally a
natural barrier, but a social one.
Because of the constraints of the profit system, the
capitalists cannot develop the various sources of energy
available in nature-and when they do develop new
sources, invariably fail to provide adequate safeguards
against pollution and other harmful effects.

Nuclear power
Today in the advanced capitalist countries there is a
growing movement not only 'against nuclear weapons,
but against the dangers of nuclear power itself.
Undeniably, nuclear fissioh power (which is the basis of
the present nuclear power stations) constitutes an everpresent danger to millions of people living in the vicinity
of reactors.
The dangers are spreading. Western companies have
already built 37 nuclear reactors in the under-developed
countries, and are currently working on at least another
28. Of course this would also lead in time to a much
larger number of countries having nuclear weapons
capacity-countries which, for example, already include
Israel, South Africa and Pakistan.
Danger from nuclear fission reactors would also, of
course, be present in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe,
and China, where nuclear power stations are built.
But the danger is not inherent in the tapping of the
atom itself. The progressive possibilities opened up by

nuclear science are shown in the prospects for the
development of nuclear fusion energy. In contrast with
nuclear fission, nuclear fusion would be, so far as is
presently known, a safe form of energy, without pollution. By this method limitless power would be obtained
from water-one gallon of water would produce as
much energy as 300 gallons of petrol today!
A Soviet scientist has described fusion energy as "obtaining boundless energy by burning the waters of the
ocean." However, to develop fusion energy will require
massive investment which no single government has
been prepared to make. In the United States, for example, while the Reagan administration spends $200 billion
on expanding its arsenal of nuclear missiles and bombs,
it will allocate only $1 billion to the development of fusion energy.
It is possible that nuclear fusion energy can be produced by 1990; bUt it is absolutely ruled out that the
progressive potential of this can be used by the capitalist
system to lift the burdens of the majority of humanity.

Failed
In fact, today, the real 'energy crisis' is that faced by
the two billion people in the world who still depend on
firewood or dung to cook their food. To them
capitalism has failed to bring the advantages of modern
technology.
Over one billion people can get enough firewood only
by systematically destroying forests. Forests in the excolonial countries are shrinking at the rate of one
million hectares a month (over 1070 a year). In India,
where 75070 of the people rely on firewood for most of
their energy needs, they now have to spend eight times
as long finding and collecting it as fifteen years ago.
.The nightmare conditions of the poor countries grow
worse by the year. Such are the pressures, tensions and
dangers for the capitalists generated by these conditions
that we are now witnessing a flood of 'Reports',
'Conferences', 'Declarations', and even 'Summits' on
the problems of world poverty and the 'division between
North and South'.
But all these can amount to no more than empty
gest~res, public displays of hand-wringing and liberal
anxiety, because the fundamental point is deliberately
evaded-the necessity for an: end to capitalism, and the
socialist transformation of society, in order for any of
the basic problems of the world today to be resolved.
The ideas of the 'Brandt Report' for a shift of
resources from the industrialised countries to the 'Third
World' are utterly utopian on the basis of capitalism.
Likewise the 'Melbq'urne Declaration' of the 1981 Commonwealth Prime Ministel;s' conference-which the
reactionary New Zealan,der, Muldoon, quite "fittingly
described as a collection of pious principles, chiefly consisting of platitudes, without any practical proposals.
No less cynical and hypocritical was the display of
concern by the leaders of the imperialist powers at the
'North-South' >summit conference in Mexico in October
1981. But it is perhaps even more nauseating when these
gangsters-like Reagan and Haig for example-read
moral lectures to the under-developed world about cur-
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bing their population growth and keeping their domestic
economies in order.
As even the bourgeois researchers are now compelled
to admit, population growth in the ex-colonial countries
is itself accelerated by worsening poverty. Of every 10
children born to poor parents, 2 die within a year,
another 1 by the age of five, and only 5 reach forty years
of age. So a high birth rate is rendered necessary for survival of the family. And in conditions without social
welfare, such as pensions, what alternative do parents
have, apart from a large family, to prov~de for
themselves in their old age?
Certainly mushrooming population adds enormously
to the problems of the under-developed countries. But ~
the most notable successes in controlling population
growth have been in countries where capitalism has been
overthrown. China, for example, has had distinct success in lowering the birth rate by means of material and
moral incentives to families, which are only possible
with a planned economy.
In India, by contrast, the regime carries out its
population control programme against the will of the
mass of the people who are affected-and indeed
threatened-by it. Thus of the 20 million people so far
sterilised, most have been subjected to intimidation and
many to brute force.
In the capitalist countries of the under-developed
world conditions will worsen abominably in the coming
period. By the year 2000, world population is likely to
be over 6 000 million. Africa alone will have roughly
830 million, of which an estimated 517 million will be
under 25 years old.
Even the capitalists estimate that, to provide for this
increase of population, the economies of the less
developed countries would have to grow at more than
double the rate between 1965 and 1974-the peak of the
world capitalist boom! But there is not a single serious
economist who argues today that even the previous rates
of growth can be achieved again in tQ.e decades ahead.
Thus the masses will be driven again and again to seek
the road to change society. The period ahead will be the
most stormy in history. Through these storms human
. society will either find the way to a socialist future of
progress, plenty, and the elimination of all forms- of oppression and violence-or sink into barbarism and
ultimately release upon itself the devastation of nuclear
war.

A wor.ld revolution in
progress
Iri the decades since the Second World War, the
titanic struggles of the peoples of the under-developed
world have driven back the direct military and political
grip of imperialism. In Chapter 5 the general processes
• of the colonial revolution are explained. Here it is suffiCient to summarise the essential developments.
Not only has colonial rule been overthrown in almost
every country formerly subjugated. Also in an area
covering one-third of the world's population, the power

of the local capitalists and landlords has been broken,
allowing society to begin to move forward on the basis
of a reorganised economy, with industry nationalised
and centralised planning of production and trade.
Since the Chinese Revolution in 1949, North Korea,
Cuba, Burma, Aden, Syria, Vietnam, Kampuchea,
Mozambique, Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan and other
countries have followed an essentially similar path. In
the next period we will see this process repeated even
more frequently.
However, the delay of the revolution in the industrialised countries of the West for several generations, and the rise of Stalinism out of the degeneration
of the Russian Revolution, led to the weakening of the
forces of genuine Marxism in the international workingclass movement for a whole historical period. This in
turn led to a distortion of the revolutionary process in
the colonial world, because of the weakness of the
working class in these countries and the absence of age·
nuinely internationalist and Marxist. leadership of the
mass parties.

Bureaucratic
In everyone of the countries where capitalism has
been overthrown since the Second World War, a nationalist and bureaucratic form of workers' state has
been introduced. Bureaucratic castes have risen to
power. entrenching their own privileges, and moviJ}g to
suppress all elements of workers' democracy in society.
These deformed workers' states represent an enormous step forward, because even though it is on a
distorted basis, they can take measures to develop the
economy impossible on the basis of landlordism and
capitalism, and begin to move society forward.
Moreover these revolutions contribute to the changing
balance of class forces against the imperialist
bourgeoisie.
But, despite the nationalisation of the economy and
the introduction of a plan, without workers'
democracy these countries cannot effect the transition
to a socialist society. Furthermore, for the transition to
socialism to be carried through, it is necessary for the
productive forces of the modern world economy to be
brought under the common ownership and democratic
control of the producers.
Thus the socialist revolution can be carried to completion only as a world revolution, whose decisive victories
must be accomplished in the imperialist countries
themselves.
Although the post-war upswing of capitalism produced a relative calm in the class struggle in the advanced
capitalist countries, it served to enormously strengthen
the size and weigh.t in society of the working class, and
allowed the workers to build the power of their trade
union organisations and parties. In the new period
. which is opening up, in which the capitalist class is compelled to attack the living standards and democratic
rights oi>·the working people everywhere, the strength of
the working-class organisations provides a vital defence
and a tremendous foundation for the revolutionary
struggles which will necessarily unfold over the coming
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years.
But t.O carry thr.Ough the .Overthr.Ow .Of capitalism in a
devel.Oped, industrialised c.Ountry is the m.Ost difficult
task hist.Ory has ever p.Osed. This is because .Of the c.Omplexity .Of the state, ec.On.Omy and s.Ociety in these c.Ountries, every aspect .Of which has t.O be br.Ought under the
consci.Ous c.Ontr.Ol .Of the w.Orking pe.Ople.
N.Ot .Only has capitalist pr.Operty t.O be nati.Onalised; all
the instituti.Ons .Of capitalist p.Ower, first and f.Orem.Ost
the state, must be dismantled. New dem.Ocratic .Organs
.Of a w.Orkers' state must be created. F.Or these tasks t.O be
carried .Out, the w.Orking class must rise c.Onsci.Ously t.O
its full p.Otential.
M.Ore.Over, the wh.Ole w.Orld situati.On indicates that
the tasks .Of the w.Orking class are n.Ot c.Onfined t.O the
struggle against its .Own 'nati.Onal' b.Ourge.Oisie in each
c.Ountry. Nati.Onal b.Oundaries and antag.Onisms must be
.Overc.Ome .On the basis .Of the s.Ocialist rev.Oluti.On, and
the nati.Onal ec.On.Omies further integrated .On a planned
and c.O.Operative basis.
Only the w.Orking class, which has devel.Oped as an internati.Onal class under internati.Onal m.On.Op.Oly
capitalism; which has repeatedly s.Ought internati.Onal
unity in its struggle against the capitalists; which d.Oes
n.Ot depend .On vested nati.Onal interests-.Only this class
is capable .Of carrying such a transf.Ormati.On thr.Ough.
Thus it is that, in all the c.Ountries where capitalism
has been .Overthrown with.Out the w.Orking class assuming the leadership .Of the struggle, and where the w.Orking class has been unable itself t.O take c.Ontr.Ol .Of the
new state and manage the planned ec.On.Omy, the nati.Onal barriers have n.Ot been .Overcome. The same is true
in relati.On t.O Russia, where the w.Orkers' state, initially
.On healthy lines, remained is.Olated and underwent
degenerati.On.
Thus, in all the def.Ormed w.Orkers' states, the nati.Onal leaders have invariably p,.Oclaimed the task .Of
building 's.Ocialism' in their .Own c.Ountries al.One. In
reality this has meant pr.Otecting the nati.Onal i.nterests,
p.Ositi.Ons and privileges .Of their .Own bureaucratic caste.
The barriers t.O integrated producti.On remain. COMECON (linking the ec.On.Omies .Of the Stalinist states .Of
Eastern Eur.Ope) has scarcely been m.Ore integrated than
the capitalist EEC. Even tiny Albania tries t.O build its
.Own ball-bearing industry!
Simultane.Ously, this nati.Onalist .Outl.O.Ok has meant
the dumping .Of true w.Orkers' internati.Onalism and its
replacement by a cynical di,pl.Omacy. F.Or the S.Oviet
Uni.On this has inv.Olved (t.O give .Only a few examples) attempts at friendship with the Shah's hated regime in
Iran, supp.Ort f.Or the Gandhi regime in India
thr.Ough.Out its reign .Of terr.Or, aid f.Or a wh.Ole series .Of

military dictat.Ors in Africa ....
The Chinese leaders have even .Outd.One the S.Oviet
bureaucracy, supp.Orting the Chilean junta, Yahya Khan
against the Bangladeshi rev.Oluti.On, the c.Ounterrev.Oluti.Onary f.Orces .Of the FNLA and UNITA in
Ang.Ola, etc. They even seek a bl.Oc with United States
imperialism against the USSR.
S.O-called 's.Ocialist c.Ountries' are bitterly in c.Onflict
with .One an.Other, and even g.O t.O war. The Sin.O-S.Oviet
split has reached the pr.Op.Orti.Ons .Of armed b.Order c.Onflicts .On several .Occasi.Ons. There has been war between
China and Vietnam, and between Vietnam and Kampuchea. S.Oviet Russia has invaded Hungary and
Czech.Osl.Ovakia t.O put d.Own .Or avert struggles f.Or
w.Orkers' dem.Ocracy; and the invasi.On threat has .Only
recently hung .Over P.Oland.
While the planned ec.On.Omy takes s.Ociety f.Orward,
the ruling elites h.Old it back thr.Ough mismanagement,
c.Orrupti.On, nati.Onalism, and their fear .Of dem.Ocracy in
the pr.Oductive and p.Olitical pr.Ocesses. The intr.Oducti.On
.Of the .One-party state, the privileged elite, the savage
p.Olitical in-fighting and the cult .Of the individual leader
are all remihiscent .Of the era .Of Stalin in Russia.
Gradually they begin t.O ch.Oke all the ec.On.Omic and
cultural gains which accrue fr.Om the expulsi.On .Of
capitalism. Arbitrary decisi.Ons, l.Ow-quality g.O.Ods and
dist.Orted cultural devel.Opment are inevitable when what
is pr.Oduced, and h.Ow, is n.Ot subject t.O the management
and c.Ontr.Ol .Of the w.Orking masses.
But n.Ow, as the case .Of P.Oland sh.Ows, especially in
Eastern Eur.Ope and the S.Oviet Uni.On c.Onditi.Ons are
ripening f.Or the .Overthr.Ow .Of bureaucratic dictat.Orship
and the taking .Of p.Ower by the w.Orking class itself. This
al.One will all.Ow the s.Ocialist transf.Ormati.On .Of these
c.Ountries t.O be c.Ompleted, in c.Ombination with the
s.Ocial rev.Oluti.On in the capitalist w.Orld.
.
The pr.Ocess .Of the p.Olitical rey.Oluti.On against
Stalinism is further explained in Chapter 4.
But whether the socialist revolution in the West or the
political revolution in the East is carried through first, it
requires just one important victory in an industrialised
country for the whole world situation today to be totally
altered. This is because .Of the readiness .Of the mass .Of
pe.Ople all .Over the w.Orld t.O change s.Ociety, .Once a clear
way f.Orward t.O a better future is sh.Own .
Only .On the r.Oad .Of the w.Orld s.Ocialist rev.Oluti.On can
the accumulated pr.Oblems .Of humanity be .Overc.Ome,
the stains .Of past .Oppressi.On and expl.Oitati.On be washed
away-and mankind pass .On t.O the free and full
devel.Opment .Of all the marvell.Ous p.Otentialities latent in
the human being.
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Chapter 2
The Russian Revolution and the
Rise 01 Stalinism
The Russian Revolution of October 1917 stands out
as the greatest event in history. The seizure of power by
the working class, the overthrow of capitalism, and the
creation of the first workers' state changed the entire international situation, and its repercussions continue to
.reverberate around the world.
This victory did not arise by chance. On the one hand
it was the product of social conditions which prepared
the way for social revolution; on the other hand it was
the product of immense struggle, persistence and
sacrifice on the part of the Russian working class, with a
clear and conscious Marxist leadership.
The victory of the Russian Revolution was prepared
by the whole process of development of the international working-class movement. Under capitalism,
the work~rs have always been forced to struggle
constantly for their daily bread. In the course of this
I struggle, they become organised, conscious of their
strength, begin to understand the real nature of their
enemy, and grope their way towards the task of changing society.
The ideas of Marxism belong naturally to the
workers' movement. They are not imported into the
workers' movement from outside, as the brain-child of
intellectuals, but represent the scientific generalisation
of the international experience of the working class.
Marx and Engels, it is true, like most of the renowned
teachers of Marxism in the past, came from social
backgrounds outside the working class, from the pettybourgeois or even the bourgeois intelligentsia. In the
conditions of Europe in the nineteenth century this had
given them the advantage of access to education and a
profound knowledge of ti)en existing philosophical,
historical and economic thinking.
But they broke with their social backgrounds completely, and placed their enormous talents totally at the
disposal of the workers' movement. It was as active
fighters and participants in the workers' struggle that
they drew the clear conclusions of scientific socialism
and formulated the ideas which today we understand as
the fundamentals of Marxism.
From the beginning, the first Marxist organisation
(the COll)munist League, 1847-1853) was a workers'
organisation. Immersed in the rising labour movement
of the day, it fought to clear away the influences of old
bourgeois, reactionary and utopian ideas.
When the International Workingmen's Association

(the First International) was formed in 1864, Marxism
already enjoyed enormous authority among its
members, and soon established pre-eminence. The great
historical significance of the First International is not
only that it raised the banner of Marxism at the head of
the workers' movement, but also that it asserted the
organisational independence of the working class from
all bourgeois and petty bourgeois parties.

Capitalism
[n the mid-19th century, Europe was still in the turmoil brought about by the rise of capitalism and the as
yet uncompleted struggle to clear away the remnants of
the feudal order.
\
Marx and Engels pointed out that, in the bourgeois
revolutions that overthrew the aristocracy and absolute
monarchy, the uprisings of the poor were used as a
battering-ram. But invariably the bourgeoisie, once it
had achieved" political power through the struggle of the
working masses, turned to crush their movement-often
aided by sections of the reactionary classes which it had
just defeated-in order to maintain its domination over
society.
. The proletariat, still in its infancy as a collective
force, could serve as no more than a basis for the radical
wing of the bourgeois democrats-as long as it lacked
"independent political organisatis>n and leadership of its
own.
Thus in the revolutions of 1848-1850 which swept
across Europe. Marx and Engels campaigned tirelessly
for the independent programme of the workers' movement, linking together the completion of the democratic
tasks with the struggle to overthrow capitalism.
In the German revolution of that time. as Marx explained, the bourgeoisie "saw itself threateningly confronted by the proletariat, and all those sections of the
urban popUlation related to the proletariat in interests
and ideas, at the very moment of its own threatening
confrontation with feudalism and absolutism".
Therefore the bourgeoisie sought compromise with the
feudal landlords and the monarchy, to avert a revolution from below. It thus passed quickly into the camp of
counter-revolution.
Still on the side of revolution were the radical
democrats of the petty bourgeoisie. But Marx and
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Engels insisted that on no account should the working
class dissolve its own organisation or limit its demands
to those of the petty-bourgeois democratic party. Their
Address to thf Communist League in 1850t1emonstrates
the revolutionary method of Marxism and rings out
across the decades to our own time:
"The relationship of the revolutionary workers' party to
the petty-bourgeois democrats is this: it cooperates with
them against the party which they aim to overthrow; it opposes them wherever they wish to secure their own position.
"The democratic petty bourgeois, far from wanting to
transform the whole of society in the interests of the revolutionary proletarians, only aspire to a change in social conditions which will make the existing society as toierable and
comfortable for themselves as possible... In order to
achieve all this they require a democratic form of government, either constitutional or republican, which would give
them and their peasant allies the majority ....
"As far as the workers are concerned one thing, above all,
is definite: they are to remain. wage labourers as before.
However, the democratic petty bourgeois want better wages
and security for the workers, and hope to achieve this by an
ex.tension of state employment and by welfare measures; in
short, they hope to bribe the workers with a more or less
disguised form of alms and to break tneir revolutionary
strength by temporarily rendering their situation
tolerable ....
"But these demands (the demands of the petty-bourgeois
democracy) can in no way satisfy the party of the proletariat. While the democratic petty bourgeois want to br_ ing the revolution to an end as quickly as possible, achieving at most the aims already mentioned, it is our interest
and our task to make the revolution permanent until all the
more or less propertied classes have been driven from their
ruling positions, until the proletariat has conquered state
power and until the association of the proletarians has progressed sufficiently far-not only in one country but in all
the leading countries of the world-that competition between the proletarians of these countries ceases and at least
the decisive forces of production are concentrated in the
hands of the workers. Our concern cannot be simply to
modify private property, but to abolish it, not to hush Up
class antagonisms but to abolish classes, not to'improve the
existing society but to found a new one ....
"At the moment, while the democratic petty bourgeois are
everywhere oppressed, they preach to- the proletariat
general unity and reconciliation; they extend the hand of
friendship, and seek to found a great opposition 'party
which will embrace all shades of democratic opinion; that
is, they seek to ensnare the workers in a party organisation
in which general social-democratic phrases prevail, While
their particular interests are kept hidden behind, and in
which, for the sake of preserving the peace, the specific
demands of the proletariat may not be preseqted. Such a
unity would be to their advantage alone and to the complete disadvantage of the proletariat. The proletariat would
lose all its hard-won independent position and be reduced
once more to a mere appendage of official bourgeois
democracy. This unity must therefore be resisted in the
most decisive manner.
"Instead of lowering themselves to the level of an applauding chorus, the workers, and above all the League,
must work for the creation of an independent organisation
of the workers' party, both secret and open, alongside the
official democrats, and the League must aim to make every
one 'of its communes (branches) a centre and nucleus of
workers' associations in which the position and interests of
the proletariat can be discussed free from bourgeois influence ....

"In the event of a struggle against a common enemy a:
special alliance is unnecessary. As soon as such- an enemy'
has to be fought directly, the interests of both parties will
coincide for the moment and an association of momentary
expedience will arise spontaneously in the future, as it has
in the past.
"It goes without saying that in the bloody conflicts to
come, as in all others, it will be the workers, with their
courage, resolution and self-sacrifice, who will be chiefly
responsible for achieving victory. As in the past, so in the
.coming struggle also, the petty bourgeoisie, to a man, will
hesitate as long as possible and remain fearful, irresolute
and inactive; but when victory is certain it will claim it for
itself and will call upon the workers to behave in an orderly
fashion, to return to work and to prevent so-called ex-cesses, and it will exclude the proletariat from the fruits of
victory."

Thus the founders of Marxism asserted the independence of the proletariat, and the need to develop
the workers' revolutionary struggle to the full extent of
its potential.
Exactly the same method guided Lenin and Trotsky in
the Russian Revolution of 1917, as we shall see in a moment.
The defeat of the revol~tions of 1848-1851, combined
, with an upsurge of the capitalist economy, provided an
opportunity for the capitalist class to consolidate its
position. But if new revolutionary explosions were thus
postponed for a time, the mole of revolution was nevertheless burrowing away beneath the surface.
The growing strength of the working class found expression in the spread of the workers' organisations
throughout Europe. This.in turn was reflected in the
_.
establishment of the First International.
In 1871, against the background 0 f war between
Prussia and France, the Paris proletariat rose and took
power. Tragically, it was unable to hold on to that
power. The Paris Commune.. was drowned in blood by
the forces of the French bourgeoisie-supported by its
erstwhile Prussian enemy.
The crushing of its most advanced section was a shattering blow for the working class internationally. A
savage wave of reaction set in against the workers'
movement throughout Europe. Politically, the way was
cleared for a new cycle of expansion of capitalist production.

Reaction
In turn, the organisations of the workers were weakened by the pressures of reaction~ Within the First International itself, this enabled middle-class radicals and
pre-Marxist, utopian, and reformist ideas to assert
themselves.
.
Seeing no prospect of a new r~volutionary wave for
some years, and in ordet to preserve the revolutionary
heritage of the First International for the working-cla'ss
movement in the future, Marx and Engels supported the
dissolution of the International's structure in 1876.
Thus the political authority of the First International
survived undimmed in the proletarian movement. Marxism had been established, beyond question, as the
theory and method of the revolutionary working-class
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vanguard internationally.
But the' new period of capitalist expansion which
opened in the 1870s, continued (despite periodic slumps)
for forty years. It marked the beginning of the epoch of
imperialism, in which production and trade expanded
beyond the nation-states of Europe, and the European
powers engaged in a new thrust of colonial conquest
that drew tens of millions of people in Africa and Asia
into the capitalist maelstrom.
Through expanding production and imperialist
plunder, the capitalists reinforced the pillars of their
rule in Europe. The expansion of production brought
with it the massive growth of the industrial working
class. This period saw for the first time the growth of
stable trade unions, and political parties embracing
masses of workers in their ranks (which were then
generally called social-democratic parties).

Second International
In 1889 the workers' parties of Europe combined to
form the Second International. So decisively had the
authority of Marxism been established at this stage that,
from the start, the leadership of the Second International J1roclaimed the ideas of Marxism in most ~f its
policy statements. But there is a world of difference between subscribing to ideas and actually carrying them in.
to practice.
A whole generation of working-class militants struggled within the Second International and attempted to
build its national sections into parti~s of the workers'
revolution. Yet processes were under way that would
transform virtually the entire leadership of the International, within the space of 25 years, into the bitter
enemies of Marxism and the proletarian revolution.
The rise of imperialism and the vast growth of production in the major capitalist countries laid the basis
for the reformist degeneration of the working-class
leadership in these countries. As the workers' movement
recovered from its wounds and once again built up its
strength, the ruling class could, for a time, afford
to grant it concessions. They could permit the
development of a layer of skilled and relatively wellpaid workers, privileged above the mass of the working
population.
This 'aristocracy of labour' did not experience acutely
the need to struggle for social change. In time this layer
provided a basis of support for the reformist element
crystallising within the leadership of the workers'
..
.
organisations.
In the parties of the Second International and the
mass trade unions of Europe, a bureaucracy of officialdom came into existence that built up a secure and
privileged position for itself. Once workers' leaders
were drawn into the bureaucracy, they tended to lose
touch with the daily conditions of the class. Because of
the sustained upswing of capitalism, reformist leaders
were able to ride out the pressures e~erted from below.
Elevated above the rank and file, many of the leaders
became corrupted by the insidious pressures of the ruling class. Within the bureaucracy, independent class
struggle gradually gave ~ay to policies of compromise

with capitalism.
At the same time, individuals from outside the working class began to seek careers in the workers' movement. Intellectuals and educated middle-class elements
moved easily into positions of ,influence as editors,.
chairmen and members of parliament. Their crime lay
not in their class background, but in their failure to
break decisively with this background-in their importing of middle-class conservatism and elitism into the
ranks of the workers' movement.
Resting on the most passive and conservative sections
of the organised workers, appealing to the prejudices remaining among the most backward layers of the,working class, the social-democratic bureaucracy developed
increasingly as an obstacle to the struggle for socialism.
Its ideologists, spear-headed by Eduard Bernstein (at
one time a trusted comrade of Engels) seized on the illusions of the privileged aristocracy of labour and
transformed these into a theory of reform ism in open
opposition to the tea£hings of Marxism.
They claimed that the workers' demands could be met
through gradual concessions by the capitalist class; that
the matter of the workers' exploitation could be resolved through peaceful compromise between exploiters and
exploited; that socialism could be implemented gradually, step by step, without the need to overthrow the
capitalist class. The strength of these illusions rested on
the character of the period through which capitalism
was passing.
But again reality had its other side. Throughout this
period the working class was accumulating enormous
strength, and building powerful mass organisations, of
the unskilled workers as well. Parliamentary rights,
press freedom, etc., were being won. Such was the
changing balance of class forces at the base of society,
that the theoretical possibility opened up of the workers
taking power and carrying through the expropriation of
the capitalists without the latter having the means 'to
resist.
But paradoxically, reformism-which aims at compromise with the capitalists and their state-itself
guarantees a violent conflict. Because the reformists
hold the workers' movement back from the complete
transformation of society and dismantling of the
capitalist state when conditions allow, they open the
'way for a murderous armed resistance by the capitalist
class,

Bankruptcy
That, however, is not the only way in which reformism has proved fatal to the working class. In the case
of the Second International, the full bankruptcy of
reformism was revealed with the outbreak of the itnperialist First World War in August 1914.
In a shameful betrayal Of the workers' international
struggle, the reformist leaders of the social-democratic
parties in all capitalist countries threw themselves, as
one man, behind the war effort of their 'own' imperialist bourgeoisie. Thus workers were urged into
uniform, and Cirummed into action by their. own
leaders-to massacre their fellow workers of other nations.
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At the outset of the First World War, the forces of genuine Marxism were reduced to insignificant numbers.
As Lenin remarked in 1915, the conscious fnternationalists left from the Second International could be
fitted into four stage-coaches!
Reformism and nationalism in the workers' movement go hand in hand. Both are the consequence of
shrinking from the tasks of the world socialist revolution.
Marxists are all in favour of reforms-of every single
reform achievable in the day-to-day struggle of the
working class. But Marxists are resolutely opposed to
reformism-which substitutes illusions in continual
gradual changes within the framework of capitalism for
the need of the workers' movement to prepare itself for
the revolutionary overthrow of the capitalist class.
The struggle'against reform ism is not only against its
mistaken ideas, but against the entire weight of
capitalist society and the power of the capitalist state,
pressing upon the workers' movement. In practice it has
been proved that only a disciplined cadre-steeled in the
ideas and method of Marxism, rooted among the
organised workers and clear as to the nature of the
tasks-has the power to survive, to~ stand firm against
the pressures that confront it from all sides, and uphold
without weakening the programme of the workers'
revolution.
The struggle to defeat reformism and take the
workers' movement forward thus developed, first and
foremost, as the struggle to build a Marxist cadre-to
arm the organised workers politically and prepare them
to rally around themselves the mass of the workers in
action. Lenin made this struggle the principal content of
his life's work-and this, his greatest contribution to the
international workers' movement, will remain undimmed in history.
The correctness of his approach was proved in practice in the course of the Russian Revolution when the
working class, led by the Bolshevik Party, took power
and established the world's first workers' state.

The permanent revolution
in Russia
It had been the perspective of Marx and Engels that
the working class would overthrow capitalism first in
the countries where it was most developed, probably in
Britain or France. Thus they expected that, once
started, the socialist revolution would quickly sweep the
whole world.
History, however, followed a more contradictory
course. It was in a backward country that the proletariat
first took power. Russia was ruled by an absolute
monarchy; a semi-feudal landowning class still held
enorII}ous power; capitalism was only partially
develop'ed; and the peasantry formed the mass of the
population.
But in Russia the working class, with the support of
the peasant masses, was not only able to smash the old

feudal-bureaucratic state and clear away the feudal
residue, but to expropriate the bourgeoisie and set in
motion the development of the productive forces within
a framework of state ownership and planning.
How could this feat be accomplished? How could
Russia take so enormous a step towards socialism
without passing first through the entire, development of
capitalism? How could the tole of the bourgeoisie in
taking Russia forward have already been exhausted
when pre-capitalist relations still permeated the society?
The answer lies in the uneven and 'combined development of capitalism.
Capitalism had become an international system; but
its spread around the world had not taken place evenly,
nor did it repeat in every country the same gradual process of accumulation that it had followed in its historical
cradles of Britain, Belgium or France. Instead, capital
was exported in fully-fledged and concentrated forms to
relatively undeveloped countries.

Monopoly capitalism
In Russia in 1908, for example, a far larger proportion of workers were concentrated iri factories employing over 1 000 workers than was the case even in the
United States. Imperialism imposed the most advanced
relations of monopoly capitalism on countries and colonies where the majority of the people still laboured
under pre-capitalist relations.
On an ever extending front, the capitalist class internationally stood in confrontation with the growing
forces of the working class. But the relationship of class
forces in the colonies and the semi-colonies of imperialism inevitably developed in a different way than it
had done in the older capitalist countries.
In the less developed countries the emergent
bourgeoisie led from the start a narrow and precarious
existence. Fighting to carve out a national state and a
market for itself against the confines of the old precapitalist order, it was squeezed on the one hand by the
overwhelming power of its more' developed capitalist
rivals, and on the other by the struggles of the awakening proletariat.
From the start in these countries the proletariat
played a role out of all proportion to its size.
Dispossessed peasants streamed to the towns in search
of work. The large factories transplanted from the advanced countries of capitalism immediately drew
together these fresh contingents of the proletariat as a
concentrated and cohesive force. Young and volatile,
these workers were able to gain strength and confidence
also from the struggles of the most developed sections
of the working class movement in other countries.
The classical revolutions ftgainst feudalism and absolutism were 'bourgeois'revolutions' in the sense that
their essential task was to clear' away the pre-capitalist
barriers to the development of a free-market system.
These revolutions had served to carry the bourgeoisie to
power on the tide of a mass movement under the banner
of liberty and democracy.
But, as even the great French Revolution of 1789
showed, the bourgeoisie was always fearful of the
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revolutionary masses and hastened to oppOse the 'excesses' of the popular movement. Thus in France, it was
the radical petty-bourgeois who carried through the
overthrow of feudalism, on the basis of the peasants
and the urban poor.
It was the experience of all bourgeois revolutions that
the bourgeoisie tended to become counter-revolutionary
to the degree that the masses threatened to carry the
democratic slogans to their practical conclusion.
In the German revolution of 1848, as' we have seen,
the bourgeoisie's fear of the proletariat pushed it into
the camp of reaction without delay.
In this and subsequent revolutions, therefore, the
proletariat stood forward as the consistent ally and
champion of the peasant masses, whom the bourgeoisie
found it increasingly necessary to desert in favour of
political compromises with the feudal landlords.

Feeble
The transition to imperialism, carrying within it the
seeds of the socialist revolution on a world scale, finally
removed the possibility for new sections of the world
bourgeoisie to lead a revolution, or to champion the
democratic aspirations of the masses. The hostility of
the bourgeoisie to the democratic revolution would increasingly be the hallmark of the epoch.
The remorseless expansionist drive of capitalism, extending the world market to the furthest reaches of the
earth, stimulated the emergence of a bourgeoisie in
country after country. But these new contingents of
capitalism have been feeble in the extreme. They have
been tied hand and foot to the imperialist monopolies.
Politically, they have depended on maintaining many of
the existing pre-capitalist forms of rule, often of the
most reactionary kind.
.
The counter-revolutionary character of the
bourgeoisie in this epoch, its hopeless inability in particular to take society forward in the under-developed
countries, has had the result that the struggle of the
masses for land. fot democratic rights, for national
liberation and self-determination, has continually come
in conflict with capitalist rule itself.
The process of the Russian Revolution from 1905 to
1917 clearly demonstrated this fact.
Already in the (defeated) revolution of 1905 the working class showed itself to ,be the most consistently
revolutionary class in the struggle against Tsarism and
for democratic rights. Through its own indept!ndent
organs of struggle-the soviets. or councils of delegates
elected from the factories and workers' districts-the
Russian working class provided the focus and driving
force.in the struggle of the masses in general.
In practice, the revolutionary workers led tbe mass
movement against the reactionary alliance of the
capitalist class with the landowners. This placed the programme of the working class-the programme of social .
revolution-on the order of the day as the on1y concrete
alternative to the rule of landlordism and capitalism.
From the time of its formation in 1898 •. the Russian
Social-Democratic Labour Party had based ,itself on the
need for the organisational independence of the work-

ing class. Under the pressures of the developing revolutionary situation, however, conflicting political tendencies began to emerge within it.
:,. There were those among the leaders who capitulated
to radical bourgeois opinion. This tendency-the Mensheviks-took as their guiding idea the fact that the
tasks of the Russian revolution were bourgeoisdemocratic in character. These tasks were the overthrow
of the Tsarist autocracy, the distribution of land to the
peasants and the ending of national oppression. Such a
democratic struggle, argued the Mensheviks. must be
led by the liberal bourgeoisie.
The under-development of Russia, in their view,
made it inevitable that the country would have to
undergo a whole period of capitalist rule.
Lenin and the Bolshevik tendency, together with
Trotsky, agreed that the revolutionary tasks were
democratic in character. But they differed fundamental.
ly with the Mensheviks as ·to the political conclusions
which followed from this.
They emphatically rejected the mechanical, 'stages;
conception of Menshevism. The liberal bourgeoisie,
they pointed out, was incapable of playing a revolutionary role against Tsarism and would prove itself the enemy of the revolution.
The fundamental social task of the revolution was to
expropriate the landlords' land, and distribute it to the
peasantry. But the bankers and capitalists were tied
socially and economically to the landowners by a thousand threads. This made the bourgeoisie incapable of
supporting-let alone leading-a peasant struggle to
seize the land.
Only through the revolutionary seizure of power by
the oppressed and exploited masses in society. could the
democratic tasks be carried out in Russia. This required
the combined forces of the working class and the poor
peasants to break down the resistance of the monarchy,
the aristocracy and the capitalist class"
Lenin and Trotsky stood implacably for the independent organisation of the working class, and explained
that only the workers' organisations could lead the peasant masses to a revolutionary victory. But prior to
-1917, a difference existed between Lenin and Trotsky on
the relationship between the working class and the
peasantry that would materialise in the course of the
revolution.

Leadership
Lenin doubted whether the workers' party would be
able, in a revolutionary government, to maintain its
leadership over the overwhelmingly greater peasant
masses. Preferring to leave ,the question open, he
therefore advanced the deijberately vague formula of
"th~ democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the
peasantry" in his perspective.
Trotsky, on the other hand, foresaw as early as
1904-5 that the proletariat would have to establish Its
own rule in Russia in order for the revolution to be carried through. Only in this way could a revolutionary
alliance of the workers and peasant masses be maintained against the bourgeoisie.
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Trotsky therefore advanced the bold idea that the
working class would have to takt: :>tate power, and
establish the dictatorship of the proletariat supported by
the poor peasants, as the only means by which the
democratic tasks of the Russiap revolution could be carried out. Once in power, the workers' government
would then be compelled also to proceed to socialist
tasks.
Convinced by the course of the struggle itself, Lenin
came to the same conclusion by March 1917. He argued
furiously against those who wanted to apply the formula of "the democratic dictatorship of the proletariat·
and the peasantry". (In fact, he was soon to point out,
the bankrupt regime of Kerensky represented the
nearest that Russia could come to the "democratic dictatorship" -and that regime, far from being
democratic, was merely preparing the way for bourgeois
and aristocratic counter-revolution.)
In fact it was the idea of the permanent revolution-the understanding that the democratic and
socialist revolutions were telescoped together and required the seizure of power by the working class-which
enabled the Bolshevik party, under the leadership of
Lenin and Trotsky, to guide the Russian Revolution to
victory in October 1917.
In the uprising of February 1917 the working class,
drawing the mass of the people behind it, had overthrown the Tsar. Af> in 1905 the workers formed soviets
as the expression of their independent power. The old
state machine lay in ruins. Had the whole 'working class
been under Marxist leadership, it could have taken
power immediately-there would have been no reason
for delay.
But the Bolsheviks did not, at that stage, have majority support in the working class, still less among the
peasants. In the soviets in February, it was the reformists-the Mensheviks and the party known as the
Social Revolutionaries-who were in control. The reformists, far from struggling to complete the revolution,
struggled only to halt it. They used their majority in the
soviets to prop up the remnants of the old state machine
and to hand over power to the 'liberal' bourgeoisie.
1

Confused
Confused by the tempo of events, and before Lenin's
arrival from exile, even s'ome leaders of the Bolshevik
party (induding Stalin) leaned towards the Menshevik
policy of attempting to 'stabilise' the democratic revoJution on a capitalist basis-a disastrous course which, if
pursued, could only have allowed imperialism and reaction to recover and drown the revolution in blood.
But, thankS' to the fierce opposition of Lenin-who
returned to Russia III April 1917-these dangerous ideas
were defeated. Under Lenin's leadership, the Bolsheviks
broke completely with the 'democratic' bourgeoisie. Instead they directed their efforts to winning the mass of
the working class, and through them the peasantry, to a
programme for the overthrow of landlordism and
capitalism.
Through brilliant and flexible tactics in the revolutionary crisis, the Bolsheviks succeeded in drawing the

active masses behind them. Thus, in October they were
able to depose the crumbling Kerensky regime through
an almost bloodless insurrection and placed power in
the hands of the workers' councils. The majority of the
peasants soon rallied behind the workers' government.
Such was the revolutionary ferment in the armed
forces that contingents of soldiers and sailors participated in the insurrection while the overwhelming majority gave it their support.
. Under the leadership of a Marxist cadre, the working
class had for the first time in history established its own
state on lasting foundations and created conditions for
the mass of the people to take .control of their .own
destiny.
The Russian Revolution was not a 'two-stage' revolution. The regime which was propped up by the reformist
leadership between February and October was not a
'bourgeois-democratic' regime. Undoubtedly it was
bourgeois; but it showed itself totally incapable of carrying through a single fundamental democratic reform.

October
The limited gains of the masses, after February, were
made only by taking matters into their own hands. The
demands of the peasantry and the oppressed nationalities, however, could only be secured after the
working class had taken state power in October.
The Bolsheviks rallied workers and peasants behind
the demand for 'Peace, Bread, and Land'-not in
February, but for the October Revolution. A
democratic slogan thus formed the rallying point of
mass support for the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Thus a crushing defeat was inflicted on world
capitalism, not in one of its most advanced centres, but
at its weakest link. The socialist revolution had begun.
The task that now lay in the hands of the working-class
movement internationally was to carry it to completion ..
Lenin, Trotsky and the Bolsheviks, applying the
method of Marxism, had always been unanimous that
the socialist revolution could only be carried to completion as an international revolution.
Internationalism conditioned their entire outlook.
They were convinced of the ripeness of the world for
socialist revolution, and saw the seizure of power by the
Russian workers as an enormous spur to the socialist
revolution in industrialised Europe, which would in turn
come to their aid.
The Mensheviks, in contrast, not being genuine internationalists, not applying the Marxist method, were
overaweCl by the backwardness of Russia when considered on its own. This led to their narrow conception
of stages; it impelled them to a reformist position; when
in power they maintained Russia's involvement in the
imperialist war; ultimately they sided openly with
counter-revolution.
In the understanding of the Bolsheviks, the seizure of
power by the working class in Russia formed part of the
socialist revolution internationally, but could not in
itself create socialism. Lenin and Trotsky insisted, like
Marx and Engels before them, that a socialist society
could not be achieved in a single country-let alone a
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country as backward as Russia at the time <;>f the First
World War. But there was not a grain of fatalism Or
pessimism in their approach.
The workers' state in Russia would obviously, of
necessity, defend to ~he utmost every revolutionary
gain. All attempts at capitalist counter-revolut~on would
be fiercely resisted. The development of the "economy
through state ownership and a plan would proceed with
all the speed that circumstances allowed.
But the principal task of the first workers' state was
to promote the international development of the revolution as the only way of securing and extending the gains
that had been made.
Not only the achievement of socialism, but all the remaining democratic tasks which the world bourgeoisie
was no longer capable of fulfilling, now rested in the
workers' hands. Henceforth, the struggle of the
peasants against landlords, of oppressed nationalities
against their oppressors, the struggle against imperialism, was part and parcel of the struggle of the
working class internationally to take power and abolish
the obsolete order of capitalism., "
The Bolshevik Party, from the moment of taking
power, played a leading role in reorganising the international movement of the workers and the international
struggle against capitalism.
The Second International had collapsed as its
chauvinist leaders had rallied to support the war effort
of their opposing national bourgeoisies. The Russian
workers' state stood out as a beacon for all genuine internationalists and revolutionaries world-wide. It
riveted the attention of the toilers struggling against
poverty, exploitation and war.
Against this background, in Moscow in 1919, the
founding conference was held of a new working-class
International: the Third (Communist) International.

The European revolution
defeated
The First World War accelerated rather than solved
the crisis of capitalism which had provoked it.
Capitalism emerged from the war in a severely
weakened state. In the capitalist countries that had gone
to war, one-third of the national wealth had been
destroyed-in the case of Germany, 60%. State debts
had risen to 62010 of total production. In 1920, only half
of productive capacity in these countries was in use. The
consumption of coal was less than in 1913. Agricultural
production was one-third lower than the average before
the war. Throughout the capitalist world, the economic
and political order lay in ruins.
Out of the blood and fire of the war, a great upsurge
in thecIass struggle once again took place. The imperialist countries were racked by economic and social
crises; and their rulers found themselves faced by an
armed, ba"ttle-hardened and embittered proletariat.
Nor were the newer capitalist countries, where there
had been a temporary upsurge of industry and a
strengthening of the working class, immune from the

general crisis of capitalism. In China, India, Latin
America-and in South Africa-workers moved into
militant action. The Russian Revolution itself was only
the first great wave in an international revolutionary
tide.
•
The Bolshevik Party, in leading the Russian workers
to victory, had stamped itself as the vanguard force of
the international workers' movement. The Communist
International (Comintern) was formed in the same
tradition of working-class internationalism. The new International was created as an instrument for extending
the" gains of the October Revolution by leading the
workers to victory over capitalism throughout Europe,
and from there in the rest of the world.

Inspiration
The formation of the Comintern acted as a magnet to
the most militant sections of workers in every capitalist
country. The Communist Party of South Africa, for example, was formed under its direct inspiration.
Under the pressure of the workers, the parties of the
Second International split in country after country, with
large numbers of the rank and file-in some cases the
majority-going over to the Comintern. Even certain
reformist leaders, pushed to the left by the pressure
from below, were forced to seek affiliation to the new
revolutionary International. In the course of just two or •
three' years of revolutionary crisis, the Communist International emerged as the most powerful revolutionary
force the world had ever seen.
The revolutionary storms out of which the Comintern
arose presented the working class with many opportunities to take power in the capitalist countries of
Europe. Revolutions took place (although they were
eventually defeated) in Hungary and Germany in
1918-1920. Revolutionary or pre-revolutionary situations developed in Italy, France and Britain in 1917-21,
and there was a revolutionary situation again in Germany in 1923.
.
The failure of the parties of the Communist International to take full advantage of these opportunities was
to be of historic significance: it was the first link in the
chain of events that has delayed the world socialist
revolution for several generations.
What were the reasons for this failure-why was the
Comintern unable, under favourable objective conditions, to carry out the purpose for which it was created?
A revolutionary leadership of the working class'does
not spring into existence fully-fledged. It needs to be
developed-to be steeled in the workers' daily struggle;
to be educated through experience in the method, the
ideas and the discipline of Marxism. The young parties
of the Third International had ~ot yet gone through this
development. Worse still, 'they carried within them
many of the dangerous weaknesses that the Second International had bequeathed.
,
Only in the Bolshevik Party in Russia had a relentless
struggle been wag~d by a Marxist leadership against opportunism, confusion and error, thus developing a
cadre that was able to rise to its task. In the remainder
of the Second International, political clarity had
become dimmed by reformist teachings and organisa-
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tion had become flabby with inertia. Within the parties
of the new International, out of their enormously promising potential, a Marxist cadre had to be built afresh.
History, however, did not allow sufficient time for
this. Almost immediately, in country after country, the
young forces of the Communist International were
flung into life-and-death struggles with the capitalist
class. Tragically, they proved unable to seize correctly
the opportunities presented.
The workers' magnificent movement, frustrated by
the lack of effective leadership, began to fragment arid
subside. This permitted the first ominous advances of
the counter-revolution-in Hungary, with the crushing
of the Soviet Republic in 1919; in Italy, with the
triumph of Fascism under Mu~olini in 1922.
Elsewhere-above all in Germany-the mistakes of the
Communist leadership permitted the old reformist
leaders to regain their influence over large sections of
the class.
Yet, despite these setbacks for the workers' movement, capitalism could not recover from its sickness.
The depths of the inter-war capitalist crisis still lay
ahead. For the workers new opportunities would open
up of rectifying past mistakes and carrying further the
socialist revolution. Far worse blows would have to be
suffered before the working class would be defeated for
any length of time.

Degeneration of the
Soviet Union
The first setbacks of the workers' revolution in
Europe meant the prolonged isolation cif the first
workers' state in a relatively backward country. With
support from the advanced proletariat and the modern
industrial economies of Europe and America cut off,
the Soviet Union was thrown back on its own meagre
resources.
The Russian working class had been exhausted by the
rigours of the First World War and the years of civil war
that followed. The economy was devastated. Tens of
thousands of the most politically conscious workers had
been among the first to sacrifice their lives in defence of
the revolution against intervention by 21 armies of imperialism. Skilled technicians and administrators who
supported the revolution were few and far between; yet
these skills were desperately needed to rebuild the shattered society.
Under these conditions, the Soviet state had no alternative but to rely on the trained people who were
present-in general, the same individuals who had
previously served under Tsarism. With the working
class severely weakened, a new bureaucracy began to
coalesce. Exploiting the exhaustion of the workers and
poor peasants, relying on the support of the middle and
rich peasants, and abusing its monopoly of skills and
administrative know-how, the bureaucracy by degrees
wrested control of the state apparatus from the remaining cadre,of the revolutionary workers.

The degeneration of the Soviet state went hand in
hand with the bureaucratic take-over of the Communist
Party (as the Bolshevik Party had been· renamed in
1919). Together with Trotsky, despite the burdens of a
.fatal illness, Lenin fought the last great battle of his life
against this counter-revolutionary encroachment, With
growing arrogance, however, the bureaucracy continued to eliminate workers' democracy from the state
and the party, steadily consolidating its powers and
privilege.
..
Even before Lenin's death, Stalin began to emerge as
the leader and personification of this dictatorship by a
bureaucratic caste. The bureaucracy, while hailing the
name of Lenin, suppressed his political testament
(which called for the dismissal of Stalin from the position of General Secretary) anq trampled his teachings
underfoot.
.
Trotsky explained the character of Stalin's regime in
the Soviet Union by comparing its rise to power with the
political counter-revolution carried out by Napoleon
Bonaparte in the early years of the bourgeois revolution
in France. The power of feudalism had been smashed in
France by a mass revolutionary movement, which
brought the bourgeoisie to power. But the bourgeoisie
could not stabilise a democra~ic regime.
The military dictatorship of Bonaparte took over,
'drove the masses from the streets, crushed the
democratic movement, and usurped political power
from the bourgeoisie-but nevertheless defended
bourgeois property relations against feudal restitution.
Bonaparte's regime was therefore a form of
bourgeois state, despite the fact that the bourgeoisie
itself did not directly rule. That much was commonly
acknowledged in Marxist theory.
A workers' revolution, Trotsky· explained, could be
affected similarly by a political counter-revolution.
The course of events had prevented the Russian working class from consolidating its democratic hold on
power. The direct rule of the proletariat had been
replaced by the dictatorship of a bureaucracy.
This regime ruled by the sword, crushing workers'
democracy but nevertheless maintaining in the· last
analysis the property relations of a workers' state. To
characterise this regime,' Trotsky used the term proletarian bonapartism.

Bureaucracy
The bureaucracy thus faced in two directions. On the
one hand, in the interests of its own power, it was compelled t~ defend state control of industry and the planned economy against all att~mpts at capitalist restoration. At the same time it defended its own privileged existence, through absolute control of the state machine,
against the working class. ,
The bureaucracy was-and remains to this
day-inherently opposed to democratic control by the
masses over the state and society, and to any independent move~nt. of the workers which might challenge its
power.
In 1924 the' Stalinist bureaucracy abruptly produced
its 'theory' that it was possible to construct 'socialism'
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within a single country. This theory was a total repudiation of the whole tradition and method of Marxism, and
of everything the Bolshevik Party had stood for. In
reality, it reflected the fact that the developing
bureaucratic caste was in the process of carrying
through a political counter-revolution against the working class.
Could 'socialism' be built in Russia alone as the
bureaucracy claimed? The country had certainly
undergone a socialist revolution. Capitalism had been
overthrown in Russia. But could the transition to a
socialist society-i.e. socialism-be effected under a
bureaucratic regime?
Marx and Engels had anticipated the overthrow of
capitalism first in the industrialised countries; therefore
they had not expected any long interruption in the carrying through of the socialist revolution world-wide. Nor,
for the same reason, had they doubted that the overthrow of the bourgeoisie would result in workers' states
democratically organised and controlled by the working
class itself.
The workers' revolution, in their perspective, would
thus from the outset release, at the very centre of world
production, the capacity for economic development and
social progress on a much higher level than had been attainable under capitalism. This would take place under
workers' democracy. It is not surprising, therefore, that
in the writings of Marx and Engels the ideas of the
socialist revolution, a workers' state, the dictatorship of
the proletariat and socialism are often used interchangeably, to refer to one and the same thing. The
same may be found in many of the writings of Lenin
and Trotsky, particularly in the earlier years.
Socialism, nevertheless, has always borne a precise
meaning in Marxism, as a careful study of the works of
these great teachers will show. Socialism is itself a transitional form Of society towards communism-towards
conditions of material abundance in which the class
division of society itself will have ceased, and in which
all need for a repressive machinery, or state, standing
over society will have disappeared.

Withering away
Elaborating Marx's and Engels' ideas, Lenin explained in detail in State and Revqlution how the dictatorship
of the proletariat-necessary at first to .suppress the
bourgeoisie and the bourgeois reaction-would itself
fall away with the dissolution of the classes and the
withering away of the state. This process of withering
away-an essential feature of socialism-would in fact
begin with the very seizure of power by the working
class. But that required workers' democracy as the
political form of the workers' state.
It is enough to glance through the works of Lenin to
. realise how hopelessly confused and contradictory is the
very notion (popularised by Stalinism) of a 'socialist
state'~let alone the use of that term to describe the
totalitarian monstrosities which have arisen in the
Soviet Union and elsewhere.
The rise of the bureaucracy in Russia after the revolution represented a political counter-revolution against

workers' democracy-but it remained on the foundations of state ownership and planning, the economic
foundations of a workers' state.
Thus Russia remained a workers' state and a society
in transition-but with its passage to socialism blocked
by two formidable obstacles, each reinforcing the other.
These /were the delay in the revolution in the industrialised capitalist countries, which alone could have opened
the way of rapid progress to material abundance; and
the rule of the Stalinist bureaucracy, whose overthrow
by the working class is essential before any withering
away of the state can begin.

ABC
Stalin's idea of 'socialism in one country' denied the
very ABC of Marxism, but its logic for the bureaucracy
is not difficult to understand. 'Building socialism' and
supporting the bureaucracy were proclaimed to be one'
and the same.
The bureaucracy depends entirely on the nation-state
. to safeguard its position. Inevitably, this has meant the
repudiation of working-class internationalism.
In practice the Moscow bureaucracy increasingly
abandoned the struggle to carry the revolution beyond
the borders of the Soviet Union itself-thus turning its
back on the immense progress that would have opened
up for humanity as a whole through the spread of the
socialist revolution to the industrialised West.
A bonapartist regime, having no firm social roots of
its own, is compelled to balance between the opposing
class forces. The bureaucracy has thus had an inherent
tendency to zig-zag, switching from one policy to its opposite without any rational basis other than the protection of its own power, and demanding unquestioning
obedience to each bewildering twist and turn.
The Russian bureaucracy, as it lifted itself above
society as a privileged upper layer, leaned at one moment on the rich peasants (or kulaks) to support it
against the poor peasants and workers, and the next
upon the workers to defend it against a capitalist
recovery.
To secure the workers' state against capitalist restoration and protect the gains of the revolution, Trotsky and
the Bolshevik Left Opposition advanced in 1923 the first
proposal for a comprehensive economic plan. Despite
the limitations of development in conditions of isolation, this would at le.ast make possible the development
of industry under state ownership and provide the
manufactured goods which would help to win the support of the peasantry for the vital collectivisation of
agriculture.
Th~ policy was rejected outright by Stalin's regime.
"Socialism at a snail's l'>ace" became its motto in
this period. Stalin' coined the stupid joke that
to try and build the hydro~electric dam on the Dnieper
River was like telling a poor peasant to buy a
gramophone instead of a cow. Here was summed up the
contemptuous attitude of the bureaucrat, not merely to
the workers, but to the peasant masses.
Incapable of mobilising the energies of the masses
and raising their consciousness for the tasks of
reconstruction, the bureaucracy preferred at first to rely
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on the rich peasants. Agriculture would be developed on
the basis of private profit.
What Lenin had earlier seen as a short-term expedient
under desperate circumstances at the end of the civil
war. was turned by the bureaucracy into a strategy for
the long term. "Enrich yourselves!" was Bukharin's
call to the kulaks. The idea was, through increasing the
exploitation of the poor peasants, to extract the surplus
necessary for industrial development.
But by 1927 the kula14s had so enriched themselves.
and consolidated their grip on agriculture that they tried
to hold the regime to ransom. The workers'- state,
bureaucratieally deformed and divided internally, faced
a challenge to its very existence. The pressure of the
kulaks, raising the spectre of. the restoration of
capitalism, threatened also the basis of the
bureaucracy's own privilege and power.
Therefore, in a complete about-turn, Stalin swung
over to a policy of all-out industrialisation, forced collectivisation, and the liquidation of the kulaks.
The Left Opposition's earlier proposals for a fiveyear plan were now adopted, but in the form of a
monstrous caricature, which imposed terrible hardship
on the working masses. The forced collectivisation of
agriculture inflicted a toll on the peasantry, through
famine, deportation and slaughter, of an estimated 20
million dead.

Parasite
This was the 'socialism' of the usurper bureaucracy.
The state, withdrawn from workers' con~rol, had
become a horrible parasite on 'the back of society.
Despite this, however, when contrasted with the inability of decaying capitalism to develop the productive
forces, the role of the Stalinist bureaucracy as managers
of the planned economy was, and remained for a considerable period, 'historically progressive. Even under
the deformities of a dictatorship" great material gains
were made in comparison with the stagnation of
capitalism, especially in an under~developed country.
Although at probably three times the ,cost of the
capitalist economies, backward Russia became
transformed under the rule of Stalinism into an industrialised country. eventually rivalling the major
capitalist powers in production and surpassing them in
military might.
In the period from 1928 to 1938, the annual output of
electricity in the USSR rose from 5 to 40 milliard Kwhs;
steel from 4,3 to 18,1 million tons; machine tools from
2 000 to 55 300; and motor vehicles and tractors from a
mere 2 100 to 260000. The output of basic consumer
goods also rose steeply.
These achievements demonstrated over and over
again the superiority of a planned economy. In a
backward country, where it was still largely a question
of· developing an economic infrastructure and laying the
baSIS for industry. the economy could be managed and
controlled by a bureaucratic elite-with inevitable.
waste, inefficiency and corruption-and yet still show
spectacular progress. It took several more decades
before the Russian economy, massively extended and

sophisticated on the basis of modern industry, began to
seize up in the stranglehold of the bureaucracy.

Degeneration of the
Comintern
The rise of the bureaucracy to power in Russia was
not accomplished without great political struggles and,
increasingly, the imposition of a police dictatorship. Of
the gains that had been made by the revolutionary
workers through the October Revolution, nothing remained by the end of the 1920s but state ownership and
economic planning. The very name "Soviet Union" had
become no more than a token of the brief period following the October Revolution when soviets (workers'
councils) held power.
The struggle of the bureaucracy against the Marxists-grouped as the Left Opposition within the Communist Party-became increasingly vicious. The
bureaucracy, fearing above all else the resurgence of the
workers, became increasingly tyrannical in its repression
of all opposition.
.
The dictatorship or Stalin was consolidated Over a
period of ten years of one-sided civil war by the
bureaucracy against the working class and peasants.
Not only were the trade unions and the Party transformed into mere tools of the bureaucracy; thousands of
worker-militants were murdered by the regime in
'purges', and countless thousands more were sent to a
lingering death in Stalin's slave-labour camps.
Consistent Bolsheviks were slaughtered in their
thousands. Trotsky, the leading spokesman of
Bolshevism after Lenin's death and leader of the Left
Opposition, was first exiled to Siberia, then deported
from the Soviet Union, and finally murdered in Mexico
in 1940_by an agent of Stalin's secret police.
Those in the Communist Party who adhered to the
position of Marxism and Bolshevism fought every step
of the way against the degeneration of the Soviet
regime. But, with the isolation of the revolution in a
backward country, with the workers' movement
weakened and unable to check the bureaucracy. the
balance of forces turned more and more against them.
The degeneration of the regime in the Soviet Union
was accompanied by the' degeneration of the Cornmumst international. With the growing influence of
Stalin and his henchmen, the early weaknesses and errors of the Communist party leaderships were not
systematic.ally analysed in the International, and thus
remained uncorrected. l\4ore and more the policies of
the Comintern were spaped, not by the requirements of
the international class struggle, but by the interests of
the Russian bureaucracy-which were held to represent
'socialism' .
Errors became compounded and mistaken policies entrenched. In Britain. the Comintern fostered an uncritical alliance between the Russian trade unions and
reformist leaders of the' British trade union
movement-and maintained it even after the British
trade union leaders had cynically betrayed the General
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Strike of 1926 and the miners' strike that continued. In
consequence the vanguard of the working class in Britain was severely disoriented, and the infant British
Communist Party lost an historical opportunity to
develop as a mass force.
In China, even more disastrous policies were followed. Between 1925 and 1927 the working class of China
launched a series of strikes and uprisings against the
semi-colonial regime and its imperialist overlords. This
stimulated a massive movement among the peasantry
for the seizure of land from the landlords.
The membership of the trade unions doubled and
doubled again in three years, embracing nearly three
million workers by 1927. The peasant leagues in the
southern provinces organised ten million peasants. The
Chinese Communist Party grew from a tiny group to a
force of 60 000. The Chinese working class was
demonstrating its tremendous capacity to lead the struggle of the masses for power in society.
The people of the Soviet Union, completely encircled
by imperialism, had everything to gain from a rs:volutionary victory in China. Not only would it have changed the balance of forces internationally; it would have
given the Russian working class a powerful boost in the
struggle to restore workers' democracy and regenerate
the workers' state.
But the Russian bureaucracy feared the independent
movement of the working class and held its revolu-'
tionary potential in contempt. Instead they had gross illusions in the capacity of the Chinese bourgeoisie to
struggle against imperialism.
In consequence a fatal policy of class-collaboration
was followed in regard to China. At the insistence of
Stalin and the Comintern leadership, the Chinese Communist Party leadership capitulated to the bourgeois
leadership of the Kuomintang nationalist movement.
The Kuomintang (KMT) claimed to represent the interests of the Chinese people in the struggle against the
landlords, imperialism and its local agents. In fact, the
bourgeois leadership of the KMT was tied by a thousand
threads to the landlord class and the imperialists. Even
less than in Russia in 1917 was the so-called
'progressive' bourgeoisie capable of carrying through a
bourgeOis-democratic revolution-these tasks
necessitated a struggle against the bourgeoisie.

Held back
Yet Stalin and the Comintern leadership held back the
Chinese CP from taking the lead in the struggle against
landlordism and imperialism, and fighting for a socialist
revolution.
In 'a caricature ·even of Menshevism, the KMT was
welcomed into the Comintern as a sympathising section.
Thus covered with the mantle of world communism, the
KMT leader Chiang Kai-shek could prepare for his role
of executioner of the revolutionary workers.
The Comintern leadership instructed the Chinese
Communists to sacrifice their own programme in favour
of the bourgeois programme of the KMT, to enrol in it
as individual members, to dissolve their independent
press-and even hand over a list of their members to the

KMT leadership.
The result was the crushing defeat of the Chinese
revolution of the 1920s. The liquidationist policy of the
CP leadership left the working class politically disarmed
in the class confrontations that emerged inevitably out
of the revolutionary crisis in society. In 1927 the flower
of the Chinese proletariat was slaughtered at the hands
of their supposed 'progressive' ally, the Chinese
bourgeoisie headed by Chiang Kai-shek.
, In the meantime, in Russia, the Stalinist "regime was
becoming alarmed at the growing power of the wealthy
peasants. Simultaneously, on the international front,
the regime had experienced disastrous failures of its
policy of class-collaboration and tame compromises
with the social-democratic leaders in the West.

Veered
Having burned their fingers on one mistake, the
Comintern leadership abruptly swung over in 1928 to ...
the opposite mistake. From shorHighted opportunism,
. they veered blindly to ultra-left sectarianism. This pro~
duced the most terrible defeat that the working-class
movement had suffered in its entire history.
The German bourgeoisie, reeling under the blows of
the world economic collapse of 1929-1932, had unleashed the Nazi movement, led by Hitler, in a desperate effort to crush the workers' movement. The socialdemocratic leadership, to which a majority of German
workers looked at that stage, proved too degenerate and
timid to lead a struggle against Hitler.
Thus the Communist Party had the task of mobilising
a united struggle of the workers' parties against the
fascist menace, and carrying through the overthrow of
capitalism. Instead, the CP leadership, at the dictate of
the Comintern officials, ordered their followers into action ... against the social-democratic workers!
The reason given for this was that there was 'no difference' between social-democrats and fascists; that all
those outside the Communist Party were 'objectively'
fascists; that the 'social-fascists' (social·democrats)
were already in power; that the 'social-fascists'
needed to be destroyed before the 'Hitler-fascists' could
be dealt with.
'
Thaelmann, the German CP leader, made clear the
official Comintern attitude in a speech in September
1932 (at the same time showing, incidentally, that he
completely misunderstood the strategy of unlled rankand-file struggle against the fascists called for by Trotsky and the Left Opposition):
. "In his pamphlet on the question. Haw will Nalional
Socialism be Defeated?, Trotsky gives always onc reply:
'The German CP must make" a bloc with the Social
Democracy .. .'. In framing this bloc, Trotsky sees the only
way for completely saving the German working class
against fascism. EITHER THE CP WILL MAKE A BLOC
WITH THE SOCIAL DEMOCRACY OR THE GERMAN WORKING CLASS IS LOST FOR 10 TO 20
YEARS.
..
"This is the theory of a completely ruined fascist and
counter-revolutionary. This theory is the worst theory, the
most dangerous theory and the m0st criminal that Trotsky
has constructed in the last years of his counter-
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revolutionary propaganda."

Through this incredible sectarian madness, Hitler
was permitted to come to power without a shot being
fired against him by the strongest C.ommunist Party in
Europe.
The defeat of the German working class in 1933 led to
the destruction of the workers' organisations and
strengthened the hand of reaction throughout Europe,
thus opening the way to the Second World War. For the
working class internationally, it was a catastrophic
blow.
Yet, incredibly, the Comintern leadership refused to
admit that any defeat had been suffered; consequently,
it refused to re-examine and correct its position. In·
stead, it proclaimed that the fascist victory in Germany
would be followed immediately and effortlessly by the
victory of the workers!
The Left OPPosition in the Soviet Union and the
Communist movement internationally fought against
these wrong policies with all the means at its disposal.
At every stage it worked out and put forward the revolu·
tionary Marxist alternative.
But. through repression of debate, expulsions, the
replacement of leaders, and assassinations of opposition
elements, the Communist Parfles had become
transformed into tools of the Mpscow bureaucracy. The
task of defending the Soviet Union by carrying forward
the socialist revolution on a world scale had been replac·
ed by the narrow diplomatic function of serving the interests of the bureaucracy. In the Soviet Union itself,
nothing remained by the 1930's of the Bolshevik Party
of Lenin and its leadership.

The period of Popular
Fronts
The degeneration of the Comintern 'was revealed over
and over again in the years leading up to the Second
World War. The catastrophic depression of the
capitalist economy in 1929-1932 had thrown the whOle
world into turmoil and opened up deep social crisis
throughout most of Western Europe.
The CP leaders proved quite incapable of taking ad·
vantage of even the most· favourable conditions for the
overthrow of capitalism. Instead they were responsible
for fresh defeats of the workers' movement internationally and of the socialist revolution.
These defeats were no longer merely the result of in·
experience, short-sightedness or error. During the 19305
they came to represent the conscious policy of Stalin
and the bureaucracy.
After Hitler's victory, the Russian bureaucracy woke
up to the need to protect itself against fascism. It did not
attempt, however, to destroy the fascist monster by
mobilising an international movement of the workers
for revolution.
The consequence of victory would have been to rally
the Russian workers and put an end to the privileged existence of the bureaucracy itself.
Instead, at the Comintern conference of 1935, the

bureaucracy announced a sharp turn to the right. Its
policy now became aimed at establishing alliances with
the 'Allied' imperialist powers ranged against German
imperialism.
In order to cement agreement with this section of the
bourgeoisie, Stalin and his followers at the head of the
Communist parties internationally showed themselves
quite prepared to sacrifice the workers' struggle for
socialism. Throughout the world they now proclaimed
the tactic of the 'popular front'.

Alliances
By this was meant forming alliances between the
workers' parties and the so-called 'progressive'
capitalist parties (the liberals) for the purpose of defending democracy. According to the theory of the
'popular front', the working class must give up the
revolutionary struggle for power; must agree not to
tamper with bourgeois property· or attempt to overthrow capitalism-in return for the support of the
liberal bourgeois against fascism and military dictatorship.
Ifhis approach flies in the face of everything Marxism
teaches. One has only to compare it with Marx's and
Engels' above-quoted advice to the German workers in
1850 to see the contrast plainly.
'Popular frontism' likewise shows a complete
disregard of the material basis of the struggle for
democracy. The threat to democracy in the capitalist
world springs from the incapacity of the system to consistently raise or maintain living standards for the mass
of the people; the necessity for the bourgeoisie under
coriditions of capitalist crisis to attack the position of
the working class.
Faced by a powerful challenge of the workers' movement at such times. capitalism can only grant very temporary reforms. The capitalists-including the
liberals-are obliged to take them back at the first opportunity. Right-wing, military-police and fascist die·
tatorships have historically served the bourgeoisie as the
instruments of this attack on the working people.
The foundation for reaction is the capitalist state
machinery-the 'armed bodies ·of men' as Engels put
it-which maintain the rule of the bourgeoisie.
Because of their class interests, the liberal bourgeoisie
can never agree to act decisively against the forces of
reaction. Above all they cannot undermine their own
state power. Coalition governments with the liberals, no
matter how 'progressive' in words, have repeatedly
demonstrated their feebleness, vacillation and paralysis
in the face of reactionary threats.
In fact, as Trotsky explained., the liberal bourgeoisie
will only 'make agreements with the workers' parties
when they cannot hold on to power in any other way.
They depend in an acute crisis on the leaders of the
workers' movement to hold the mass;!s back from
revolution.
this way the 'popular front' becomes a
strike·breaking conspiracy against the movement of the
working class.
Under the cover of the 'popular front', the
bourgeoisie prepares to bare the fangs of open reaction

In
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as soon as conditions allow. In the course of the 1930s,
against the background of severe economic and social
crisis, the 'popular front' policies of the Communist
Parties, together with the social-democratic reformists,
resulted in a succession of victories for reaction and the
capitalist class.
In Spain, between 1931 and 1936, the workers and
peasants rose massively against capitalist rule and moved into a series of magnificent struggles.
In 1931 the rule of the king was swept away. In
February 1936 the Popular Front of the Socialist and
Communist parties with the 'progressive' bourgeqis
republicans, promising sweeping reforms, was voted into power by the workers and peasants.
Immediately the masses surged forward to carry the
programme of the Front into' practice. Factories were
occupied; land was seized by the peasants. The feeble
bourgeois Republic was brought within a hair's breadth
of collapse.
General Franco and his fascist movement emerged as
the ultimate defender of Spanish capitalism against the
workers' revolution.
,
In response, workers armed themselves and formed
their own militias. Over much of Spain the armed
workers were in control of society. All that was
necessary, in fact, was to deal the final blow to the remaining organs of the bourgeois state and to consolidate in their place democratic institutions of
workers' power.
Yet the leadership of the Spanish Communist Party,
together with the social-democratic reformists, held
back the workers from power and propped up the tottering bourgeois regime. The Popular Front government
took on the task of reconstructing the capitalist state!
Workers who opposed these reactionary
policies-identical to the policies ot the Mensheviks in
Russia-were disarmed, disorganised and even gunTled down by Stalin's secret police sent to Spain for the
purpose. The workers' militias were forcibly disbanded
and power was returned to the capitalist class. '

Dictatorship
This horrifying betrayal of the revolution split and
demoralised the workers' movement, and left the
peasantry in confusion. It opened the way for the victory of Franco in the Civil War and the coming to power
of his vicious dictator~hip-which lasted almost 40
years.
Inevitably. this defeat meant the immediate slaughter
of organised workers, trade unionists and political activists in rheir thousands-including those who had
loyally followed the instructions of the CP lejJdership.
In France too, between 1934 and 1936, the workers
surged forward in waves of struggle against the crisisridden capitalist order. Here, too, the CP leaders formed a Popular Front with the 'progressive' ,bourgeoisie.
In May 1936 the coalition of the Communist Party,
Socialist Party and bourgeois Radicals gained an electoral majority. The workers saw the coming to power of
the Popular Front as a signal to move out onto the

streets, occupy the factories, and begin to carry the
Popular Front programme into action. Even the armed
forces began to be infected by the revolutionary mood
of the masses. '
Again, however, the CP leadership-no less than the
reformists-recoiled in horror from the social revolution which the upsurge of the workers had placed on the
agenda. Instead they called for an end to the strikes.
Political relationships within the mass of society
change with extreme rapidity in a revolutionary situation, as Lenin always emphasised. Yet the CP leadership
refused to acknowledge the revolutionary opportunity
now presented. Instead their standpoint was what Marx
had denounced as "parliamentary cretinism". Pro~
claiming the sanctity of their 'compromise with the
bourgeoisie, and of the parliamentary arithemetic
already outstrip'ped by events, the CP leaders held the
masses back from revolution. Thus they prepared the
defeat of the Popular Front and another victory for
reaction.

War'
Defeat after defeat for the working class in Europe
did not solve capitalism's crisis. Fascism itself was only
the most rabid symptom of the sickness of the system.
Now frenzied competition among the imperialist
powers-~harpened by the, expansionist. drive of Nazi
Germany-plunged mankind once again towarci.s war.
In 1939. Stalin signalled the depths to which the
Russian bureaucracy had descended-equalling that of
the reformists in 1914-by signing a pact of mutual
peace with Hitler. This Pact cleared the way for the German invasion of Poland, which precipitated the Second
World War, and was maintained until Hitler invaded
Russia in 1941.
In arguing against the false slogan of 'socialism in one
country', Trotsky had explained the dire consequences
it would have for the Soviet workers' state. As early as
1925, he had also predicted its effects on the parties of
the Comintern. Those that accepted this false. antiMarxist perspective, he warned, would inevitably
degenerate into nationalist reformist parties, each tailing behind its 'own' bourgeoisie.
By the time of the Second World War, this warning
had been amply confirmed. Shortly before the war, for
example, the French Communist Party had called for a
'United National Front' embracing not only the 'good',
'national' capitalists but also the 'good'. 'national'
French faSCists-against the dangers of German
fascism!
Every Communist Party' in the world suffered
degeneration along similar lines. All these parties had
remained 'Communist' in name only. They no longer
had anything genuinely in common with the revolutionary party of Lenin. All that bound them together
was dependence on the power of the Russian
bureaucracy, exp~essed in adherence to the cult of Stalin
and the uncritical obedience of their leaders to the instructions issuing from the Kremlin.
Thus, on 'the eve of the Second World War-as in
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1914-the working class was left without a revolutionary leadership internationally. The consequences of
the Stalinist betrayal fell most acutely on the Russian
working class itself. The policies of class collaboration-which, it was claimed;"would 'defend the Soviet
Unio!!' -led instead to the invasion of the Soviet Union
by the most vicious forces of capitalist reaction, inflicting untold havoc on the gains of the October Revolution. '
Through the defeats of two decades, the vanguard of
the working class internationally had been decimated
and demoralised. Millions of organised workers had
been driven to lose hope of achieving socialism in their
lifetime and resigned themselves bitterly to capitalist
rule. Only the shock of still greater events could once
again lift the mass of the working class onto the road of
fresh revolutionary struggles.
The forces of Marxism world-wide were once again
reduced to tiny handfuls. They had struggled within the
Communist Parties to win back the Communist workers
to the programme of social revolution; but their forces
had been too small to prevent catastrophe. After 1933
no alternative remained but to rebuild the workers'
Marxist cadre independently of the Comintern. Its
forces would have to be drawn from the layers of fresh
young workers who, under the imPact of the world
crisis, were obliged to turn to the masrorganisations of
their class.
With the crisis of capitalism unresolved and the working class paralysed by its lack of revolutionary leadership, renewed imperialist war became inevitable.
Trotsky, who had long foreseen the coming conflagration, predicted that the war would end in a
massive new upsurge of the international working class.
The choice that faced humanity, he warned, was that
between socialism and barbarism. The future would depend on resolving the crisis of leadership in the working
class through the construction of a new mass revolutionary International.

The Second World War
and its consequences
The Second World War was tht: result of the rottenripeness of world capitalism for the socialist revolution.
The defeat and delay of that revolution made the war inevitable.
The anarchy of capitalism, given free rein by the
failure of the workers' leadership, culminated in a barbaric orgy of destruction. The mass murder of six
million Jews in Europe, and the incineration of 150 000
people by two American atomic bombs dropped on
Japanese cities, were among the gruesome consequences. The Soviet Union, invaded by Nazi Germany
in June 1941, suffered for the Stalinist betrayal of the
socialist revolution in Europe with at least 20 million
dead.
The course and outcome of the Second World War
proved the decisive influence on the ensuing epoch'. The

war unfolded, in Europe, essentially as a struggle to the
death between Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia.
The 'Allied' imperialist powers, on the whole, had
banked on Germany and Russia bringing each other to
their knees. This would have enabled them-so they
hoped-to redivide Eastern Europe into their own
spheres of domination and reimpose capitalism on
Russia.
But Hitler's invasion of Russia had an entirely different outcome, and produced a disaster for imperialism.
.
Stalin himself had been totally unprepared for the invasion and did not believe that the Red Army (its leadership decimated in his purges of the 1930s) was capable
of defeating Hitler's military might. But the Russian
workers and peasants were made of sterner stuff.
They were confronted with an invader of unprecedented ferocity, who inflicted barbarous policies
of racial slavery. The masses, having no wish to exchange the dictatorship of Stalin for the savagery of
Hitler, fought fiercely to defend the material gains of
the October revolution. The Red Army rallied and
became the decisive force in the defeat of German
fascism.

Invasion
By 1944 the Allied imperialists were confronted with
the sweeping advance of the Red Army across Eastern
Europe towards Berlin. It was in a desperate attempt to
contain this advance-which otherwise could have
reached the English Channel-that the USA and Britain
launched their own invasion of Europe from the West,
finally meeting the Red Army on the Elbe.
As the master of all Eastern Europe, including half of
Germany, Russia had now to be reckoned with as a
world power.
By a cruel irony of history, the victory over Fascism,
paid for with the blood and heroism of millions of
workers and peasants, served to strengthen enormously
the Stalinist dictatorship.
After Hitler's invasion of Russia, the Kremlin
bureaucracy had swung back to its policy of seeking collaboration with the Allied imperialists-and persisted in
it even after the defeat of Hitler. At the end of the war
the British and American imperialists, faced with Russian power, found it expedient to come to terms with
Stalin. At top-level meetings at Yalta and Potsdam,
Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill reached secret
agreements dividing the world into 'spheres of influence' between the great powers.
In Eastern Europe the collapse of Nazism and its collaborators under the advance .of the Red Army had
meant the flight of the'old ruling class. In these countries the Russian bureaucracy' was conceded hegemony
by the imperialist powers. The nominal 'coalition'
governments formed there by Stalin resembled Popular
Fronts. But effective state power was in the hands of the
Red Army and not of the bourgeoisie. In all the countries of Eastern Europe the social basis of capitalism
had been shattered completely.
In country after country economic collapse could on-
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ly be prevented by the nationalisation of the major
means of production and the establishment of a planned
economy.
Consequently, states were constructed in the image of
Moscow-not workers' democracies in the manner of
Lenin's Moscow, but totalitarian states modelled on
Stalin's Moscow of 1945.
Through the guns of the Red Army, the Russian
regime ensured that the new workers' states were
deformed from the outset, presided over by a
bureaucratic caste, obedient to the Kremlin, and totally
excluding any form of control by the working class
itself.

Stalinism
In Western Europe the peculiar course of the war had
the effect of strengthening the hold of Stalinism on the
workers' movement.
The bourgeoisie in the countries invaded by Nazi Germany had collaborated with the occupation forces, and
even relied on the guns of the German army for maintaining 'law and order'. Now with the defeat of
Fascism, the ground was cut from under their feet.
, As a result of military service and wartime resistance
against Nazi occupation, workers in many countries
were armed. In the wake of the war, strikes, factory occupations and armed workers' militias created the
possibility of proletarian rule in Italy, Greece and
France.
The stage was once again set for social revolution. A
victory for workers' democracy in just one of these important countries of Europe would have sparked fires
across the face of the world.
, But in every case the position and prestige of the
degenerated Communist Parties had been enormously
enhanced in the course of the war. Exp~ctations of a
revolutionary lead by the CP's had been aroused both
by their role in the underground resistance against
Fascism and, above all, by the titanic war effort of the
Soviet Union.
These hopes, however, were cruelly disappointed.
The Russian bureaucracy, faced with the need to maintain control over the Russian working class. had nQthing
to gain and everything to lose from promoting the
workers' revolution internationally.
Stalin agreed with Roosevelt and Churchill that
Western Europe should remain in the hands of imperialism. This agreement, entirely in the spirit of
present-day 'detente'. ensured the delay of the socialist
revolution in the West for a whole generation more.
In Greece, the armed resistance movement of the
workers and peasants, led by the Communist Party, had
the capacity to take state power in 1944-5. Instead,
following Stalin's orders, the CP capitulated to imperialism, seeking to form a 'broad patriotic' government, and lea\ ing the state machine in the hands of profascist elements.
British imperialism took advantage of this situation
to launch a bloody assault on the workers' and
peasants' movement. In this they correctly counted on
Stalin washing his hands of the fate of the Greek revolu-

tion.
In the civil war which followed (1946-8) Stalin gave no
military support to the masses fighting British (and later
US) imperialism. Over a million Greek workers and
peasants lost their lives.
Also in France, Italy and elsewhere, Stalinism needed
to disarm the workers and head off their movement in
order to hand back power to the capitalist class.
In France, the Communist leader Thorez arrived back
from Moscow with instructions to the workers to halt
their strike movement, to surrender their arms and support a coalition government of the Communist Party
with capitalist parties. Also at this time Thorez told a
leader of the Vietnamese resistance that he "ardently
hoped to see the French flag flying over every territory
in the French Union" and that he "had not the slightest
intention of being held responsible for a sell-out of
France's positions in Indochina."
In Italy the defeat of Fascism in 1943-1944 meant the
virtual collapse of capitalist power and the beginning of
the largest popular insurrection in Italy's history. The
,workers and peasants (organised in their hundreds of
thousands into the armed forces of the CP-led antiFascist Partisans) exercised effective control in many
areas of the country.
Had this insurrectionary movement been taken to its
conclusion, with the establishment of a revolutionary
workers' government in Italy, the effect on the world
working-class movement would have been explosive.
Ordinary soldiers of the occupying Allied armies
(workers in uniform) would ha,ve carried the flames of
revolution back to every corner of America, Britain-and South Africa as well.
But this was not to be. In Italy, too, the CP leadership-on the instructions of Moscow-supported the
disarming of the workers and peasants, and handed
back power to the capitalist class in the form of a coalition government of bourgeois, social-democratic and
Communist ministers.

Surrender
Thus, misled yet again by the leaders of the Communist parties as well as the leaders of the socialdemocracy (the latter had remained, unswerving
throughout in their support for capitalism) the workers
were compelled to surrender to the capitalist class the
power they had gained. Nor were the CP leaders
rewarded as they had hoped for their collaboration with
the bourgeoisie. Once they had served their purpose of
bringing the working class back under capitalist control,
they were thrown contemptuously out of the governments in Italy and France.
Nothing was left of the Third International which,
under the leadership of Lenin and Trotsky, had stood
out as a lighthouse to the peoples of the world, showing
the way to the transformation of society. Its revolutionary traditions were now preserved only by tiny
forces. compelled to swim against the stream for a
whole historical period.
The official end of the International had come in
1943, when Stalin dissolved the Comintern-by decree
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and without debate-on the eve of the revolutionary upsurge at the end of the war. This cynical act was intended as a sign to Stalin's imperialist 'allies', Roosevelt and
Churchill, that the Russian bureaucracy had finally
abandoned all thought of revolution in the West. It was
tamely endorsed by all the hational CPs.
In the heartland of imperialism, the United States of
America, the Communist Party actually dissolved itself
in 1944, at Moscow's urging. For as Browder, its
General Secretary, explained: "Capitalism and Communism have begun to march together towards the
peaceful society of tomorrow"!
He claimed that the objective of "continued national
unity" after the war required laying aside the idea of
class struggle and cooperating with all sections of the
population-including the monopoly capitalists-for

the benefit of the nation as a whole! In such a post-war
world of class harmony and peaceful relations between
capitalist and 'socialist' nations, he declared, there
would be no need for the Communist Party.
In other CPs, including South AfriCa's, a similar
course of action was seriously debated.
These were the political conditions which set the scene
for the post-war development of capitalism. The rule of
the capitalist class in the West had been saved by the
combined efforts of the social-democratic and Communist Party leaderships.
Thus secured, the capitalist class could turn its attention to the economic reconstruction of Europe and with
it, a new cycle of capitalist expansion throughout the
world.
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Chapter ·3
The Crisis of the Capitalist
Powers
.,

,

The upswing of capitalism after the Second World
War became the main determining factor of world
history for an entire generation.
It is essential to understand that the precondition for
this upswing was the defeat of the revolutionary wave at
the end of the war. The development of the productive
forces is not autonomous or independent of the class
struggle. The crisis of proletarian leadership, which was
resp()nsible for a whole series of defeats, bears the central responsibility for prolonging the life of world
capitalism.
Lenin and Trotsky had explained that, if the class
struggle is left out of account, capitalism can always
regenerate itself out of a crisis in which productive
forces are destroyed. For the bourgeoisie, the human
misery of depressions and wars has its positive side-in
restoring the rate of profit and creating a renewed
market for capitalist production.
By the di~lectic of the system, the devastation of
Europe and Japan in the war provided a market
especially for capital goods and thus stimulated the
post-war upswing. UN economists have estimated that
the reconstruction of Europe exerted an effect on the
world market for about ten years.
Also, through the destruction of previously accumulated investment in buildings, machinery, communications, etc., the war had allowed the rate of profit
on new investment to be temporarily raised.
The bourgeoisie internationally was spurred on in the
reconstruction of Europe by their fear of the consequences of the strengtheI}.ed position of Stalinism in
Eastern Europe.
To re-consolidate their power in Western Europe, the
bourgeoisie could not afford to leave the population
languishing in hunger, homelessness and unemployment. Defeated revolution always turns to counterrevolution. But the strength of the European proletariat
at the end of the war, its volatility held in check only by
its own leaders, resulted (in most countries) in the
bourgeois counter-revolution taking place in a
democratic form.
TQus a big· injection of capital investment into
Western Europe was accompanied by a period of
political and social reforms, and improvements in the
living standards of the population. In Britain, for example, where Labour came to power in 1945, the essential
measures of what became known as the 'welfare state'

were introduced.
The expansion of production after the war was by no
means a new phenomenon. There had been a boom also
after the First World War. But in the 1920s and 1930s,
each new cycle of growth had soon run up against the
internal contradictions of the system, a crisis of profitability and overproduction.
The revolutionary turbulence of the inter-war period
was maintained by the repeated cycles of boom and
slump, in which capitalist production crashed against
the barriers posed by private ownership of the means of
production and the nation-state. Each new boom quickly faltered on the limits of the capitalist market, made
all the more inflexible by the competition between the
great powers.
After the Second World War, in contrast, the upswing extended over 25 years, with only minor interruptions. It is impossible to understand this development
without recognising the change in the international
situation brought about as a result of the war.
The scale and duration of the post-war upswing was
made possible by the fact that United States imperialism
emerged from the war as the undisputed dominant
world capitalist power.

Technique'
The foundations of the American economy had been
laid in the period of the rise of capitalism as a world
system. The American bourgeoisie enjoyed the advantages of a relatively late development in which they were
able to use the latest productive techniques. At the same
time they had the benefit of a market on a continental
scale, which, because of its great distance from Europe,
was relatively insulated for decades from competition
by the other powers.
~
The geographical position of America also insulated·
it from the destructive effects of the First World War.
The Second World War brought US imperialism an
even more profound advantage. The productive forces
of America were virtually unscathed by the war, while
they underwent enormous development on the basis of
war industry.
Meanwhile the war shattered the economies of almost
all the other capitalist powers. At the end of the war,
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50070 of world capitalist production and 70070 of trade
was in the hands of the US capitalist class. At the same
time they had in their vaults 75070 of the world's
monetary gold (i.e., gold used as money).
Thus US imperialism was in a position of overwhelming advantage at the beginning of the post-war boom. It
was in a position to cash in on the reconstruction of
Europe and the expansion of production and trade
world-wide.

World market
Before the war each power had attempted to protect
its own industries against more efficient competitors, by
means of barriers to free trade. Now the US ruling class
wanted the whole world market open to its own goods,
and therefore compelled the systematic dismantling of
tariffs and other impediments to trade.
Hence the US-sponsored GATT (General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade) which, from 1948, set about
dismantling protectionism from the world market.
Thus the unrivalled power of US imperialism allowed
a partial overcoming of the contradiction between the
development of the productive forces and the constriction of these productive forces within the framework of
the nation-state. World capitalism for a time was able to
overstep one of its own inherent limitations.
In a way never before seen, the national markets
became inter-penetrated. During the 1950s and early
1960s world trade expanded at an unprecedented rate of
12070 a year.
The monopolies (especially, to begin with, those based within the US) underwent enormous further development as multi-national corporations. At the same time
the American market-the biggest in the world-was
opened to the industries of Western Europe and Japan.
To set in motion the post-war upswing, the
bourgeoisie found it necessary and advantageous in
another respect also to 'go beyond' the ordinary limits
of the capitalist system, private ownership, investment
and profit.
The upswing was financed by the expansion of credit
on a scale never seen before.
Advanced by banks, other financial institutions and
the state directly, credit allows the capitalists more
scope for investment than the quantity of profits which
they have so far accumulated. It is paid out in anticipation of being repaid out of future production.
At the end of World War 11, the US ruling class imposed the dollar as the effective means of payment in international trade. The unrivalled power of the US
economy enabled it to do this. As a guarantee that paper
dollars were "as good as gold", the US government
promised that dollars could be exchanged for gold with
the US Treasury, at a fixed price of $35 an ounce.
Confidence in the dollar provided the foundation for
the whQ,le spiral of credit that then developed. On this
basis the" US administration extended vast sums of
doliar credit to finance reconstruction in Europe,
through the Marshall Plan and other measures ($24
billion up to 1967). Used to purchase US goods, these

dollars also stimulated the American economy.
But this was only the beginning of the explosion of
credit. To constantly expand the market for goods, and
thus sustain the momentum of upswing of production,
the US ruling class in particular continued vastly to expand the supply of paper money and credit. The state in
effect printed money so as-to spend more than it had in
its reserves or collected in taxation. The term for this is
'deficit financing'. Equally credit extended by private
banks expanded massively.
The US government debt increased between 1946 and
1974 from $270 billion to $700 billion; while private debt
increased from $153 billion to $2 000 billion. Annual
production in the meantime had expanded only from
$208 billion to $1 395 billion.
Other capitalist countries also resorted to deficit
financing and the exPansion of credit. Thus both national and international economic activity was sustained
by a flood of credit.
The upswing was also repeatedly stimulated by the
opening up of new markets; by the enormous extension
of the divi,sion of labour on a world scale; and by the
development of entirely new industries such as plastics,
electronics, etc.
For a period of more than two decades these factors
allowed capitalism to outgrow the limits of capitalism
itself-in a spectacular spiral of production and increasing world trade.

Intensified
The post-war period saw the penetration and extension of capitalist relations all the more thoroughly into
the economic life of the colonial countries. In fact the
intensified exploitation of the colonial peoples, now
undertaken collectively by the imperialist powers, was
itself a key factor in sustaining the boom.
In the under-developed countries the imperialist
bourgeoisie grasped the advantages of cheap labour,
while also imposing super-exploitation in the form of
unequal terms of trade. The products of the colonial
world were-and are-exchanged for less than their
equivalent valu'e in products of the industrialised coun-.
tries. We will expand on these relationships in later
chapters.
It has already been shown how capitalism failed to
secure the all-round development of the economies of
the colonial countries; how imperialism has obstructed
and distorted their development; how in this epoch of
monopoly capitalism they have fallen further and further behind the metropolitan countries.
At the same time the struggles for independence, the
change from direct colonial rule to neo-colonial
domination, and the resulting partial industrialisation
of the under-developed countries, in fact contributed to
the expansion of the world market and in this way added a further stimulus to the post-war upswing.
Using dollar credit the US bourgeoisie bought heavily
into the rising industries of Europe, Japan, and
elsewhere. Profits were piled on profits, success upon
success. These parasites became intoxicated with the
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idea of 'The American Century'.
Shedding its former policies of isolationism, the US
state now took on the role of 'policeman of the world' ,
to protect imperialism against the expansion of 'world
communism', and against the struggles of the colonial
,
masses.
But the inability of the capitalist system in this epoch
to uplift the conditions of the peoples of the colonial
world, subjecting them instead to worsening poverty,
led to a wasting of the economic substance of US imperialism in repeated and protracted wars. .
Between 1946 and 1968, the US government spent
some $58 billion on military activities abroad and $36
billion in grants to foreign military forces, to prop up
NATO and various military-police regimes.
The post-war decades were the greatest period of
development of world capitalism-but the rising intensity of the colonial revolution throughout these years
demonstrated how shaky has been the social basis of the
capitalist system in this epoch, when considered worldwide.

Vietnam
Above all it was the Vietnam war which demonstrated
that capitalism has built a mansion on chicken legs.
Combining the most savage barbarities with the most
devastating techniques of modern science, US imperialism nevertheless proved incapable of defeating the
struggle of the Vietnamese people.
In the Vietnam war the US dropped 13 million tons of
high explosives-more than six times the total weight of
bombs which they dropped in the course of World War
2, and enough to excavate both the Suez and Panama
Canals ten times over. They used 90 000 tons of gas and
liquid poisons. 20 000 square km of forest- were laid
waste and the crops on which 2 million people depended
were destroyed. Between 1 and 2 million people were
slaughtered.
Nevertheless the workers and peasants inflicted a
humiliating defeat on US imperialism, in the course of
which they also overthrew landlordism and capitalism in
the whole of Vietnam.
The victory of the Vietnamese revolution was a turning point in history, shattering illusions in the invincibility of US imperialism. But it was not only in relation to the colonial revolution that the brittle basis of imperialism was becoming exposed.
Marxism teaches that, in the course of developrnent,
things turn into their opposite. Thus, precisely for
reasons Marx had explained, all the factors which fuelled the upswing of world capitalism turned dialectically
into factors of crisis in the system.
In the post-war boom the inner contradictions of
capitalism had not been removed, but only softened and
postponed, preparing to burst out again on a higher
scale than ever.
The combined and uneven development of capitalism
worked in a way unforeseen by the bourgeoisie, not only
in the colonial world, but in the industrialised countries

as well.

The decline of
US imperialism
Over a decade or two, the former industrial powers
devastated in the Second World War, especially WesL
Germany, recovered strength. New industries were
created on the basis of the latest machinery and technique. Even mor~ spectacular was the rise of Japan as an
industrial power on the basis of cheap labour and the
massive investment of technology.
Contemptuously referred to after the war as the 'kept
pet' of American imperialism, Japan now rose as a major rival to the US in world markets.
It is important to emphasise that the. very
predominance of the US economy now turned to its
disadvantage. It is the case of the muscleman turning to
fat, and getting a thumping at the hands of younger and
more vigorous competitors.
A similar process had brought about the downfall of
Britain from its former position as the greatest of the
world powers a century or more ago to what is now only
a second-rate power.
A combination of factors worked together in this process. Britain had established its predominance by being
the foremost country of the industrial revolution. It led
the field in the development of new techniques, more
advanced machinery, and production on an ever larger
scale.
But because machinery has a life of some years, while
constant innovation is taking place, those who industrialise later have a relative advantage. They immediately reap the benefits of the most up-to-date
machinery and technique.
This advantage of late development on the basis of
capitalism has not, as we have seen, allowed the countries of the former colonial world to catch up with their
former colonialist masters. In' a world economy
dominated by monopolies they are doomed, with few
exceptions, to fall further and further behind.
But, as between the industrialised countries, the
benefits of the latest technology can still secure a
relative advantage. Of course, under the pressure of
competition, the wealthiest of the powers would
generally be able over time to maintain and extend its
lead-if all else were equal.
However, where the predominance of one power is
enormous-as in the case of Britain previously, and the
US after the Second World War-there is a tendency for
the ruling class to rest on its ~superior position, and fail
to invest in industry and 'fail to innovate.
Especially where giant monopolies dominate the
economy, partially holding the pressures of competition
at bay, the bourgeoisie turns all the more eagerly to the
most parasitic means of reaping profits-speculating on
the stock market, speculating in land, concentrating on
financial manipulations and revenue in the form of interest, etc.
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Thus the manufacturing base of the economy, which
was the original source of their power, becomes eroded
and they are so outstripped by more vigorous rivals that
their decline becomes irreversible.
The decline of British capitalism has unfolded over
the whole of the 20th century. In the case of the USA,
the process has manifested itself clearly over the last two
decades or so.
The position is clearly shown in relation to the productivity of industry, which is a measure of investment.
Over the period 1870 to 1950, productivity in the US
rose at an annual average rate of 1,8OJo, compared with
1,2OJo in Britain, 1,IOJo in Germany, and 1% in Japan.
Since 1950, however, America's annual productivity
growth has averaged 3-5% lower than West Germany's
or Japan's. Since 1974 it has risen only 0,25% annually,
and then only by running inflation at twice the level of
West Germany and Jaoan.
At present, Japan (with a population of 115 million)
buys more new plant and equipment each year than does
the USA (with a population of 220 million). The average
machine in a Japanese factory is now 6 to 7 years
younger than an American one. Consequently, for example, while Ford makes 2 engines per employee,
Toyota is making 9.

Output
The declining position of the US economy is reflected .'
in its gross output. In 1950 the US produced 52% of
OECD production, but by 1979 it produced only 34%.
The combined production of the EEC countries now exceeds that of the US.
Meanwhile the rise of Japan as an industrial power
has been phenomenal. In 1960, for example, Japan produced only 168 000 cars; in 1980 it produced 11
million-400Jo more than the U S . ,
The US share of the world markets has been declining
rapidly. In 1960 it had 16% of world exports; in 1980 it
- had less than 11 %. America is now rivalled by West
Germany as the world's single biggest exporter.
The decline of the US position in the world economy
is similarly reflected in finance. American banks' share
of total deposits in the world's top 100 banks fell from
29% in 1970 to only 15% by 1978.
Its former position of wo~ld dominance has turned into a disadvantage for the American bourgeoisie in
another way as well. There is no way that American imperialism can now extricate itself from its international
role as policeman and chief butcher, especially in relation to the under-developed countries. On the contrary,
its preparations for aggressive interventions in various
parts of the world are being massively increased.
The US has promised military help to about 100
capitalist regimes. Its military spending has been running at around 5% of production (GNP), and Reagan
plans to raise this .level to 7%. Meanwhile the shrewd
Japlmese capitalists, sheltering under the American
military umbrella, have been spending only 0.9% of
GNP on armed forces, and, under pressure to spend
more, have now raised this to-l %!
The decline of American capitalism -relative to its

European and Japanese rivals helped to precipitate the
economic crisis of world capitalism which was being
prepared throughout the period of the post-war upswing.
During the decades of boom the ideologists and propagandists of the bourgeoisie internationally convinced
themselves that the problems of capitalism had- been
solved. They now maintained that, with the aid of state
intervention, they could 'control' and 'manage' the
system. By means of state spending and deficit financing they could avoid the slumps and catastrophic
depressions of the past.
The ideas of Marxism were pooh-poohed and held to
have been disproved by history.
Dazzled by the seemingly endless expansion of
capitalism, these people were totally blind to the real
processes at work beneath the surface. They could not
see that a Frankenstein monster of inflation was being
prepared-by the very factors that had fuelled the postwar upswing.
.
Over 100 years ago Marx explained the role of money
in the circulation of commodities under the capitalist
system. He pointed out that if you put two pound notes,
dollars, rands, etc., where one should be, the goods in
circulation will soak up the extra currency and rise
.
accordingly in price.
The vast quantities of credit created by the capitalist
governments and banks since the war-$200 000 million
in the case of the US alone!-inevitably resulted in an
explosion of inflation.
This had been largely held at bay while production in
the'Norld capitalist system was growing more or less
continuously and at a rapid pace. The vast increase of
commodities in circulation offset for a time the inflationary effects of deficit financing. But as world
capitalist production began to run up against the limits
of the world capitalist market, as eventually it did, the
inflation latent in the system burst through the door.
In the OECD countries inflation averaged only 3%
during the 1960s, but in the crisis-ridden 1970s it averaged 8%. The effect of inflation is devastating not only on
the living standards of the working people, but also on
the stability of the whole economic system. The declining position of US capitalism, together with the crisis of
inflation, has brought an enormous instability especially
into the international money system.

Dollar
The steady expansion of world trade during the boom
years had been dependent on the willingness of the
various countries to accept tQe dollar as the medium of
world trade. The dollar continued.to play this role-and
to be accepted under US pressure as having a stable
value-even though in reality it' was being increasingly
debased and undermined.
As the mountain of dollar credit built up, the US
economy was gc.owing weaker in relation to its rivals.
Because of its massive outpouring of dollars (buying
up foreign industry, military and economic 'aid' programmes, et c) US imperialism had been running vast
deficits in its balance of payments. Within these deficits,
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however, it maintained a surplus of exports over imports.
But, in 1971, given its declining position in world
markets, the US balance of trade fell into deficit.
Simultaneously its total balance of payments deficit for
the first time exceeeded its total gold reserves.
By now the convertibility of the dollar into gold at its
official price was an obvious fiction.
Thus the scene was set for a crisis of the dollar, which
was pushed to the precipice as the holders of dollars
around the world sought to exchange them for other
currencies or threatened to demand their conversion into gold.

Danger
Faced with the danger of a collapse of its currency,
the US administration was forced in 1971 to cut the
dollar loose from its link to gold, and declare it inconvertible. The dollar was now 'floated' with its exchange rate relative to the other leading currencies to be
determined in the international money market.
This effectively meant an immediate devaluation of
the dollar by 12070, reflecting the weakened position of
US capitalism.
Devaluation of a currency gives a relative advantage
to industry in that countrY'by lowering the price of its
exports on world markets. (Simultaneously, however, it
ordinarily leads to inflation because the prices of imports from other countries correspondingly rise.)
Not only did the crisis of the dollar jeopardise the
stability of the whole international monetary system; it
also threatened to produce the first trade war since the
1930s, because the industries of all the capitalist powers
were squeezed by the small recession taking place in
1970-71.
Now all the factors of crisis began to pile on top of
each other. Most of the capitalist governments resorted
to policies of further deficit spending in order to boost
the economy out of recession. In the 1960s the money
supply in the OECD countries had grown at an average
rate of 80/0 a year. Now it shot up to 20070 by early 1973,
thus giving a sharp twist to inflation.
Troubles never come singly, as the saying goes. World
capitalism was now hit by the 'oil shock'. Imperialism
had been accustomed sipce the Second World War to
paying less than $2 a barrel for its oil. This was a particularly clear expression of the way in which the underdeveloped countries"have been subjected to stagnant or
barely rising prices for their raw materials, while the
prices of industrial goods from the metropolitan countries have risen steeply.
However, since oil can be produced in relatively few
countries, it lends itself to a cartel on the part of the producers. Hence the creation of OPEC, as the oilproducing countries tried to bolster revenues cut by the
declining value of the dollar.
At the same time, the post-war upswing of capitalism
had brought about a big increase ·in the dependence of .
the advanced capitalist countries on imported energy. In
1952, for example, the USA was 99070 self-sufficient in
energy; but by 1972 this had fallen to 85070. Western

Europe was 86070 self-sufficient, but by 1972 only 410/0.
These conditions prepared the way for the steep rise
in oil prices, amounting to 1360/0 from 1973-74.
(However, even this and the subsequent sharp price rises
have not been enough to compensate for the massive increases which have taken place in the prices of manufactured goods.)
Against this background the world crisis of capitalism
set in with a vengeance in 1974-75. In the OECD countries taken together, total production actually fell, while
unemployment dOUbled.
Underlying the whole crisis has been the falling rate
of profit. This manifested itself from about the early
1960s onward, while the upswing of capitalism was
firmly under way, and while the mass. of profits continued to rise. Eventually, combining with inflation and
overproduction, it led to a dramatic fall-off in investment, and a period of stagnation opened up.
The growth of investment in all sectors of the
capitalist world fell from an annual average of 60/0 in
the 1960s to less than 20/0 thereafter. In the developed
countries productivity had grown by an average of 5,3070
per year between 1960 and 1973. From 1973 onwards its
rate of growth fell to 1,7% and is not expected to rise
much above that again.
.
In most capitalist countries the onset of the crisis was
marked not by an absolute fall in production, but by a
sharp fall in its rate of growth. In the OECD output had
risen 60% during the 1960s; in the 1970s it rose only
40%.
The growth of world t!'ade fell from its former
average of 12% a year to only 40/0 a year from 1973-78,
and even lower after that. Given thy gigantic productive
forces of modern capitalism, the world-wide division of
labour and the acute inter-dependence of countries
through the world market, this fall in growth
represented a crisis for capitalism more severe than any
in history.
"
In previous crises overproduction-when markets are
glutted with commodities for which there are no
buyers-has led to a general fall in prices. Falling prices
have been an important ingredient in eventually restoring the strength of the system for a new cycle of expansion.

•Stagflation'
But the characteristic of the present crisis is that inflation has continued-and indeed risen-precisely during
a period of overproduction and industrial stagnation.
For this new phenomenon the bourgeois economists
coined the term 'stagflation'.
On the one hand this is the result of the fact that for
decades production was bouyed up on a flood of fictitious capital, arms spending and deficit finance. On
the other hand it is the result of the profiteering activities of the monopolies, which prey like vultures on
the wounded but living flesh of society.
Through'''inflation and rising unemployment, the
crisis of capitalism has immediately bern translated into
falling living standards for the mass of the working
class. Hence the resurgence of the class struggle in
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sharper and sharper form in the industrialised countries.
In this way the bourgeoisie is confronted by the most
important contradiction of its system.

Class struggle and
•
••
economic crisIs
The unprecedented expansion of world capitalism
since the war brought with it the massive growth of the
working class. At the same time, with the crushing of
small businesses under the juggernaut of the
monopolies, and the constant elimination of peasants
from the land, the size and social weight of the petty .
bourgeoisie in the developed countries has steadily
declined. The industrial workers, meanwhile, have been
concentrated together in ever larger numbers.
While the upswing 'of capitalism brought a relative
calm into the class struggle in the industrialised countries for almost a generation, this had its other side.
Over time the wounds of past defeats were healed, the
workers recovered confidence, and maintained a constant pressure for improved living standards and other
reforms.
'
These gains in turn consolidated the strength of the
class, and allowed the workers time to develop their
organisations systemat"ically and on a massive scale.
Lenin, in the conditions of the early part of the century, had believed that it was impossible for more than
about one-third of the workers under capitalism to be
organised in trade unions. This was because, in the intensity of struggle between the classes, such organised
strength would quickly lead the workers on to challenge
the survival of capitalism itself.
Conditions after the Second World War, however,
allowed a different development. In Britain the number
in trade unions multiplied to more than 12 million at its
peak-over 501170 of the workers. In Italy about 55%, in
Belgium over 70%, and in Sweden 90% of industrial
workers are unionised!
Growing sections of white-collar workers are also in
unions and, to a greater extent than ever before, feel
themselves part of the working Class.
With the bourgeoisie of the advanced capitalist countries enjoying a deluge of profits, the workers were able
to use their organised power to win a whole series of
social reforms. Improved housing financed by the state
and local authorities; a national health service; improved pensions, child benefits, sickness and unemployment pay-all these became standard in most of the industrialised countries. All these gains depended on the
expansion of capitalism during the post-war upswing.
In fact, as we have seen, the upswing itself was only
possible through the capitalist system overstepping the
limitatioQs inherent within it. By developing the productive forces' beyond these bounds, capitalism gave the
working class of the industrialised countries a tiny
glimpse of the abundance which is possible on the basis
of modern science and technique.
In this sense the 'welfare capitalism' of the post-war

upswing represented a foretaste of the material advances which will become generalised world-wide and
massively extended on the basis of a socialist transformation of society-but which the capitalist system cannot sustain.
With a long period of rising living standards, and
with bourgeois-democratic rights secured, the mass of
the working class in the industrialised capitalist world
obviously did not seek the road of rpolution. On the
contrary, reformist ideas gained an enormous hold,
while reformist leaders became entrenched at the head
of all the mass organisations.
For decades the hurricane of revolution swept only
throijgh the colonial and ex-colonial world.
But with the turn of world capitalism from boom to
crisis, the working class of the advanced capitalist countries has been forced into struggle once again in order to
defend its gains. Every advance of the post-war period
has been cut back or threatened, and living standards
are everywhere in decline.
.
With the crisis of profitability, the ruling class in all
the capitalist countries has taken to the road of attacks
on the real income of the working people. From reforms
.they have turned to counter-reforms, trying to offload
the crisis of their system onto the workers' backs.
With the crisis of inflation, the bourgeoisie has abandoned its former policies of deficit spending. The ideas
of Professor Keynes, that by such means capitalist crisis
could be avoided, have led to calamity and are
discredited. Instead the bourgeoisie has turned to a new
witch-doctor, Professor Friedman, and his ideas of
'monetarism' .
The monetarist policy attempts to turn back the clock
to the capitalism of the 19th century. It proclaims the
virtue of the 'balanced budget', in which state expenditure is limited to what is raised in taxes. In this way, so
it is alleged, the disease of inflation cari be eliminated
and the health of the economy restored.

Attack
Under the cover of appeals to 'common sense' and
'good housekeeping', the bourgeoisie in reality is mounting a slashing attack on the material standards of the
working class. Cuts in state expenditure are combined
with a relentless campaign by the state and the
employers to cut the workers' real wages. By this means,
and by tax cuts for the rich, they hope to restore the rate
of profit of capitalism and so regenerate investment and
production.
In the last half of the 1970s, not only the bourgeois
parties but also the right-wing \;eformist leaders of the
social-democratic parties" turned. to policies of
monetarism. However, the most extreme form of
monetarism is represented by the Thatcher government
in Britain and by the Reagan administration in the USA.
These governments have shown that the bourgeoisie is
quite prepared to..cut down productive forces, smash
whole industries and induce mass unemployment in the
hope of restoring the basis of profitability in its system.
Under the Tory government, Britain-once the industrial workshop of the world-is being turned into an
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industrial desert. Combining with the irreversible
decline of British capitalism already under way for
generations, the policies of Thatcherism have turned
recession into a catastrophic slump. In the Great
Depression of 1929-31, industrial production in Britain
fell by II 070. Since 1980 it has fallen 20%!
In the United States the Reagan administration,
following essentially the same policies as Thatcher, has
made a swingeing attack on public expenditure. His programme includes the elimination of public service
employment programmes; cuts in health services, social
welfare, education and youth' training; reduction in
federal social security payments, food stamps,
. Medicaid, unemployment benefits, etc.
At the same time there is a reduction in company taxation and in personal income tax which will amount to a
20% bonus for the very rich.
A whole series of capitalist governments have followed a similar path. Now, in West Germany for instance,
against a background of rising unemployment and falling real wages, the Social-Democratic government seeks
to impose DM18 billion of cuts in the course of 1982.
In turning away from the disastrous policies of
Keynesianism, the bourgeoisie has shown a grain of
sense. The rampant inflation inevitable on the basis of
defiejt financing is a mortal threat to the capitalist
system.
But, as every schoolboy and schoolgirl knows, no
marks are awarded for getting your sums only slightly
right. The policies of monetarism are shot through with
\ the contradictions of capitalism, and are leading no less
surely to disaster.
In the first place, monetarism fails to reckon with the
power of the working class. Although, with the help of
mass unemployment, the bourgeoisie have managed to
curb wage settlements, they have been unable to force
the working class to the depths of cheap labour and impoverishment which they believe necessary to revive the
system.

Market
Moreover, to the extent that they do succeed in cutting real wages, they come up against the other side of
the contradiction-because thereby at the same time
they cut the market still further. With capitalist production already straiiling~ against the limits of the world
market, monetarism thus turns a dose of economic 'flu
into double pneumonia.
Then again, when even a slight upturn in the economy
does take place, the organised workers immediately
fight vigorously to recover everything which they have
lost. Even"a small increase in employment, a rise in
orders to the factories, and the stepping up of overtime,
produces an immediate change in the psychology of the
workers.
The uncertainty and demoralisation engendered by
unemployment is shed overnight. A rash of strikes for
higher wages breaks out. The bourgeois are left moaning pathetically about the need for "a· permanent
change of attitudes" by the working class!
With every improvement in wages, of course, the
capitalists hasten to recover their profits by raising

prices even further. Thus the rate of inflation takes a
further leap.
For the bourgeoisie in this period contradictions are
lurking round every corner. The wooden-headed Thatchers and Reagans, imagining themselves back in the
last century, thought they could make the working class
alone pay the price of unemployment. After all, in "the
good old days," when workers were thrown out of jobs
onto the streets, what did it matter if they starved to
death? For this tbe bourgeoisie has always shown the
most ruthless and callous disregard.

Strength
But the strength of the workers, fighting through
their trade unions over many years, has won the right of
unemployment pay. Try as they might, the bourgeoisie
has not succeeded-and will not succeed-in taking this
away.
Therefore, the policies of monetarism-intended to
cut state expenditure-have precisely the opposite
result. Because monetarism contributes to an enormous
increase in unemployment, it leads at the same time to a
massive growth in the funds necessary to pay the
unemployed.
. Thus we have the howling irony that even the most
fanatical monetarist regime has presided over a sharp
increase in the rate of government spending. In Britain
under the Tories, government spending in 1980-1 was
44,5% of production (GDP)-compared with 41,5% in
the last year of the Labour government!
In Sweden, where a bourgeois government was
elected in 1976, following 44 years of social-democratic
rule, deflationary policies to deal with the crisis have
produced the same result. Not only has unemployment
risen sharply, but the government has been compelled to
come to the assistance of ailing industries. Public spending has grown by leaps and bounds to reach an
estimated 67% of GDP in 1981. The public sector
deficit is now more than 12% of production.
In fact in the OECD countries as a whole, current
government spending has risen fairly constantly from
about 25% of GDP in 1960 to about 35% by the end of
the 1970s.
Even in Japan public expenditure has risen from 20 to
30% of production between 197.0 and 1980. In West
Germany, despite cuts, the budget deficit is now over
Dm500 billion.
But if anything demonstrates the futility of
monetarism, it is the situation in the United States.
'Reaganomics' set itself the impossible task of trying at
one and the same time to increase military spending, cut
taxes, cut welfare-and balance the budget.
Welfare services there have always been miserly in
comparison with the major countries of Western
Europe. Nevertheless, three-quarters of the Federal
budget. is "relatively uncontrollable," increasing
automatically each year. Despite Reagan's cuts, in 1982
Medicare, social security, food stamps, etc., will constitute 48% of the total budget outlay.
In addition, some $220 billion is allocated for defence
spending in 1982. Federal spending as a percentage of
GNP is running above 23% .•
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Falling profits and stagnant employment have led to
falling tax income for the government. At the same
time, failing industries have to be baled out. In
September 1981, the US Treasury was obliged to ask
Congress to raise its debt limit by a further $16 billion,
bringing the total government debt to a million million
dollars!
'
By November, Reagan was faced with record levels of
unemployment as a direct result of his monetarist
policies. Unable to slash this spending, unwilling to
sacrifice financing his military build-up, he was forced
to retreat from his promise to 'balance the budget' by
1984. Every subsequent assessment projects that deficit
spending will in fact increase to record levels.
Probably Professor Friedman will not be in the running for any more Nobel Prizes in economics!

No way out
Nevertheless, the bourgeoisie in general will be obliged to cling on to monetarist policies, although there is
absolutely no way out for capitalism on this road. The
consequences of a return to policies of massive deficit
financing and reflation would result in an explosion of
inflation, even eventually to Latin American proportions. This would spell catastrophe for the world
capitalist system.
But if the crisis has revealed the bankruptcy of the
policies of the bourgeois, it has also highlighted the
bankruptcy of reformism. The right-wing reformists in
the leadership of the labour movement in the West have,
gone over to monetarism, even if in a diluted form.
But the left reformists, unwilling to break decisively
with capitalism, are left with only the discredited
policies of Keynesianism for nourishment.
Marxists support the,demand for massive government
spending to create jobs and raise the living standards of
the working people. But in contrast to the' left reformists, Marxists constantly explain that on the basis of
capitalism this will inevitably lead to rocketing inflation, and in fact push the system towards a 1929-type
crash.
Therefore it is necessary for the labour movement,
not to rely on a programme of half-measures, but to
fight for a socialist programme linking the struggle for
reforms to a complete overthrow of capitalism and the
transformation of society ...
In the heady years of the post-war upswing, it was difficult for the bourgeoisie to pursue 'wrong' policieseverything turned to' gold. Now every policy of
capitalism is wrong, and turns to disaster. Keynesianism and Friedmanism; deflation and reflation;
devaluation and revaluation-all have been tried, with
each about-turn leading to worse consequences.
The power of the monopolies enormously aggravates
the underlying contradictions. Monopoly capitalism is a
monstrous tumour sapping the life-energy of society.
With the rate of profit falling, the monopolies have
turned 'their attention more and more away from the
development of industrial production, and seek instead
every means of grabbing a 'fast buck': Ruthlessly they
snatch every dollar of profit possible out of stock

market manipulations, buying and selling property,
conspiring together to raise prices, parasiting on the
state, and engaging in currency speculations on a staggering scale.
Chasing short-term gains on the company balancesheet, they engage at a time of crisis in frenetic takeovers of smaller companies and mergers between the
monopolies themselves. In the USA, $11 billion were
spent on mergers in 1975. In 1980 the figure was $44
billion; in the first half of 1981 alone, $35 billion. In just
a few weeks in July 1981, American banks raised $38
billion in loan commitments to support take-overs.
In the world of high finance, far removed from the
comprehension of the mass of the producers in society
who work for their living, the capitalist gangsters
engage in vast currency manipulations, speculations and
swindles. The equivalent of about $1 300 000 000 000
circulates in the currency markets of Europe, changing
hands between central banks, multi-national corporations and wealthy individuals.
The deposits in the international banking system now
exceed the domestic money stocks of most of the major
capitalist countries. Astronomical sums are moved
rapidly from one country to another and from one currency to another, resulting in wild fluctuations in the exchange rates.
The extent of speculation is shown by the fact that the
value of exchanges on the currency markets of Europe
are 15 times the value of world trade!
The stability of the world money system after the Second World War was the result of the dominance of US
capitalism and the dollar. That can never be restored,
and the present situation is a nightmare of instability
and chaos. Only the socialist revolution can bring this
insanity to an end.
The parasitism of the monopolies, their turning away
from the production of real wealth, is illustrated by
their refusal to invest. The policies of monetarism,
designed to raise the rate of profit and stimulate investment, also run aground on this rock. Similarly, when
capitalist governments devalue their currencies, in order
to secure an advantage for industry, the monopolies
typically cancel that advantage by merely raising their
prices at a stroke. In this way they earn super-profits,
without regard for the effect on industry.

Research
It might be thought that the gigantic resources of the
monopolies would result in increased spending on
research and the development of new technology. But in
the USA spending on research and development, as a
share of total production, has fallen steadily since about
1964. In Britain it has been falling'since 1967'. In France,
West Germany and Japan it has levelled off in recent
years.
Moreover, only a fraction of the fruits of research
and development are turned to productive purposes.
This is especially the case with British capitalism, whose
share of world markets will have fallen 40070 in the five
years up to 1982.
Using figures supplied by a forlller chief scientific ad-

viser to the British government, the Economist
(17/1181) has calculated that British manufacturing industry invests less than one-thi{"d of what would be
, needed just to keep its products up-to-date and to hold
on to existing markets. (This figure alone is enough to
refute the lying claims of the bourgeois, trumpeted
. round the world in the 'popular' press, that the working
class is responsible for the declining competitive position of the country's indu~try.)
The failure of the monopolies to invest means their
failure to create employment. Over the whole of the
1970s, for instance, 6,5 million jobs (net) were created
in the private sector of the US economy-but not one of
them was created in the 1 000 biggest companies!
The gigantk productive forces generated by the 25
years of capitalist upswing, now stand as a formidable
obstacle to the regeneration of the capitalist system.
Even one of the great chemical monopolies, such as ICI,
has the capacity to produce for the whole world market.
Just the shipyards of Japan can glut the world market
for ship-building. And so on, in every sector.
The productive power of modern industry has the
consequence that the economic cycles of world
capitalism are now much shorter than in the past. With
every partial upturn and expansion of the market, it is
quickly saturated again with a flood of goods.
During the 1970s, the economic cycles lasted between
2 and 4 years-compared with a normal cycle of 10
years at the time of Marx and Engels. This puts a big
obstacle in the way of investment, especially since, even
during the upturns, little more than 80070 of existing productive capacity is put to use. In turn, sluggish investment tends to shorten' the upturns still further.
Thus instead of the productive energies of modern industry serving the needs of mankind, they clog up in the
constricted arteries of the system of private profit. At
the same time the inability of capitalism to integrate
production and distribution in the world economy in a
planned and harmonious way, means that the productive forces choke up also in the coils of thehation-state.

Shelter
We noted how, during the post-war upswing, the
bourgeoisie was able partially to overcome these limitations. In the balmy climate of expanding production
and trade, some capitaqst powers took a number of
small steps towards the greater integration of their
economies. The creation of the European Common
Market (EEC) was an example of this.
However, with the first squalls of economic crisis the
bourgeoisie of each country runs for shelter under the
protective roof of its own national state, and is ready to
resort to any means to defend its competitive position.
This is not fundamentally altered by the existence of
'multi-national' or 'trans-national' corporations. While
these straddle the national boundaries, they are
themselves heavily entangled with the various national
states, and only aggravate the problem.
If there is 'no honour among thieves', there is certainly no chivalry among the bourgeois. Each capitalist
government manoeuvres to achieve an advantage over
-its rival economies, by manipulation of currency ex-
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change rates, veiled or not-so-veiled measures of support for domestic industry, barriers against foreign
goods, etc.
Each such step forces retaliation by the competitors.
A temporary advantage for one leads quickly to the
mutual disadvantage of all. The futility of economic
policy conducted on a national plane in this epoch is
quickly revealed. Yet, driven by the manic compulsion
. of the profit system, the bourgeoisie has no alternative
but to fight for its life on this basis.

Interest rates
The absurdities are illustrated by the recent situation
which developed over interest rates.
With typical narrowness of outlook, the Thatcher
government in Britain aggressively raised interest rates
in an attempt to reduce borrowing and cut the amount
of money being injected into the economy; This was
supposed to 'squeeze inflation out of the system', and
thus eventually bring the British economy out of its
coma.
In the first place, by raising the cost of bbrrowing,
this measure led to a further decline of investment, increased bankruptcies especially of small firms, and a
steeper slump of production. It also had international
repercussions with exactly the opposite effect on the
British economy to that intended.
When interest rates in one country are raised, this in_duces the financiers and speculators to buy that currency because it brings them a greater return on their
deposits in the banks. The value of the currency rises in
the international money market, while the relative value
of the other currencies tends to fall.
Thatcher's policy of raising interest rates in Britain
put pressure on the dollar and provoked immediate
retaliation by the US Treasury. Carter raised interest
rates sharply and they were raised still further by the
Reagan administration, pursuing the same monetarist
nostrums as the British Tories.
Now the international reverberations were redoubled.
Because the dollar is the pricing currency of oil and
many other commodities in world trade, other countries
(including Britain) immediately faced an increased bill
for imports as the dollar appreciated against the pound,
the mark, the franc, the yen etc. OECD economists
estimated that the effect of US interest rates in the first
half of 1981 was to increase import prices for a typical
European country by 200/0. (The even more serious effect on the under-developed countries will be dealt with
later .)
By plunging the US economy further into recession,
Reagan's high interest rates policy had the result of further deflating the'- world marker. This accentuated trade
friction among the industrial powers. At the same time,
to protect their own currencies and ward off imported
inflation;-these and other countries followed suit in raising their own interest rates. Thus the world recession of
1979 to 198Z'was deepened.
The collective effect of these measures has been to
delay a new upturn of capitalism by probably 12 months.
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The cycles of the capitalist system are not ended, but
the fundamental perspective is one of a general
decline-a drawn-out death agony of the system.
Against this background, as far as the eye can see, there
will be short and weak 'booms' followed by short recessions tending to become deeper.
In the whole of the OECD, economic growth is likely
to be only 2010 in 1982, while unemployment will continue to rise. In Western Europe, where output declined
by 1070 in 1981, it is expected to rise only 1,5010 in 1982.
Japan's growth will probably be several percent higher,
but nevertheless much lower than the rates achieved in
the past.
The position may be even more dismal in these countries, depending on the economic situation in the USA.
There, on the most "pessimistic assumptions" of the
OECD forecasters, real GNP could actually fall, or rise
only 0,5010.

Sluggish
The bourgeois economists themselves now have the
expectation of no more than short cycles of sluggish
production at least as far as the end of the century.
However, it would be a mistake to believe that this condition can be extended indefinitely.
Within the general crisis of capitalism acute economic
contradictions are accumulating, which-quite possibly
within the space of this decade-will lead ultimately to a
catastrophic world slump. That will mean a depression
far exceeding the proportions of 1929-31.
The entire capitalist system is balancing on a balloon
of international debt which could be punctured at any
time. In the US, for example, the level of debt in the
economy is such that 47010 of the 'corporate cash flow'
is taken up by interest charges and repayments of debt.
It is now inherent in the situation in all the industrialised
capitalist countries that the collapse of even one major
corporation~ leading to the collapse of even one major
bank, could set in motion an unstoppable avalanche of
economic disasters.
But it is the situation in the under-developed world
which has the bankers, financiers and indeed the
bourgeoisie as a whole in a cold sweat. The debt!> of the
under-developed world have risen from $62 billion at
the end of 1970 to $416 billion at the end of 1980!
Every day these countries fall the equivalent of R95
million deeper into debt to the imperialist countries and
the international banks. They have absolutely no prospect of ever repaying these debts, and in fact must continually borrow more just to pay the interest!
Reflecting the anxiety of the bourgeoisie over the instability of its system, the Economist warns:
"If this overborrowing were ever punctured, there could be
crashes in property prices from California to Hong Kong,
in companies from Detroit to Seoul, in state corporations
from Milan to the North Sea, in overstocked materials
from Oregon timber to Nigerian oil, in government credit
from Washington to Tokyo, in financial consortia and their
clients everywhere. The downward mUltiplier from all that
could make 1929's little local stock market difficulties look
like a controlled parachute drop."

But the world capitalist system could equally be

I.

driven over the precipice by the onset of a serious trade
war between the in9ustrial powers. The present situation is pregnant with such a possibility, which will grow
all the greater as the years go by.
'1''Ji
Because of the immense scale of the productive forces
of modern industry, production in all the major countries is inevitably geared tq the whole world market.
Even regional markets of 200-250 million people which,
in the past, provided the basis of industrialisation of the
major powers, are now inadequate to their giant industries.
'
At the same time the world market is stagnating. It is
estimated that world trade actually fell in 1981, and only
a'small growth of trade is anticipated in 1982. The
hopeless impasse for capitalism which this represents is
shown with particular clarity in the case of the motor industry.
Even the small recessions of the 1970s have had
dramatic consequences, especially for the older
capitalist powers. In 1980, for example, production of
motor cars in the USA was down to 1959 levels. "I;he
motor industry is the source of employment for one in
every six Americans. With the downturn of car production, for instance, the US capitalists closed down 20 tyre
plants between 1975 and 1980.
In Britain, in 1980, the output of cars was less than
half the total for 1972. In mid-1981, for example,
General Motors decided to give up altogether the
manufacture of spark plugs, alternators and air-cleaners
in Britain.
Meanwhile the Japanese motor industry has outstripped not,only its British and American rivals, but also
countries such as West Germany. The basis of this is
greater investment in more advanced machinery, combined with cheaper labour.
Some Japanese production lines are so automated,
that cars are almost entirely assembled by robots
governed by computers. AJ the same .time, a Japanese
car worker is obliged to work 300 hours more every
year, for a wage which is one-third less per hour than a
West German worker.

Penetrating
Thus Japan is heavily penetrating the West German
market in cars, motor cycles, electronics and even ball
bearings. Simultaneously, Japan has captured 29010 of
the US car market, and 30010 in Belgium and Holland.
Under the pressure of competition, the motor car industries especially of the older powers face the prospect
of ruin on a capitalist basis. Thus the British Financial
Times has voiced the prediction that by 1990 Japan may
be the only mass producer of cars left in the capitalist
world!'
,
But tQat is a nightmare perspective for the other industrialised countries, when one considers that the jobs
of 35 million people around the world are directly or indirectly dependent on motor vehicle production.
Nor is the problem confined to this industry
alone-in every sector of manufacturing a similar
development is taking place.
In fact the Economist (27/12/80) baldly declares that

45

steel production, textiles, the motor industry-in fact all
the main manufacturing industries-would only be
maintainable in the West by "depressing their people
towards competing with Indian standards of life"!
That is a brutally frank statement of the inhuman
consequences with which the capitalist system now
threatens the working people. But it is absolutely false
as a real perspective for the advanced capitalist countries.
.
The process will be cut across by economic, social and
political convulsions, nationally and internationally, on
a greater scale than ever in history. In the first place, for
the ruling class to plunge the working class of the industrialised West into conditions of mass privation will
be impossible except by crushing and destroying the
workers' organisations. That is ruled out except by the
route of civil war, which the bourgeoisie in any event.
cannot be certain to win.
Moreover, even economically such a development
would have disastrous consequences for capitalism.
Such a savage slashing of living standards would cut the
world market down to the roots and ensure a collapse of
production, no less in Japan than in the industrialised
countries of the West.
Long before their manufacturing base is devastated
by crisis and competition, at least sections of the
bourgeoisie in the industrialised countries, together with
the state, would try by all means to squeeze out the exports of their rivals. Policies of protection of national
industry against the biting winds of international free
trade would become irresistibly tempting to the
bourgeoisie.
Already over the last ten years the number of articles
in world trade affected by some device of protectionism
has doubled from about one-third to two-thirds. In the
first six months of 1981, capitalist governments introduced more protectionist measures than in the
previous six years.

Import controls
At the present time these are still relatively mild and
veiled. There are both open and surreptitious forms of
import controls. There are trade credits; state subsidies·
(for example, for steel); informal quota arrangements;
'tit for tat' agreements on mutual trade; appeals
(especially to the Japanese) for 'voluntary restraint' in
curbing exports to Etlfope and America.
The bourgeoisie knows that the advance of its system
for 25 to 30 years has rested on the enormous expansion
of world trade and the elimination of trade barriers.
Now the whole situation is turned upside down.
.
In this period capitalism is in the grip of a mortal contradiction. In the cut-throat battle for survival each
capitalist class faces what is really a choice between jumping from a high building or waiting to be pushed. Free
trade is becoming ruinous; protectionism is only an
alternative route to disaster.
A generalised trade war would inevitably result from
the imposition of heavy protectionist controls by even

one important industrialised country, because its rivals
would at once be compelled to retaliate. This would
quickly lead to a devastating world depression.
It is testimony to the bankruptcy of capitalism as well
as the bankruptcy of reformism, that the left reformists
in the labour movement in the West today present
themselves as the foremost advocates of import controls
as the means of rescuing 'national industry'!
There is no way out of the contradictions of
capitalism-except for tbe working class to take power
and carry through the socialist revolution world wide.

The crisis of

leaders~ip

A new epoch of social revolution has now opened in
the capitalist world. In the struggles already under way
in tqe industrialised countries, and in the still greater
struggles which lie ahead, the balance of class forces is
more favourable to the working class than ever before in
history.
Certainly, the bourgeoisie has dropped its smiling
mask of the past few decades, and is beginning to confront the working class with the bared fangs of reaction.
However, the forces of potential reaction traditionally
relied on by the bourgeoisie have been reduced to a tiny
proportion of society.
In the 1920s and 1930s, it was the urban middle class,
driven mad by unending crisis, which provided the mass
base for fascism. Today the social weight of the middle
class is comparatively minute. The workers' organisations absolutely tower over it.
This weakness is in turn reflected in the feebleness of
the forces of fascism in all the developed countries,
despite the onset of mass unemployment. The fascist
organisations are fragmented, and comprise mainly
lumpen-proletarians of the lunatic and thug variety.
They represent an entirely insufficient basis for
bourgeois counter-revolution in the coming period.
In any event, the bourgeoisie would not be willing to
entrust its fate to the likes of Hitler and Mussolini
again, because in the 1930s this ended with capitalism
losing half of Europe.
The core of the state, and the bedrock of capitalist
reaction, is the military-police apparatus. The
bourgeoisie is compelled to base its long-term strategy
for dealing with the workers' movement on the
strengthening of these forces. In the course of the
clashes and polarisation of the classes over the coming
years, the ruling class will be obliged to rely increasingly
on the military, and prepare for military-police (or
bonapartist) dictatorships in all the advanced capitalist
"
countries.
However, they are preserttly held back from this
course by the realisation that, unless the workers' movement is first smashed, by a whole series of demoralising defeats, it will be impossible to effectively
use the military in this way.
In the past, the social foundation for the army has·
been the peasantry-but in the advanced capitalist
countries today the peasantry has been entirely
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eliminated or vastly whittled down. Scarcely one person
in twenty now works on the land.
The armies of the major capitalist powers are now
constituted mainly from the' proletariat (under
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois officers) and are
recruited particularly from the unemployed youth. The
fact that the ranks of the military are now 'workers in
uniform' confronts the bourgeoisie with a major
headache. They realise that their armed forces would
crumble in their hands if an attempt was made to drown
in blood a really concerted mass movement of the
workers.
Even in a largely peasant, country like Iran, the army
disintegrated completely under the pressure of the
masses and brought the collapse of the Shah's regime. It
would be a thousand times more difficult for the ruling
class to use the army successfully against a. determined
mass movement in Europe or the United States.
In the period since the Second World War, the
strength of the working class has led to the chronic instability of military-police regimes in Europe. The Portuguese Revolution of 1974, in which a section of the
military in fact played a prominent role, demonstrated
the new balance of class forces-and Portugal is the
least developed country of Europe.
In Spain the dictatorship of Franco underwent internal disintegration over many years and eventually had
to give way to a semi-bonapartist parliamentary regime.
The junta of the Greek colonels survived barely seven
years. Today there is not a single military-police dictatorship in Western Europe.
The strategists of the capitalist class have learned the
lesson that it is one thing to use the army to take
power-but it is an entirely different thing to hold on to
power in that way. Even Napoleon warned that you can
build a throne with bayonets but you cannot sit on
them!
Therefore, while it is possible to do so, the
bourgeoisie prefers to rule by leaning on the collaboration of the reformist leaders of the workers' own
organisations.

Contradiction
The most crying contradiction of our age is that, on
the one hand, the working 'class of the industrialised
countries possesses immensely powerful organisations
which would make it possible to take power peacefully
and carry through the socialist transformation of society. But, on the other hand, these organisations are saddled with a leadership which is utterly incapable of rising to the tasks posed by history.
T~is fact guarantees a tortuous, convulsive and confused process of the revolution, and would ultimately
make inevitable a bloody settlement of the question of
power between the classes.
In the last analysis the whole crisis of mankind is summed up in the crisis. of proletarian leadership. This
essential conclusion drawn by Trotsky towards the end
of the'1930s applies with redoubled force and urgency to
the situation today.
The 25-30 years' upswing of world capitalism after
the war completed the 'degeneration of the social-

democratic and 'Communist' party leaderships. They
became absolutely hardened in the ideas and methods of
national-reformism, of class collaboration and compromise with capitalism. They drew the conclusion that
the proletarian revolution was an anachronism, a
curiosity of the past, and that gradual reforms of
capitalism were all that the working class required.
They accepted entirely the bourgeois idea that the living standards of the working class could rise indefinitely
on a capitalist basis, and that the eventual transition to
socialism, if it ever came, would be a matter for the dim
and distant future.
Resting on the passivity of the working class during
that period, reformists' entrenched their bureaucratic
grip on the trade unions and workers' parties, while
themselves becoming integrated with bourgeois society
and the state.

Careers
Bourgeois and petty-bourgeois elements at the same
time sought careers for themselves in the workers'
organisations, and became accustomed to occupying
seats in Parliament as 'Labour' or 'Socialist' MPs.
The degeneration of the CP leaderships proceeded
along essentially similar lines. The only real difference
has been that they have coupled it with the old Stalinist
methods of ruthless bureaucratic dictatorship, in the party itself.
In Italy, France and Spain, where Communist Parties
have a mass base in the working class, the leadership
went over openly and unashamedly to reformist ideas
under the label of 'Euro-Communism'. It is no small
irony that they repudiated even a nominal adherence to
the ideas of Lenin and the socialist revolution just on
the eve of the new period of world capitalist crisis.
:rhus the Italian CP leadership advanced the idea of
an 'historic compromise' with the capitalist class, and
all the 'Euro-Communist' leaders cling to essentially the
same idea. But if other 'Communist' parties still hold
nominally to 'Marxism-Leninism', this is a difference of
posture on the part of the leadership rather than a difference of essence. There is today not a Communist party in the world whose leadership puts to the working
class the task of taking power. None of them possesses a
single grain of the method and revolutionary ideas of
Lenin.
.
The practical consequences of a degenerated leadership were revealed with complete clarity in the French
revolutionary events of 1968. Those events were a'
brilliant anticipation of the new epoch 9f convulsions
which has now opened up.
With three million organised ip trade unions, at least
ten million French workers joined the general strike.
Factories were occupied. The army and police were
paralysed, while open support for the workers" movement was indicated within their ranks.
Thus the possibility of a peaceful transformation was
posed. Whjte~collar workers, small farmers and all
other strata of society except the big bourgeoisie were
affected by the revolutionary mood.
.
State power was within the grasp of the French work-

ing class. But the CP leadership, at the head of the biggest unions, hastened to call off the general strike,
broughf'the factory occupations to an end, and ensured
that the capitalists retained power.
It was the enormous. strength of the proletariat-which had not been defeated but was held in
check only by its own· leaders-together with the depth
of the ferment in society, and the fear of the bourgeoisie
of provoking a further movement, that prevented the
consequent Gaullist reaction from taking an extreme
form.
In Portugal in 1974, once again the capitalist state apparatus came within an inch of being overthrown. In
fact the forces of the state broke into splinters, and the
ruling class found itself without any basis of support.
Peasants seized the land from the landowners and
workers occupied factories. Under decisive leadership
there would have been nothing to stop the working class
from taking and consolidating power.
However, it was the leaders of the Socialist and Communist parties (the latter an unreconstructed Stalinist
party under the direct influence of Moscow) who held
the movement back from victory and allowed the forces
of the bourgeoisie gradually to regroup.
Even now, however, the strength of the working class
prevented the bourgeoisie from carrying out a vicious
reaction. It has been able to proceed only painstakingly
and feebly towards the consolidation of a right-wing
regime. One of the consequences of the revolution has
been that 84070 of the Portuguese workers became
organised in trade unions.
While reformist leaders have been able repeatedly to
bar the workers' movement from power, the bankruptcy of reformist policies in this period of capitalist crisis
means that there is no resolution of the problems of the
mass of society. Thus the working people are driven
again and again into action.

Crisis of reformism
The crisis of capitalism manifests itself also as a crisis
of reformism-of the s()Cial-democratic and Communist parties in the industrialised capitalist world.
Because these are traditional mass organisations of
the working class, the bankruptcy of their leadership
does not lead directly to the mass of the proletariat
abandoning these partid and seeking new 'revolutionary parties' constructed from scratch. The workers
return again and again to the very mass organisations
whose leaders have led them to defeat.
This is something which all the 'Marxist' sects have
utterly failed to understand, and are incapable of
understanding. Drawn mainly from the petty
bourgeoisie, from students and intellectuals, there are
now literally swarms of little groups and grouplets, warring among themselves, calling themselves 'MarxistLeninist', 'Maoist', 'Trotskyist' and a whole exotic
combination of labels. All of them proclaim their mission to create 'mass revolutionary parties' which are to
be sucked out of their own thumbs. In reality they are
all completely by-passed and ignored by the mass movement.

Alien to the working class in background, outlook,
and the arrogance of their pretentions, the sects are incapable of grasping the psychology and real needs of the
workers as they move into action to defend their living
standards and seek a way out of the crisis.
Above all, in a serious confrontation with the
capitalists, the workers understand the need for mass
unity and the strength that comes from numbers. The
whole experience of the past 30 years, where the active
layers of the working class have struggled through the
trade unions and the labour parties for reforms, has
reinforced the idea that the size of their organisations
has been more important in battle against the bosses
than this or that leadership or programme.

Process
In fact, of course, from the standpoint of the Marxist
understanding of the process, this position is inadequate. In the new period it will be quite impossible to
sustain the struggle for reforms and for the defence of
the working class without linking it to a programme for
social revolution. Strength of numbers is indispensible,
but on its own it will not suffice. Without a revolutionary leadership, the mass working-class organisations will repeatedly find themselves led up the blind
alley of class-compromise, and thus open themselves to
the dangers of defeat.
But it is through the mass organisations-the trade
unions and the traditional parties of labour-that the
working class as a whole will take to the road of struggle. Already this is amply demonstrated in all the industrialised countries.
What is true of the working class generally is, in this
regard, true also of its most active and far-sighted contingents. Again and again they seek to use the old
organisations as an effective weapon agai·nst the class
enemy and its governments.
But again and again they come up against the obstacle
of the entrenched reformist leadership of these
organisations, and are forced to struggle to change the
leadership. Already, to varying degrees, there is turmoil
and polarisation between left and right in all the mass
workers'. parties of Western Europe-at a time when the
crisis is still only in its early stages.
The whole of ~he working class has not yet been
driven into struggle. The active layer, moving into the
trade unions and the workers' parties, is only an anticipation of the mass inflow of the proletariat into these
organisations which is still to come.
In the course of the coming years there will be struggle after struggle to transform and re-transform the
workers' organisations, to> equip them for the tasks
which only the working elass cart fulfil. In the course of
these struggles, out of a whole series of experiences, the
active fighters of the labour movement will be drawn
unavoidably to the method and programme of Marxism-that is, provided the Marxists are there to patiently explain an<.tresolutely fight for their ideas.
Just as the economic crisis of capitalism is likely to be
long drawn out, the process of awakening and sharpening of the class struggle will also be extended. It will not
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proceed in a straight line. The working class learns from
experience, and above all from the experience of active
struggle.
.
It is impossible for the mass of the proletariat to proceed directly to revolutionary conclusions, especially in
this epoch. The mass of people always seek the path of
least resistance as a way out of their problems, and the
scope for illusions in 'alternatives' to the socialist
revolution is still far from exhausted.
There will be a testing out of all the apparent alternatives to Marxism. This is made unavoidable in the advanced capitalist countries by the experience of the
working class over the past three decades.

Revolution or reaction
It will require a number of sharp shocks, and even
defeats, before workers and their families in their hundreds of thousands and millions draw the conclusion
that the method of struggle of the past-limiting their
movement to pressure for reforms-can no longer advance their position or secure their needs.
For vast masses of the working people in the countries
of the West, where the strength of their organisations
has won bourgeois-democratic rights and freedom from
police tyranny, their impression of 'Marxism' and 'communism' is the repulsive totalitarian Stalinist regimes of
Eastern Europe, Russia, etc. Bourgeois propaganda
tirelessly drums home that these are the inevitable result
of revolution.
As the bourgeoisie is forced, in the coming period, to
mount one attack after another on the democratic rights
and freedoms of the working class, these mists of confusion will gradually be cleared away. In the course of
struggle to defend democracy, to end the nightmare of
capitalism, layer after layer of the working people (and
through them the middle class as well) will come to
understand that the only solution is the socialist revolution and th~ creation of a democratic workers' state.
But it will require a whole process of development of
the class struggle before it becomes clear that genuine
Marxism, genuine socialism, is inseparable from
workers' democracy and stands in irreconcilable conflict with Stalinism.
Above all, the revolution.ary process will be long
drawn out because of the weakness of the forces of
Marxism in the world today. Revolutions ar~ not overnight changes. Revolution is a whole tumultuous sequence of changes, reverses, and further changes.
Whether a workers' revolution results in victory or
defeat has always depended on the question of leadership.
The Russian Revolution was victorious within the
space of only nine months precisely because of the
strength of the Bolshevik Party, the firm roots which it
had laiq in (he workers' movement, and the quality of
its leadership.
In Spain in the 1930s, the revolution unfolded over six
years before it was finally defeated. As Trotsky pointed
out, the Spanish proletariat could have taken power on

at least ten occasions, had it not been for the obstacles
•
placed in its way by its own leaders.
At the present time, the process in the advanced
capitalist countries will be still further drawn out, to an
extent which the great teachers of Marxism in the past
could not have foreseen. They pointed out that a revolutionary situation, in which the struggle between the
classes rises to an unbearable pitch, leads quickly to a
resolution of the issue in favour either of the ruling class
or the proletariat.
But today, for example, in Italy there has been a prerevolutionary situation extending for more than ten
years. This is the result of the enormous power of the
working class and its organisations; of the weakness of
- the forces of bourgeois reaction; and of the complete incapacity of the workers' leaders to resolve the situation
by leading the class to power. One revolutionaryopportunity after another has been squandered, which in an
earlier period would have been enough to open the way
to counter-revolutionary defeat. Yet it is still impossible
for the bourgeoisie in Italy to form a stable government.
The process of the socialist revolution in the West is
likely to unfold over a period of one or even two
decades. But at the same time, this will be a period of
enormous turmoil and upheavals, of sharp tUrns and
sudden changes in the situation.
Because the crisis of capitalism is now endemic, and
each policy of the bourgeoisie leads in turn to a new impasse; because all the varieties of reformism are
bankrupt, but have not yet sufficiently exposed this fact
. in practice to the working class; because of the rapid sequence of feeble booms and deepening recessions, each
leading to new expectations and new disappointments-there will be a contradictory process of repeated
turns and changes in the class struggle and volatile swings of mood.
With the issue of power between labour and capital
unresolved, there will inevitably be a protracted seesawing as the workers' movement is dragged down
again and again by the deadweight of its reformist
leadership.

Centrist
As the impotence of reformism becomes revealed
there will be the development of mass centrist trends
within the workers' organisations-leaders and groupings which vacillate between revolutionary phraseology
and reformist practice. This will give enormous opportunities for the crystallisation of Marxism as a mass
force, provided a firm cadre of Marxists works correctly
in the mass organisations.
~
•
_ / In fact, the drawn-out character of the process provides a precious advantage for the forces of Marxism,
which, beginning from very small resources, would
otherwise be swamped in the revolutionary flood.
The Marxist p~rspective bases itself on the general
lines and direction of the process which is mainly determined by the crisis of the capitalist system. But within
this general framework we must be prepared for ex-
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tremely contradictory developments and paradoxical
zig-zags.
Under the pressure of events, different classes and
sections of classes move in d'ifferent directions. Among
the workers, the first onset of the crisis has led to the
radicalisation of the active layer. Hence, for example,
the upheavals in the British Labour Party, the struggles
of left against right, and the emergence of a strong leftreformist current among the rank and file. The speed of
this process has been accelerated by the existence in the
Labour Party of a Marxist tendency.
However, the process of radicalisation and polarisation is still at an early stage. The Party and several of the
main unions are still dominated by a right-wing
bureaucracy which rests on the passivity of the broader
masses of the class, inherited from the past. Nevertheless, this base is being steadily eroded as more and
more workers are impelled into action to defend their
living standards, and come up against the suffocating
barrier of the right wing.

Convoluted
In the country as a whole, developments are still more
convoluted and contradictory. Reacting to the cuts in
living standards inflicted on the working class by the last
Labour government, more backward or unorganised
layers abstained or followed the middle class in voting
for the Tories-and so inflicted on themselves the Thatcher government with its vicious anti-working class
policies and still more savage cuts.
I Now, on the rebound, confused by the manipulations
of the bourgeois press, radio and TV, many of these
have swung over to support the new SocialDemocrats-the split-off from Labour-whose leadership comprises precisely the most hardened of the
Labour right-wingers whose policies had alienated these
voters in the" first place! It requires a whole sequence of
experiences before clarity among the masses is reached, .
and class consciousness matures.
A broadly similar contradictory process has led to
right-wing governments in the United States, in Sweden,
in Jamaica and in a number of other countries.
In Spain, where the downfall of the Franco regime led
to a flowering of the trade unions, the Socialist Party
and the Communist Party as mass organisations, the
bankruptcy of the leader\hip led to a severe-;-if temporary-demoralisation of the active workers. In turn,
this has affected the whole working class. Thus the trade
unions have lost three-quarters of their membership
during the past few years; the membership of the
Socialist Party fell by 10Q 000; and that of the CP by
80000.
It was in these conditions that the Spanish generals
were tempted to carry out the coup in February 1981.
However, it was realised by the more far-sighted
strategists of the bourgeois, and by the king, that a
military regime would lead to a backlash of revolt by the
proletariat, and possibly provoke a revolutionary si~ua
tion. Therefore the ruling class drew back, and the coup
was aborted.
The volatility of the situation in Western Europe is

shown by the 1981 election in France, which produced
an outright victory for the workers' parties for the first
time in history. The French constitution was designed
by de Gaulle to ensure a high degree of autocratic power
for the bourgeois President. Now this office has fallen
into the hands of the Socialist Party, who al~o hold an
absolute majority in the Assembly!
A similar historic victory has been won by the
Socialist Party (P ASOK) in Greece. There is also now
the possibility of the Spanish Socialist Party winning the
next election-despite the acute fears of the leadership
of what the consequences of their own victory would entail.
In the United States, where the trade union
bureaucracy has clung to the tail of the capitatist
Democratic Party, and where the voters have had to
make their choice between the two bourgeois parties,
there is now a grounds well in the trade union movement
for the creation of a Labour Party.
That would represent a turning point in the history of
the United States and of the world. Beginning with a
reformist leadership and programme, a mass workers'
party in the US would polarise and evolve towards the
left even more swiftly than its counte"rparts in Europe.
It was little more than a year ago that Reagan came to
power on a popular mood of confused anger, discontent, and chauvinist hysteria. But already he has been
faced with a trade-union led demonstration against his
policies which mobilised half a million people in
Washington alone. Sharp turns and sudden changes are
characteristic of the present period.
In Western Europe, as in the USA, possibilities for
new reactionary developments are by no means exhausted. In fact, in France and Greece, where enormous
expectations have been aroused among the workers by
the election of Socialist governments, disappointment is
unavoidable. This is because the Socialist leaders are
determined to remain within the framework of
capitalism, and are therefore unable to sustain the promised reforms. This will prepare a swing back towards
the right, as the crisis of the economy deepens.

Swings
It is particularly the petty bourgeoisie which swings
radically from one side of the spectrum to the other, but
sections of the working class are also drawn in tow as a
result of the failure of the working-class leadership.
Nevertheless, each swing towards reaction in turn
leads to a sharpening of contradictions, intensifies the
class struggle, and whips the workers into action against
the class enemy.
Because of the relationship of forces in society it is
now ruled out that the bourgeoisie can take to the road
of fascism. The fascist organisations are now capable of
being no more than jackals running at the heels of a
military-police reaction. It is on the latter that the
bourgeoisie will be compelled in the coming period to
stake its existence.
The ruling class will have absolutely no alternative
but to try to defeat the workers' organisations, roll back
the social and political rights of the working class, and
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constantly depress living standards. When the role of
the reformist leaders in holding back the workers'
movement begins to be played out, the bourgeoisie will
have no alternative but to try to impose military-police
dictatorship in all the countries of capitalism.
But, as in Spain in the 1930's, this course would lead
unavoidably to civil war. That is the prospect on the
agenda in all the advanced capitalist countries in the
next period, if it is not forestalled by ~he victory of the
socialist revolution.
In revolution as in civil war, the outcom'e will turn
above all on the calibre of the proletarian leadership.
Only if the mass organisations of the workers are guided
by the programme of Marxism, by the programme of
the international socialist revolution, will a way forward
be found out of the chaos and misery of capitalist society.
The forces of Marxism will arise mainly out of the
fresh contingents of the proletariat, especially the
youth, pouring into the mass organisations in the coming years. It is from these organisations that the future
revolutionary International of the working class will
arise, bearing the heritage of Marx, Engels, Lenin and
Trotsky.
The myriad, so-called "Trotskyist" sects are of no
importance to this process. In fact, they are merely an
irritating nuisance to the labour movement, and have
served to surround 'the name of Trotsky with a bad
smell. The fact that some of these sects posture as the
"Fourth International" is irrelevant. The Fourth Inter. national whose foundations were laid by Trotsky in the
years before the Second World War, never arose as a
mass force. Such a development was prevented by the
peculiar course of the war, followed by the defeat of the
post-war revolutionary wave; and by the wl:lole period
of the post-war upswing of capitalism.
As Trotsky always explained, an International is
essentially a method, a perspective, and a programme.
As an organisation, it can only develop in this epoch as
a mass force of the international proletariat. The
heritage of ideas, method and programme represented
in the work of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky, has
been defended, extended, and deepened over the past
forty years by only a slender force of Marxists within
the international labour movement.

Sect~

The organisational apparatus of the Fourth International underwent a complete degeneration and
disintegration in the years after the Second World War.
It splintered into innumerable sects and sub-sects, increasingly petty-bourgeois in composition, each more
incapable than the other of orienting to the processes at
work in the working class.
Confused and demoralised by the new world situation
and the post-war upswing, these sects retained only the
name of Trotsky while abandoning his ideas and
method. Capitulating to the ideas of Keynesianism,
inan'y of them drew the conclusion that capitalism had
solved its problems and that the working class was no
longer a force for socialism. Others stubbornly main-

tained that the upswing of capitalism was in fact not
taking place, and asserted year by year that a new world
war and world revolution would shortly explode.
All of them completely lost their bearings. Chasing
after every passing phenomenon, impatient for results,
seeking always a short-cut, utterly without the scientific
perspective of Marxism, they underwent irreversible
decline.
Abandoning the working class, they turned uncritically to the student movement, then to the guerrilla armies.
of the colonial world, to Guevarism, Maoism, terrorism, and every new apparent panacea. Without the
anchor of the Marxist method, they only split and
splintered among themselves.
Today there are at least 15 different organisations
claiming to be the Fourth International! In ,each and
every case, these are the deluded fantasies of intellectual
sects. It is best to leave them to their own fate ..

Marxism
The real forces of Marxism-of Trotskyism-are taking shape within the mass organisations of labour in
many countries. Most notably in Britain and Sri Lanka,
but also in Spain, Sweden, Ireland, India and other
countries, signs of the influence of Marxism within the
working-class movement are becoming apparent.
As the history of the international workers' movement has repeatedly demonstrated, the forces of Marxism are capable of rising to mass proportions from the
smallest beginnings, in the course of a revolutionary
crisis in society. There is an enormously optimistic
perspective for the growth of the Marxist tendency internationally in this period.
.
In that way alone can the crisis of the proletarian
leadership be resolved and mankind find its way to the
socialist and communist future.
But more than this hangs on the questi~n of the proletarian leadership in the coming years. The victory or
defeat of the socialist revolution will determine also the
future survival or the complete annihilation of
mankind.
Inherent in the crisis of world capitalism is' the prospect of world war. At the time of the First World War
Lenin explained-in answer to the bourgeois argument
that this was the "war to end wars"-that if capitalism
survived it would guarantee yet another world war, and
yet another, and another, until it was overthrown. The
SecOlld World War was the grisly proof of the correctness of Lenin's analysis.
Facing intolerable contradictions of its economic
system at home, the bourgeoisie of each· major power
has repeatedly sought ~ a "way out" through
war-through conquest and redivision of the world
market. However, the change in the international situation since the Second World War has placed a new
obstacle in front of this tendency of capitalism.
A Third World War would inevitably mean a nuclear
war, fought €ssentially between the USA and Russia.
Because this course would annihilate Europe, and
would quickly lead also to the complete destruction of
human life-in fact leaving the planet to the plants and
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the insects-it is ruled out as a deliberate and conscious
policy of the bourgeoisie.
But there is nevertheless a deadly danger of nuclear
war inherent in this epoch of crisis of capitalism.
The existence of bourgeois democracy in the advanced capitalist countries has been the product of the
strength of the working class combined with the ability
of the bourgeoisie, riding on the wave of progress of its
system, to afford material concessions.
The parliamentary regimes in these countries allow
the bourgeoisie the most direct influence and control
over the conduct of state policy that is possible under
capitalism.
Paradoxically, because it is forced to attack the living
standards of the working people, the bourgeoisie will
also be compelled in the period ahead to attack
bourgeois democracy, and, if necessary, to replace its
parliamentary rule with military-police dictatorship.
But regimes of generals, while in the last analysis they
serve to defend the property and, profits of the capitalist

class, at the same time raise themselves above any
restraining hand.
.
Should the working class be defeated in the coming
period, resulting in a series of military-police dictatorships in the advanced capitalist countries, it is entirely
possible-and indeed inevitable-that one or other
fanatical general will reach for the nuclear button in the
crazy pursuit of a "first strike" advantage against
Russia.
.
Thus in the course of the next decade o'r two decades,
the issue of the socialist revolution-and with it the
issue of the survival of mankind-will be resolved in
struggle. Before the Second World War, Trotsky said
that mankind faced the choice between socialism or barbarism. Today it is the choice between socialism or annihilation.
.Those are the alternatives contained in the mighty
development of the productive forces of modern society .. That is the ultimate contradiction, which only the
. triumph of the forces of Marxism can resolve.
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Chapter"
The Crisis of the Stalinist
States
Despite the subsequent degeneration of the Russian
revolution, its effects continue to reverberate around
the world. By overturning the barriers of capitalism in
an area covering one-sixth of the earth, the revolution
allowed a backward country to rise in the space of two
generations to what is now the second greatest industrial
power.
In the fifty years from 1913 (which was the high point
of the pre-revolutionary economy in Russia) total industrial output increased more than 52 times, compared
with 6 times in the USA and twice in Britain. This was
despite the terrible destruction wrought, and tens of
millions of lives lost by the people of the Soviet Union in
this period, as a result of imperialist invasions, civil war
and famine.
In the same fifty years, industrial productivity in the
USSR increased by I 31OOJo-as compared with a 332%
increase in the capitalist USA, and a 73% increase in
capitalist Britain.
The fastest rate of growth of the productive forces In
the USSR took place in the decade before the Second
World War, when industrial production grew at an annual average of 20%. Despite the devastation of the
Soviet Union in the War, state ownership and economic
planning allowed a rapid recovery. Industrial growth
averaged 10% in the 1950s, and 8,5% in the 1960s.
Output of electricity increased from 91 billion Kwh to
740 billion Kwh between 1950 and 1970. Oil production
increased from 38 million tons to 353 million tons.
Similar dramatic increases were achieved in all the industrial sectors.
In the case of steel, which is the single most important
indicator of theindustr1al base of an economy, production was only 4,3 million tons in 1928 (the start of the
first five-year plan). By 1970 it had reached 116 million
tons. (Today it is 150 million tons-more than the
United States, and more than the whole of the EEC.)
Also the production of consumer goods multiplied.
The output of knitwear rose from 197 million units in
1950 to 1 134 million units in 1970, and the production
of domestic refrigerators from'l 500 to 4 100 000.
In 1950, the average annual consumption of meat per'
head of population in the USSR was 26 kg; by 1970 it
was. 48 kg. Milk consumption rose from 172 kg to 307
kg; eggs from 60 to 158; fish from 7 kg to 15 kg; sugar
from 12 kg to 39 kg.
For the people of the Soviet Union, the strengtl} of
the planned economy meant (by the mid-1970s) 25 doc-

tors and 112 hospital beds for every ten thousand people; rents at an average of 4,5% of total family expenditure; 20 weeks' paid maternity leave; retirement at 60
for men and 55 for women. In transport, housing and
heating, tremendous advances have taken place.
By the end of the post-war upswing of capitalism in
the West, the Soviet Union was spending twice as much
on social welfare per head of population as the British
'welfare state', and five times as much on education,
science and culture.
From the Marxist point of view, these facts are the
historical justification of the Russian Revolution, and
provide overwhelming proof of the superiority of planned economy over capitalist anarchy. They were achieved
despite the Stalinist degeneration of the revolution and
the horrible bureaucratic deformity of the workers'
state.
.
The overthrow of capitalism in Eastern Europe after
the Second World War led to similar leaps forward by
economies that were in most cases relatively backward.
At the end of the War, the Stalinist dictatorship in
Russia robbed the equivalent of R80 billion in money,
goods and industrial plant from East Germany, annexed
Rumanian and Polish territory and plundered the whole
of Eastern Europe by imposing distorted terms of trade
on the 'fraternal socialist countries'. Yet the superiority
of state ownership and planning meant that these
economies were able to grow at over 9,5% per year in
the 1950s, and over 6,5% per year between 1960 and
1973-much faster than any of the major capitalist
countries with' the exception of Japan.

Progress

~

Impressive though these achievements may be, they
nevertheless fall far short of the progress which would
have been possible had the bourgeoisie been overthrown
in the advanced caphalist countries and the socialist
revolution carried through internationally.
With regimes of workers' democracy, and the integration of the productive forces and economic planning
world-wide>;all the problems of poverty, oppression and
war would already have been eliminated from the face
of the earth. Contrasted with workers' democracy and
socialism, the national bureaucratic dictatorships of
Russia, Eastern Europe and the other deformed
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workers' states have always been a reactionary shackle
on the development of society.
Nonetheless, given the delay of the social revolution
in the industrialised countries of the West, the Stalinist
bureaucracies have played a relatively progressive role
in comparison with capitalism. THey have (at least in the
past) been able to develop the productive forces at a far
higher rate than the bourgeoisie..:.....even though, as Trotsky explained, at three times th,e cost. The development
of the productive forces is the mainspring of human
progress.
Considered historically, the Stalinist bureaucracies
have played the role in relatively backward countries of
organising the development of industry in an epoch
when the capitalist class could no longer do so. Thus, in
this sense, Stalinism has played the, role previously performed by capitalism in other countries in its own progressive .stage.

Delay'
The whole existence of Stalinism has depended on the
delay of the world revolution-on the ripeness of the
world for socialism combined with the defeats of the
proletariat and its failure to take command of the productive forces internationally and reorganise society on
the basis of its own democratic rule.
The totalitarian regimes of Stalinism do not represent
a new historical stage in the development of humanity,
but a deformity and distortion in the course of the transition of society from capitalism to socialism.
The process of history can be very slow, and very convoluted, but it is also very thorough. The almost 70-year
existence of the bureaucratic regime in Russia, and
subsequently in the other workers' states, is really only
the blinking of an eye in the span of historx.
The transition from feudalism to capitalism extended
over centuries and produced a wide variety of regimes.
Over a long period the bourgeoisie, owning the most advanced means of production, became the dominant
economic class and ruled the economic system-without
having yet attained direct command of the state. In
France, for example, capitalist predominance over production was established well b'efore the French Revolution which led to the establishment of their political
\
.
rule.
In contrast, the transition from capitalism to
socialism requires the conscious control of the producers over every aspect of production, society and the
state. Workers' democracy is absolutely necessary in
order to carry through socialist transformation.
The bureaucratic castes which have usurped power
from the working class, in a series of relatively
undeveloped countries in peculiar historical circumstances (see chapters 2 and 5), are no more than a
temporary aberration. The progress bf tile world revolution, 'the rise to power of the working class in the industrialised countries of capitalism, would remove the
entire basis on which Stalinism has existed, with the
result that these regimes would be swept away.
At the same time, even while the socialist revolution

in the West has been delayed, the development of industry in the deformed workers' states of the East has
itself laid the basis for the replacement of the
bureaucracies by regimes of workers' democracy.
The very successes of the planned economy in the
USSR, Eastern Europe and elsewhere have provided,
for an extended period, a basis of stability for Stalinist
rule. In the process the bureaucracies have hardened as
a privileged aristocratic caste, now largely hereditary,
and growing ever more apart in life and outlook from
the mass of working people on whose backs they sit.
Precisely as the productive forces have developed, so
the possibility has grown of more and more exaggerated
privileges, disparities of income, and all the associated
trappings of status, power and prestige. And the more
the state-owned and planned economies progressed, the
more their bureaucratic overlords swelled with the delusion that their system would last forever.
In the decades after the Second World War, while the
bourgeoisie in the West became supremely confident
that it had solved the problems of capitalism and cbuld
look forward indefinitely to a rosy future, the Stalinist
bureaucracies of the East drew similar conclusions for
themselves on an opposite economic foundation. \
But in the West, capitalism was preparing its
gravedigger in the form of the renewed strength of the
working class; and in the East likewise the planned
economies have prepared the social forces and conditions for the overthrow of Stalinism.
(In this chapter we are dealing with the situation in
Russia and Eastern Europe. We shall refer in the next
chapter to the essentially similar processes affecting the
Chinese Stalinist regime.)
In Russia at the time of the Revolution, the working
class was less than 15"10 of the population. In the Soviet
Union today there are 135 million workers in a population of about 260 million. Taking also the workers'
families into account, all but a small percentage of the
entire population are working class.
Also in Eastern Europe, in what were formerly mainly peasant countries, the working class is now the absolutely overwhelming social force. Together with the
economic contradictions of bureaucraJic rule, this
prepares the way for the political revolution against
Stalinism.

Basis of the political
revolution
The tasks which confront the peoples of the deformed
workers' states are to replace bureaucratic dictatorship
with regimes of workers' democracy, which will mean a
democratic transformation in every aspect of society,
and will clear away the barriers in these countries to the
transition to socialism.
The overthrow of the bureaucracies will mean a
political revolution and not a social revolution because,
in contrast with the West, the fundamental social task
of the revolution has already been carried through. This

I
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is the abolition of private ownership of the means of
production and the replacement of capitalism by a
system of state ownership and economic planning.
The basis of the political revolution is prepared not
only by the rise of the working class, but also in the increasing change of bureaucratic rule from being a
relatively progressive factor in the development of the
productive forces, to an absolutely reactionary fetter.
The beginnings of this change have been evident for
some decades, and it was already anticipated in the
analysis made by Trotsky fifty years ago. But in the
course of the 1970s this change has become so blatantly
obvious that the bureaucracies themselves are now affected with uncertainty, anxiety and dread for the
future.
Nobody, not even the 'all-powerful' regimes of
Stalinism, can escape the dialectic of history. As things
develop, they change, and turn into their opposites. It
was possible for the bureaucracy to play a relatively progressive role in developing industry when it was still
mainly a question of laying down the basic infrastructure of a modern economy in underdeveloped countries.
But the methods of diktat and bureaucratic command
are incapable of effectively managing a sophisticated industrial economy, and of ensuring the harmonious further development of the productive forces.
There is a very delicate balance in a modern economy
between industries making the means of production,
and consumer industries. The relationships of interdependence between the various enterprises are extremely complex because· of the extent of the division of
labour and specialisation.
Under capitalism, despite its contradictions, the
market has played the role of an automatic check on
quality, on productivity, on maintaining the linkages
within the productive system, and on relating the
economy to the needs of society.
While state ownership and planning frees the
economy from the anarchic forces at wor.!< under
capitalism, and from periodic slumps and booms, it increasingly requires the direct participation of the bulk of
working people in planning, managing and controlling
production. Workers' democracy is as essential to the
development of the planned economy as oxygen to the
human body.

Plan
In an economy freed from market relations, the plan
has to determine what goods and services shall be produced and by whom, and allocate the means necessary
to produce them.Centralised planning has to cover incomes, prices, investment, costs, quality, technical progress, the allocation of the surplus and much else besides, and coordinate the efforts of tens of thousands of production
• units, i{l respect of vast numbers of products. The
number of products in the Soviet economy today runs to
12 million!
Without workers' democracy-without the constant
involvement, initiative, check and corrective of the producers in every leve~ of the system-all these functions

are carried out by bureaucratic edict. The various layers
of the bureaucracy may involve millions of officials and
functionaries, but everything centres on a top hierarchy
in Moscow, Prague, Warsaw, Sophia, Bucharest,
Belgrade, etc.
Even with computers, it is impossible for the
bureaucracy to manage the economy so as to release the
maximum possibilities inherent in the level of the productive forces at each stage in the development of industry. In fact, the more sophisticated the level of
development, the more the system seizes up.
Plans are incomplete, contradictory and late.
Bureaucracy stifles initiative and innovations by the
workers, and thereby hamstrings the advance of the
productive forces themselves. A dead hand rests on
science, education and culture.

Frustration
Within the bureaucracy, each layer of minions aims
to please the higher bureaucrats, so as to ensure
privilege and promotion. At the same time, everyone is
looking over his or her shoulder for the secret police.
The system breeds boot-licking mediocrities. There is an
enormous inertia of officialdom leading to frustration
at all levels.
Above all, as Trotsky warned, it is in the realm' of
quality that the system breaks down. Without
democratic control, production is adjusted merely to the
quantities laid down in plan-instructions, while the
needs of the people for goods of quality are neglected.
Because quality is difficult to define, it is impossible
to achieve by methods of command. Within the lower
levels of the bureaucracy, complex devices of falsifying
figures, cheating, cutting corners, etc., have been evolved.
Thus, inevitably, monumental waste plagues the
system. In the Soviet Union, the regime has itself revealed that up to one half of goods produced in the factories
have to be rejected as unfit for use. This in turn means
severe dislocations throughout the economy-machinery left rusting and unusable for want of
parts, delays in the completion of investment projects,
shortages of consumer goods, and so forth.
Despite spending proportionately much more than do
most of the capitalist countries on research and development, the pace of innovation in industry in the Stalinist
states hag been sluggish. Again this is because of
bureaucracy. While the USA and West Germany have
been putting more than 50070 of their inventions into
practice within roughly a year, Russia takes more than
~
three years to get that far.
Inventions often require the signatures of 36 different
minisfries before they can be implemented! Thus, in a
survey of machine-tool factories, it emerged that fourfifths of all decisions to replace equipment were taken
because the machine was physically worn out, and only
one-seventh because it was obsolete. Out of total investment, twice as much is spent on replacing and repairing
equipn\ent than is the case in the USA. As a result,
repair bills are enormous, occupying one-tenth of the
entire industrial work-force.

Agriculture in the Soviet Union has never really
recovered from the forced collectivisation under Stalin.
At that time the peasants actively resisted and sabotaged
production, because of the monstrous way collectivisation was imposed. Today, seeing little advantage for
themselves in the advancement of agricultur'e, seeing the
bureaucrats lording it over everything and fattening
themselves on the backs of society, the peasants and
agricultural workers continue a passive resistance to the
commands of the regime.
The rate of growth of agriculture has lagged persistently behind industry. In the 19505 it was under 50/0
per year; in the 1960s only 3%; and in the last four years
it has averaged 20/0.

Productivity
Much of the growth of agriculture in the past has
come from extending the area under cultivation, rather
than raising the productivity of existing farms. In the
1950s agricultural productivity rose only 2% annually;
in the I%Os only 1%; and in the 1970s productivity ac-'
tually fell. This is despite high levels of investment in
agriculture. Now, moreover, the possibility for extending agriculture' is reaching its limits.
Because of relatively higher wages, and better conditions in the cities, there has been a big migration of
, youth from the land. It is now mainly old people who
are left on the farms, and many state farms are entirely
without mechanics and have very few male workers.
Students and factory workers have had to be drafted to
bring in the harvests.
. The real crisis of agriculture is shown in the fact that,
while priva.te plots cover only 3% of total farmed area,
they produced in 1976-79 just over 25% of agricultural
output. This induced the turn by the bureaucracy last
year to a policy of encouraging private far-iners' plots,
the keeping of a cow, chickens, etc, as a means of attempting to relieve shortages.
But for the bureaucracy there is no escape from the
absurdities and imbalances produced by Stalinist
methods. For instance (as Soviet officials have admitted), waste, inadequate storage provisions, and pOor
packaging and distribution mean that at least 50% of all
fruit and vegetables grown get spoiled by the time they
reach the shops.
..
At the same time, the lag of productivity in
agriculture has necessitated enormous subsidies in order
to keep food prices from rising steeply. Thus, today, it
is actually cheaper for farmers to buy bread and feed it
to their pigs, rather than feed them grain! Pravda has
recently announced stiff penalties for peasants who d~
this.
The crisis of agriculture under Stalinism is an important ingredient in the developing crisis of the whole
system, because of the role of agriculture in determining
the standard of living of the population.
The last three years of disastrous harvests in the
USSR have produced serious shortages of fodder, and
made it exceptionally difficult to increase meat production. Indeed, in 1980 there was a 3% drop in meat production, with possibly a 5% drop in meat supplies to the
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cities. Rationing has been imposed in some cities, while
queueing for food and other consumer goods has
become endemic.
Over the past 15 years, individuals' deposits in savings banks have increased more than eight times over,
mainly because of the shortage of consumer goods on
which to spend the money. Those city-dwellers who can
afford it carry a month Or two's salary with them at all
times, to snap up scarce items in bulk as they appear in
the shops.
,
The 'parallel market' (what used to be called the'
black market) has not disappeared over time but, on the
contrary, is flourishing. It now covers not only consumer goods, but even steel, coal and other materials!
Increasingly, goods are obtained and even allocated
to factories by means of the bribery and corruption of
officials.
Bureaucracy breeds corruption, and this is a permanent feature of the Stalinist system. Of course, the most
senior bureaucrats rail publicly against corruption, just
as they condemn mismanagement, waste, inefficiency,
red tape-in fact 'bureaucracy' itself. In like manner
might the devil preach against sin!
Action is taken from time to time when these
abominations reach such proportions that the rule of
the bureaucracy itself might be jeopardised if they were
allowed to continue unchecked. Also, allegations of COfruption against senior officials tend to surface when
struggles are taking place behind the scenes within the
bureaucracy.
Just a few recent examples should be enough to show
the extent and scale of corruption (although volumes of
cases can be compiled from the official press itself, going back decades).
In the 'Caviar scandal' of 1980, more thim 200 officials of the Ministry of Fisheries (including top
Secretariat members) were arrested in connection with a
multi-million rouble swindle which had apparently gone
on for ten years. By arrangement with a Western firm,
,they sold caviar under the label of herring and deposited
their share of the rake-off in secret Swiss bank accounts.

Embezzled
In June 1981, the deputy' minister for the petrochemical industry in the Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan
was placed on trial for corruption, with four other of• ficials. Over four years he had embezzled 4 million
roubles with the help of senior management in one of
the factories under his control. The funds were spent on
a 'luxurious administration building instead of on
laboratories, and on buying cars, apartments and holiday homes for themselves. But how was this not
detected for four years?!
As we go to press, there is news of the arrest of
Kolevatov-the most senior official in charge of Russian circuses. For years, it is alleged, he had extorted
from circus performers a bribe in return for giving them
permission to go on overseas tours. When his home was
raided he was found with diamonds worth more than a
million roubles.
Simultaneously there are reports in the Russian press
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of a scandal at the visa office, where bribes have been
demanded for permission to Soviet citizens to travel
abroad.
These instances merely lift a corner of the lid on the
sewer of corruption and pilfering in the Stalinist system.
In one way or another every layer of society is affected.
As a result, to protect the publicly-owned economy
from personal plunder, over two million guards and
watchmen have to be employed in the USSR-30 times
the corresponding figure for capitalist Britain, which
has only a quarter of the Soviet population.

Replaced
In 1974 the Soviet Minister of Culture, Mrs Furtseva,
was exposed and dismissed for embezzling the
equivalent of RIOO 000. She replaced the misappropriated funds-but where, in a supposedly
'socialist' country could she possibly lay her hands on
such big sums, completely out of the reach of ordinary
workers? The question answers itself in showing the real
privileges, incomes and opulent standards of the top
bureaucracy of managers, generals and politicians.
In the Soviet Union, many Communist Party officials
earn five times the wage of the average worker-and
Marshalls of the armed forces more than 20 times as
much. To this must be added all the perks and privileges
which go with power. Special luxury shops, special holiday facilities and rest homes, special medical services,
special suburbs, luxury flats, country villas, cars with
chauffeurs, and special schools are reserved for an elite
of approximately 250 000 top party and state officials
and their families.
Bureaucratic segregation from the mass of the working people even extends to having specially reserved
lanes of the streets for their limousines to drive down, so
that their highnesses are not delayed by irritating traffic
jams.
Brezhnev, for example, is well known to have a fleet
of private limousines. Even Kissinger. the representative
of American capitalism, was staggered when he visited
Russia by the lavish opulence and luxury enjoyed
- by members of the Communist Party Politburo-on a
scale which only multi-millionaires in the USA can afford.
The Stalinist bureaucracy\ has nothing in common
with the Bolshevik regime led by Lenin and Trotsky, except the economic foundation resulting froJll the over-.
throw of capitalism. In tlie early years of the revolution,
when privileged salaries four times the wage of ordinary
workers had to be paid to technicians and specialists
because of the terrible shortage of skills, Lenin frankly
described this as a "capitalist differential".
But Bolsheviks did not profit from these conditions.
When, for instance, in 1918, the business manager of
the Council of People's Commissars tried to raise
Lenin's,salary on grounds of his tremendous work-load,
Lenin denounced it as "illegal" and wrote the man a
severe reprimand. Krupskaya (Lenin's widow) wrote in
her memoirs that he got very angry when any attempts
were made to create favoured living conditions for him.
"I remember how angry he was over a pail of khalva

which Malkov, then commandant of the Kremlin, once
brought him."
Stalinism is separated from Leninism by a chasm of
history-of bloodshed, degeneration and corruption.
Now history has prepared its downfall.
The very development of the economy which the
bureaucracies believed would consolidate their rule, on
the contrary undermines it completely. More and more,
bureaucratic planning and command is stifling the advance of production, not only in the USSR but
throughout Eastern Europe as well.
The .rate of growth in the COMECON countries
averaged IOOJo in the 1950s, 711/0 in the 1960s, and only
51lJo in the 1970s. This slow-down reflected the gradual
clogging up of the productive system and its increasing
suffocation under the dead weight of bureaucracy. By
the end of the 1970s the Stalinist states of Eastern
Europe and Russia were in the grip of a severe economic
crisis which the following graph plainly illustrates:
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From being relatively progressive in their development of the productive forces, the bureaucracies .have
become absolutely reactionary. There is no way out of
the impasse facing the peoples of these countries except
the political revolution and the establishment of
workers' democra.cy, which alone can lead to socialism.

Economic, social and
political contradictions
The claims of the Stalinists fhat. Russia had achieved /
"mature socialism" and tbat the present generation
would "live in communism" have boomeranged, and
now stand as an unanswerable indictment of the
bureaucracy in the eyes of the masses.
There is an en<l{mous cynicism among ordinary people towards the lies and postures of the bureaucracy.
This is reflected in the jokes which circulate among the
workers.
Ingrained scepticism towards the official propaganda

of the radio, television and press such as Pravda
("Truth") and Izvestia ("News") has given rise to the
popular saying that' 'there is" no Izvestia in Pravda, and
no Pravda in lzvestia."
In the food queues there is a standing joke about the
difference between 'socialism' and 'communism':
"Under socialism you cannot get any meat. Under communism you know you don't need meat."
Living standards of the population continued to rise
up to about the mid-1970s, which provided a means of
reinforcement of the Stalinist regimes. But now, with
few exceptions, living standards are stagnating.
Economic plans have to be revised downwards, and
there is no possibility of returning to the rates of growth
of the past.
In fact, the economies of the deformed workers'
states are now growing at a rate only slightly faster than
capitalism, ,and can even be exceeded by
some of the capitalist countries during temporary periods
of boom. Thus, while we are in th'e epoch of the social
revolution in the West, we are also in the epoch of the
political revolution in the East.
Some older workers in the Soviet Union, not seeing a
way forward, actually hark back to the days of Stalin
and say that even a bloody tyranny was "better"
because at least living standards rose at that time. But in
such distorted ways, the ripeness of the political revolution against Stalinism itself is shown.
.
The stranglehold of bureaucracy will 'be felt to be
more and more intolerable by the working people of
these countries, with the result that hardships, shortages, price rises, crimes of corruption, police provocations and brutalities, etc., can lead at any time to explosive movements of the population and set a revolution in motion.

Unresolved
The unresolved national question in the Soviet Union
and throughout Eastern Europe inflames the situation
even further and can precipitate mass upheavals.
In many of the Soviet Republics over the years there
have been repeated local outbursts of rebellion against
the domination of the Russian bureaucracy, struggles
for equality, language rights, etc. Quickly crushed by
military and police action~ these events are usually only
reported much later as news of them creeps past the official censorship.
Better known is the seething resentment of the
peoples of ITl(,st of the countries of Eastern Europe
against what, they feel as domination by the Soviet
Union. Within many of these countries too-as in the
Kosovo province of Yugoslavia-national divisions and
antagonisms fester.
Because each bureaucracy defends and strengthens
the existing national state as the basis of its self-interest,
power and privileges, it is incapable of solving the national question. Only on the basis of workers'
democracy can the free cooperation of the peoples be
ensured and national divisions overcome.
For decades now, in attempts to overcome the suffocating effects of their own system, the bureaucracies
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have passed through a series of zig-zags in their methods
of economic planning and control. Without in any way
altering the character of their regime, they have attempted Ipoves towards greater centralisation; then swung
over \0 policies of decentralisation. As each has failed in
turn, and seized up in its own contradictions, there has
been a renewed swing in the opposite direction-to recentralisation, then to re-decentralisation, and so on.
The bureaucracies have also come up against the
limits of the national boundaries of their economies,
and in the process the reactionary idea of "socialism in
one country" has had to be thrown away. Policies of
autarky or self-sufficiency are impossible in a world
dominated by modern industry and a highly developed
international division of labour.
Where cheaper goods, produced on the basis of the
most advanced technique, are available on the world
market, there is an inescapable pressure on all
economies to enter the market in order to obtain the advantages of the international division of labour.
Especially in relation to electronics, computers and
other technologically advanced equipment, the Stalinist
states have been compelled to turn to trade with the
,West.
At the same time Russia, for example, has been forced to go to the world market to buy grain as'a result of
repeated bad harvests coming on top of bureaucratic
bungling. This year its grain purchases from the West
are expected to amount to 42 million tonnes. The situation has now developed where the planting programme
of United States agriculture is heavily geared towards
exports to the Soviet Union.
In order to buy on the world market, the Stalinist
states must also sell on the world market. Total East-,
West trade has increased six times in the 15 years up to
1980. 300/0 of East European trade is now with capitalist
countries, while Russia's trade with the West has been' .
increasing faster than her trade with Eastern Europe. By
1990, for example, some 30% of West Germany's gas is
expected to be supplied by pipeline from Siberia.
All this demonstrates the inseparable inter-relation of
the whole modern world economy, as Marxism has
always explained.

Debt
Forced by the crisis of bureaucracy to seek a blood
transfusion of technology from the West, the Stalinist
states-in particular those of Eastern Europe-also
turned to borrowing heavily from Western governments
and banks. By 1980 the total COMECON debt to the
capitalist countries amount.ed to $70 billion.
Russia's debt now totals about $11 billion (net), and
could well double or even treble by 1985. Hungary owes
more than $7 billion; East Germany' $12 billion;
Rumania $9 billion; and Poland alone more than $27
billion.
The case of Poland dramatically illustrates both the
impasse of Stalinism and the complete abandonment by
the bureaucracy of even the most basic understandings
of Marxism. In 1971 the Polish bureaucracy, faced with
severe economic and political problems, embarked on a
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'dash for growth' with the aid of Western technology
bought with Western loans. These loans were premised
on the ability of Poland to export to the West sufficient
coal, shoes, textiles and other goods to finance the interest and repayments.
Like the capitalists, the bureaucracy did not have a
grain of an idea that the post-war upswing of capitalism
would come to an end. They were therefore hit hard by
the onset of the capitalist crisis, which has had the result
that there is no longer the expected market for Polish
exports in the West.
As Polish exports slumped, while payments of foreign
debt fell due, the bureaucracy tried to exact greater output from the workers and farmers.
F~ced with the worsening crisis of agriculture, the
bureaucracy had previously tried to raise food
prices-but had repeatedly been forced to back down in
the face of determined resistance by the workers. Now
the bureaucracy moved again to impose price rises, at a
time of chronic food shortages and widespread
breakdowns in supplies.
This precipitated the explosion of the Polish revolutionary events from 1980-81.
In turn, of course, the inevitable consequence of the
revolutionary turmoil was a further dramatic drop in'
production and the virtual grinding to a halt of the
Polish economy. The Western banks were faced with
the chpice of either lagreeing to postpone ('reschedule')
Polish debt repayments, or else suffer a complete
default.
950/0 of the debt which was due in 1981 was in fact
rescheduled. Now there is the situation where, to
finance the imports which it must have to get industry
working again, Poland needs another $12-15 billion in
loans by 1985. The Western banks now want guarantees
from their own governments before advancing more.
Not only Poland but also Rumania cannot meet its
debts and requires rescheduling.

Inflation
Running through the economies of the deformed
workers' states today is the infection of inflation. This
has mainly been imported from the capitalist economies
as a result of East-West trade.
For example, the pr~ces of imports to Hungary between 1970 and 1977 increas~d by 165%. By 1979-80 inflation in Hungary was running at 12%, while wages
rose only 3%.
In Poland the rate of inflation was between Illf/o and
19% a year between 1978 and 1980. Now it will be vastly
higher because, under martial law, the regime has been
able to impose price rises of as much as 400% on consumer goods.
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, East Germany
and the USSR itself have all announced price rises from
1979 onwards. Yugoslavia has had a 50% rate of inflation, ahd on top of that the bureaucracy raised food
prices massively in August 1981.
Inflation is a serious disease for a planned economy,
disrupting the complex inter-relations of the productive
.system: In the case of the Stalinist states, it adds to the

severe dislocations and imbalances inherent in
bureaucratic rule.
Participation on the world market is absolutely
necessary and unavoidable, as Trotsky pointed out. But
it merely heightens the contradictions of Stalinism and
raises all the more clearly the need for the carrying
through of the social revolution in the West and the
political revolution in the East.

Hungarian Revolution of

1956
The first big outbreaks of the political revolution
against Stalinism occurred in Eastern Europe in the
1950s-most notably in Hungary in 1956.
It is a monstrous falsehood to allege that the
Hungarian revolution was an attempt at capitalist
counter-revolution. This, of course, is the way the
Hungarian working class was slandered by the Stalinist
regime and by Communist· Party leaders and their
hangers-on internationally. It is also the myth put about
for their own purpose by the imperialists, who have
always sought every opportunity to pretend that
freedom equals capitalism.
In fact the movement in Hungary proceeded immediately to lay the foundations for a healthy,
democratic workers' state. With virtually the whole
working population of Hungary in action, the
bureaucracy lost control of the military-police apparatus of repression, and its complete lack of support
in society was exposed.
With two general strikes-hardly the weapon of
'capitalist counter-revolution' -and two insurrections,
the bureaucracy was overthrown in Hungary.
Workers' councils sprang uP. linking up regionaUy
and beginning to take the affairs of society into their
hands. Weighing up and testing in the initial confusion
the different possibilities that were available to them,
the workers rapidly turned to the task of establishing
democracy on tl'\e basis of the planned economy.
Instinctively they advanced essentially the same programme for workers' democracy that Lenin had outlined. In the first years of the Russian Revolution, before
the bureaucratic degeneration took hold. the Bolsheviks
had insisted on four vital safeguards:
• All power to be vested in Soviets, i.e. councils composed of delegates elected from their workplaces and
districts, and subject to immediate recall by those who
had elected theml This obliged delegates to report back
to mass meetings of their workmates on the issues under
discussion, and harnessed the energies of the workers in
the tasks of government. The Soviets were the most sensitive instrument yet devised for measuring the changing
consciousness and will of the masses and translating it
..
into action.
• All the working people were to bear arms and to be
trained in a militia to guard against abuses under a
separate standing army, and so defend the gains of the
Revolution against attacks from any quarter, internal or
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external.
• All simple administrative duties were to be rotated
among the widest possible number of the working people, to prevent the crystallisation of an entrenched caste
of bureaucrats.'
• No official of the workers' state was to receive a
salary above that of the average skilled worker, plus the
necessary expenses to be strictly audited by the workers'
organisations. This was to ensure that there was no
material incentive for careerism to take root among
state officials.';
But, by the process of degeneration explained in
Chapter 2, all these safeguards were dismantled and
eliminated as the Stalinist dictatorship took hold in
Russia. In the struggle against Stalinism in the 1920s
and 1930s, the International Left Opposition had based
itself on Lenin's original programme for workers'
democracy-which became the programme for the
political revolution against the bureaucracy.

Demands
In Hungary in 1956, the newly created revolutionary
councils immediately hammered out a programme containing similar demands:
For a broad government comprising representatives
of the workers' organisations and the youth; for a "national guard composed of workers and young people";
for workers' councils in all the factories "to establish (a)
workers' management and (b) a radical transformation
of the system of central planning and direction of the
economy by the state" .
To these were added basic demands for- pension and
family allowance increases, and wage rises for the lower
paid. With the national average wage at about 1 000
forints, the programme demanded "maximum monthly
wages to be fixed at 3 500 forints". This -was aimed
against the bureaucrats and army officers who were ear- .
ning between 9 000 and 12000 forints.
Together, these demands formed the essential programme for the political revolution in
Hungary-adopted less than three days after the uprising began.
Full-scale Russian military. invasion was needed to
destroy these historic achievements and to smash the
movement of the Hungarian workers. In fact, two Russian invasions and the ~laughter of as many as 50 000
Hungarians was the only basis on which thp. grip of the
, bureaucracy on society could be restored.
The first Russian troops sent to Hungary became infected with the revolutionary mood, and began to res~
pond to the appeals of their Hungarian brothers and
sisters. The bureaucracy had to call in what were then
backward peasant troops from Siberia and tell ,them
they were being sent to put down a fascist uprising in
Berlin!
. OQ several other occasions, most notably in the inva~
sion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, the bureaucracy has
resorted to the use of military force against t)le workers.
The developments in Czechoslovakia were different
from those in Hungary, in that the process started as an
experiment in 'liberalisation' by the Czech bureaucracy.

This evoked a response from the population that
threatened to go beyond the ability of the bureaucracy
to control. But also in Czechoslovakia there was no
possibility of the restoration of capitalism.
In the whole of Eastern Europe, and the USSR-as
also in China and other states where capitalism has been
decisively overthrown-there is now no material or
social basis for the restitution of the bourgeoisie. The
mass of the population take state ownership of the
means of production and planned economy as entirely
natural, and it would be as absurd to pose the restoration of capitalism there as it would be to pose the return
of feudalism in Europe.
The fact that in these countries some reactionary individuals and small groups of intellectuals can be found
who favour a return to capitalism (or in Solzhenitsyn's
case, even a return to Tsarism!) merely demonstrates the
extent to which they have been driven mad by the crimes
of the bureaucracy.
In all these countries it is a social impossibility to
restore private ownership of industry and of the other
main means of production-which is what a return to
capitalism would necessitate. This would be obvious to
anyone who takes the trouble to think the matter
through concretely.
Naturally the Stalinists love to highlight the
statements of these 'dissidents', to use them as a
smokescreen and justification for the bureaucracy itself. .
Thus all who oppose the bureaucracy are denounced as
"enemies of socialism" intent on restoring capitalism.
Nevertheless, the movement of history itself explodes
these lies.

The movement in Poland
Above all it has been the events in Poland over the
past two years which have exposed internationally the
real character of the bureaucracies and brought out
clearly the essential lessons of the political revolution.
There have been repeated movements of the Polish
workers against the regime since the 1950s. Although
temporary and partial victories were achieved, each time
the bureaucracy was able to reconsolidate its position
and impose renewed repression on the masses.
But in July-August 1~80 there was a renewed mass
movement-involving the whole working population in
opposition to shortages and price increases, and demanding higher wages and the right to independent trade
union organisation. (The official 'trade unions' in the
Stalinist states are not trade unions at all but instruments of the bureauoratic apparatus for disciplining
and controlling the working class.)
In the Gdansk region, power effectively passed into
the hands of a joint council representing 400 factories
(in essence, a soviet). Out of this ferment, without the
permission of"'the bureaucracy, Solidarity was set up
and its membership quickly swelled to 10 million.
Solidarity spoke for the Polish people against the
parasitic caste that oppresses them.
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Despite all the crimes of Stalinism committed in the
name of 'socialism', there was not the slightest basis of
support on the part of the Polish masses for a return to
capitalism. This was made clear in all the mass meetings
and conferences of Solidarity, where what was demanded was democratic change in the direction of bringing
the planned economy and state ownership under
workers' control.
Even the bourgeois press in the West had to drop its
conventional propaganda and admit that there was no
movement against socialism itself. It was only as the
movement declined, and all the more so once the Polish
workers were silenced by military dictatorship, that the
Stalinists dared raise their voices to claim that a
capitalist counter-revolution was under way in Poland.
Naturally, the bourgeois media are now only too pleased to report this slander as though it were the truth.
It is the fate of a defeated revolution to be vilified by
its enemies when it cannot answer back.

Squandered
The movement in Poland was a political revolution to
establish workers' democracy and clear the way for the
tranSition to genuine socialism. But tragically, because
of the weakness of the forces of Marxism internationally, the Polish working class was led from the start by a
leadership which squandered all t\"le opportunities
presented to them, and condemned the workers to
defeat.
They did not understand that it is impossible to
achieve gradual reform of the Stalinist system, and that
Poland could not be half totalitarian and half free. No
genuinely independent workers' organisation can long
co-exist with the Stalinist bureaucracy. Either the
bureaucracy had to be totally eliminated and workers'
control established over every aspect of propuction and
society-or else eventual defeat of the movement was
inevitable.
.
This position, explained in Inqaba ya Basebenzi in
January 1981, was confirmed by events.
The bureaucracy of a deformed workers' state is inherently totalitarian, and incapable of reform in the
direction of workers' democracy. The totalitarian
nature of these regimes, of course; is made much use' of
by the bourgeoisie in its propaganda against 'socialism'.
It is indeed a paradox, \which needs to be explained,
that (at least in many countries) capitalism has been able
. to tolerate forms of democratic expression, opposition
parties, independent trade unions, etc., while similar
freedoms are intolerable to Stalinism.
Even in its most liberal form, bourgeois democracy is
a distorted and truncated system, tolerating opposition
only within limits which do not fundamentally threaten
the property and social power of the capitalist class. But
the Stalinist bureaucratic castes, in contrast, can ~ain
tain their rule only by ruthless police-state methods and
the complete suppression of opposition of any kind.
The reason for this is not, as the bureaucracies claim,
because of the threatening encirclement by imperialism.
The absurd, logic of their argument is that 'socialism'
cannot be defended against capitalism by the workers of

the workers' states-cannot be defended by Lenin's
method of revolutionary internationalism, and an appeal to the fraternal aid in common struggle of the
workers of the West. On the contrary, 'socialism' has to
be defended by the bureaucracy and its secret police
against the Polish, Hungarian, Russian, etc., working
classes!
In fact it is not socialism which is defended by the
totalitarian system of Stalinism, but the power,
privileges, incomes and prestige of the parasitic
bureaucratic caste itself.
Under capitalism, a form of democracy (however
limited) is possible because it does not necessarily and
directly challenge the position of the bourgeoisie as the
economic ruling class. The entire system is based on
private ownership of the means of production, and
there is thus a separation between the mechanism of the
economy and the state. Those who own and control production do not necessarily and directly control the state:
Of course, the state intrudes into the economic process, and in the last analysis the state apparatus is the
means for the maintenance and defence of capitalist
property.
As capitalism becomes less and less able to provide
for the material needs of the working people-as the
workers' struggle threatens more and more to overstep
the limits of the bourgeois-democratic system and attack the basis of capitalism itself-the ultimate incompatibility of capitalism and democracy is revealed. The
suppression of democratic rights under regimes of
outright dictatorship becomes the order of the day if
capitalism is not overthrown by the working class.

Different
But in a society Where the system of private ownershilof the means of production has been abolished, where
the state owns and controls land, the factories, mines,
the financial system, trade, etc., the situation is intrinsically different. The market relations which follow
from private ownership are replaced by centralised planning.
The superiority of workers' democracy to bourgeois
democracy is bound up with the fact that the working
class, in taking power politically, in establishing its own
democratic state, becomes at the same time the master
of production. Thus, on the basis of workers'
democracy, every aspect of economic, social and
political life is harmonised and liberated in a transition
to socialism.
But once the workers' state falls into the hands of a
bureaucratic caste, which ri,ses in power and privilege
above the mass of the p~ople, democracy is necessarily
eliminated from every sphere ..Unlike the bourgeoisie,
the bureaucracy cannot tolerate even limited democratic
reform, because such reform of necessity must lead
directly to challenge,the bureaucracy's economic position-its status., income and privilege.
The bureaucracy depends absolutely on its complete
monopoly of state power in order to maintain its very
existence. This is because it has no necessary role in production, and is simply a parasite, in a society where~ on
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the basis of state ownership, the working class is able
itself to organise, manage and control the economy.
Hence the ruthless totalitarian police-state system of
Stalinism.
Hence also the falseness of the idea that by 'pressure' .
these regimes can be induced to usher in democratic
changes. Unless the movement of the working class in
the deformed workers' states proceeds to the complete
overthrow and dismantling of the bureaucratic apparatus, and its replacement by organs of workers'
democracy at every level, it is inevitable that the
bureaucracy will again and again ·inflict defeat on the
workers.

Powerful
In Poland, so powerful was the movement of the,
working population immediately after August 1980 that
the regime found itself suspended in mid air without any
point of support in the body of society. As Jaruzelski
himself warned the 'hard-liners', it was quite impossible
to use the Polish army at that time against the workers,
because it would have disintegrated. It was only the
secret police which remained· loyal to the
bureaucracy-and that is an insufficient basis for rule.
Even the Polish Communist Party uriderwent a profound collapse under the impact of the mass movement.
Rakowski, the deputy Prime Minister of Poland (in an
interview published in February 1982), was obliged to
admit this about the Polish CP:
"Disintegrated, I agree. Which is quite clear since the
military had to take its place in the government. Who could
deny that it wen! bankrupt, intellectually and politically,
that it was unable to organise the society, to get the country
out of the disaster, even to defend the state?"

We shOUld say a word at thi's point about the
character of the 'Communist Parties' in the Stalinist
states. Unlike CPs in the capitalist countries, some of
which have a mass base in the working class, these
organisations are not workers' parties at all. They are
organisations of the bureaucracy, for the defence of
privilege and for the suppression of the working class.
They are organisations of the officials, the army officers, the police and police agents, the managers, the
careerists and the stool-pigeons.
The Communist Parties are hated by the masses in all
the countries of Stalinism. In Czechoslovakia, for example, such is the contempt of the ordinary workers for
CP members, that if one of their fellows joins thel'arty
he normally has to move with his family to another area
and seek new friends because of the ostracism which
results. The parallel in South Africa would be the
workers' attitude to supervisors, 'boss boys' and ipimpi.
By and large, however, the predominant element
making up the Communist Parties are the higher officials. In the Soviet Union, the CP are referred to as
"the bosses" by the workers. Not surprisingly, when wc
see that,a survey on collective farms in Russia found
that the proportion of managers in the CP was 86070 and
the proportion of workers only 5%. In the engineering
industry in Leningrad, the corresponding figures were
managers 60% and manual workers only 13070.
The Comrr:unist Parties have no role to play in the,

political revolution against Stalinism, but as organisations of the bureaucracy wiII disappear with it. As the
events in Poland showed, the CPs are not immune to the
pervasive pressures of revolution, even before the
bureaucracy is overthrown. They can completely collapse in a short space of time.
The initial policy of Solidarity was in fact to exclude
all CP members from membership of the union (in
much the same way as workers in SA want to keep
agents of the bosses out of their organisations). Nothing
could more dearly demonstrate the attitude of the ordinary workers to the CP.
However, after a time, about one million CP
members succeeded in joining Solidarity on the instructions of the party leadership, initially with the intention
of trying to bring it under control. But such was the ferment in society that these people were affected, and instead of the CP having a million members in Solidarity,
Solidarity had in effect a million members in the CP!
This contributed to the disintegration of the latter:.
This again confirmed Trotsky's perspective ~hat
under the pressures of the political revolution, the
bureaucracy would be split, with the lower layers drawn
to the side of the workers, leaving those at the top in
complete isolation.
There was no force in Poland preventing the working
class from taking state power-and it was held back
from this task only by the mistaken policies of its leadership. The policies of the Solidarity leaders were heavily·
influenced by the 'dissident' intellectuals, such as Kuron
of KOR, and by the Catholic Church hierarchy to whom
they turned for advice.
Blind to the inner laws of the revolution in which they
were caught up, Walesa and the other main leaders of
Solidarity counselled caution, moderation, limiting the
movement to demands for partial reforms, and attempting to reach an accommodation with the bureaucracy.
The continued hold of the Church ori the minds of the
Polish masses-itself an indication of their alienation
from Stalinism-turned in fact into a powerful advantage for Stalinism against the working class.

Church
Even today it is still being argued Py supporters
of Stalinism in the ranks of our movement that
the dissent, opposition, etc. in Poland was a result of
the counter-revolutionary activities of the Catholic
Church.
But in reality, the Church establishment in Poland
and elsewhere in Eastern Europe long ago reached an
accommodation with the bureaucracy in order to secure
its position. Having over the c(:nturies reconciled itself
to the regimes of slave society, then feudalism and then
capitalism, the Church now reconciles itself to Stalinism
also.
The Church bureaucrats felt as much threatened by
the prospect of a political revolution as the bureaucrats
of the state. Between them, there was a division of
labour. While the state tried to re-consolidate its instruments of repression, the Bishops worked to hold the
working class back from taking power.
The church leaders, posing as the. champions of
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humanity, don't often reveal their true attitudes openly.
But in a sermon on 24 January 1982, not long after the
coup, Archbishop Glemp stated that he considered it
essential that General Jaruzelski should continue in
power, and even described him as the last chance for
Poland! "If you fight for freedom with too much en. thusiasm you run the risk of losing it," he said.
And of the Church, the bureaucrat Rakowski says
"They need us as much as we need them." Even the
Polish Politburo hardliner, Olzowski, was reported as
saying on Hungarian radio and television that "the
Church in Poland is a gigantic factor for stabilisation."
(BBC World Service, 25/1/82)

Threat
From the time of the rise of Solidarity in August
1980, the main argument used by the Catholic Church,
KOR, Walesa, etc., against the carrying through of the
political revolution was the threat of a Russian invasion.
Indeed, the military manoeuvres of the Warsaw Pact on.
the borders of Poland were intended to leave the Polish
people in no doubt that Brezhnev would order an invasion in the event that the movement proceeded to overthrow the bureaucracy.
Just as in 1956, in the case of Hungary, the
bureaucracies of all the Stalinist states understood that
the victory of the political revolution and the establishment of workers' democracy in even one country, would
electrify the working people in all these states and lead
to revolutionary movements in country after country.
Therefore, in the event of the overthrow of the Polish
bureaucracy, they would have had to stake everything
on the military card.
. Nevertheless, the qualitative change in the position of
the Stalinist regime over the past 25 years meant that an
invasion would have been an extremely dangerous
course for the bureaucracy to pursue. Therefore they
held back and prepared to go in only as a last resort.
A number of factors combined to produce this hesitation. Firstly, as the Kremlin recognised, and as they
were no doubt advised by Jaruzelski, in the first period
of the Polish movement at least there would have been a
determined armed resistance' by the Poles. In all
likelihood the Polish army itself would have taken part
in the resistance.
Probably a drawn-out. guerrilla war would have ensued, and possibly as many as a million people
slaughtered in order to subdue it. This would have had
incalculable effects oh the Soviet Union's position internationally-its relations not only with imperialism but
also with the ex-colonial world, together with its position in world trade. Most important, however, would
have been the perilous consequences for the
bureaucracy within Russia itself, where an enormous
revulsion among the people would have swelled up.
Unlike 1956, the Stalinist bureaucracy today has no
confidence in the viability of its rule, and can look forward' with nothing but anxious dread to the future.
Brezhnev proclaimed Russia's "right" to invade
Poland as the very essence of "consistent internationalism"! In' the pollution and falsification of

everything that was fine in the tradition of the Russian
Revolution, the Stalinist bureaucracy knows no limits.
In fact, it is the real proletarian internationalism on
which Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky always relied
which alone could have brought about the overthrow of
the bureaucracy and the victory of the political revolution in Poland .
While the Polish working class could have taken
power in their own country, they could not have sustained their victory within the boundaries of Poland alone.
What was needed was a decisive and audacious revolutionary policy when power lay within their grasp-combined with a fraternal, internationalist revolutionary appeal to their brothers and sisters, the working class, of
Russia, East Germany, Hungary, etc., to actively support them.
Only by these means could a military intervention of
the Warsaw Pact armies have been paralysed and reversed. In turn that would have meant the sweeping of the
political revolution throughout Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union, spilling over also in Asia. At the same
time it would have evoked a tremendous response of the
working class in the West, and frustrated completely
any attempt by imperialism to take advantage of the
situation.
Indeed the Polish revolution could have set in motion
an entire international chain of revolutions, social and
political, in West and East. But without this internationalist perspective-their vision narrowed also by prejudices of Polish nationalism-the leadership of
Solidarity inevitably led the movement to defeat.
Trying to find an impossible solution within the
framework of one country, they based their strategy on
the illusion of securing a reform of the system while
leaving the bureaucracy in power in the state.
Therefore Walesa persistently tried to prevent
Solidarity from being anything more than a trade union,
when the whole logic of its development was towards
the taking over of state power. Walesa even boasted that
Poland's revolution was "unique" in that it did not seek
to change the government! OnlY,at the last minute; far
too late, and under pressure from the rank and file, did
the Solidarity leadership concede that confrontation
with the regime was inevitable.

Challenge
Spontaneously, the Polish working class moved
through Solidarity to challenge the privileges of the
bureaucracy, to expose corruption, and to demand
political rights and freedoms irreconcilable with
Stalinist rule. All the time, however, the top leadership
of Solidarity acted as a dappener and fire-hose to subdue the movement.
Because of the profound feebleness uf the
bureau~racy, and its inability to use force initially
'against the workers, the impasse in the Polish revolution
was long drawn out.
But no mass movement, however powerful, can remain at white heat indefinitely. Without a resolution of
the question of power the movement must inevitably tire
and ebb. At the same time, the turmoil of a revolution
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brings further disruption into economic life and, if indefinitely protracted, appears more and more as the'
cause of shortages, delays, and chaos.
In the first five months of 1981 alone, industrial production dropped 12070 in Poland. Coal exports fell by
two-thirds.
By the middle of the year, 60 000 tractors were immobilised without spares. 5 500 potato combines were
unready for the harvest. The c0!-lntry was short of
150000 scythes, 600000 forks, 54000 milking
machines, etc.
Because of the suspension of. new loans from the
West, together with selective sabotage of the economy
by bureaucratic measures and the,witholding of supplies
from the other Stalinist states, all sorts of spares,
materials, and fuels could not be obtained.
There was an almost complete breakdown of the
transport system. Food shortages reached the scale that
even the basic rations could no longer be obtained in the
shops. 'Parallel market' prices rocketed to five times the
official prices and more. Homes were without heating.
There was a virtual absence of soap and numerous other
,
essentials.
All these hardships and more would be endured by
the working class in the course of a revolution when
they have the perspective of taking power and organising society. But without that perspective, facing a
nightmare without end, with their movement worn
down again and again by the policies, of the leadership,
even the most resolute can begin to lose spirit.
With considerable cunning, General Jaruzclski, at the
head of the bureaucracy, bided his time. Over the period
before the coup he carried out (with Ru,ssian assistance)
a reorganisation and propaganda campaign in the armed forces. Having assured himself of the reliability of
his troops, and that armed resistance was unlikely, he
moved rapidly to impose martial law.
Now the same rank-and-file soldiers' who only months
before could have been won to the side of the revolution
bya bold policy have been left with no real option but to
obey their officers and hold their people under the
military jackboot.
That is the fate of a revolution which does not complete its work.
From such a defeat there can be no immediate
recovery. While the hatred of the Polish people for their
bureaucratic masters is deeper than ever, it will be a
matter of years before there c~n be a revival of a mass
movement on the scale of the past two years. That
revival will come; the reprieve of the Polish bureaucracy
is only temporary.

Political revolution is
international
•

In the other deformed workers' states of Eastern
Europe and the USSR, political revolution can break
out at almost any time. There is no solution to the problems of the economy and society either in Poland or in
any of these countries on the basis of Stalinism.

Anxious to forestall revolutionary uprisings in their
own countries, the various bureaucracies are making
U-turns and zig-zags in the hope of revitalising their
system.
In some cases, there are experiments in giving greater
scope to market forces-in effect legalising aspects of
the existing 'parallel market' -as a means of cutting
through the entanglements of red tape. These do not, as
some people imagine, represent a turning back to
capitalism. But nor do they provide a way out of the impasse of bureaucracy, and will soon lead to new contradictions, seizures and reverses.
In Rumania, which has the lowest living standards in
Eastern Europe, the bureaucracy had attempted to
escape from the suffocating effects of its own rule by attempting a policy of high-pressure industrialisation with
the aid of loans from the West. Intoxicated with this,
President Ceausescu had boldly asserted Rumanian '~a
tional independence' from Moscow.

Dislocation
But the onset of economic crisis in the West, the slowing of exports, and severe problems in agriculture, produced serious dislocation. Shortages of food became
chronic, and there was a mushrooming of queues. The
miners' strike in the Jiu valley in 1977, and the renewed
strikes of miners and other workers in October 1981 in
Rumania, profoundly disturbed the bureaucracy. Its
anxiety was redoubled by the Polish events.
Consequently, Ceausesc;ll has executed an about-turn.
Investment is to, be diverted to agriculture, industrial
growth is to be inhibited by slashing imports, while at
the same time an attempt will be made to increase exports by 14%!
Simultaneously, the bureaucracy has turned again
towards Moscow, in search of the advantages of cheap
Soviet oil and subsidies, as well as to seek-shelter in anticipation of the coming political storms. Increasingly
now, the crisis of the economies and ~egimes of Eastern
Europe is turning them into a millstone round the neck
of the Russian bureaucracy, and a drain on the Soviet
economy.
While economic austerity is bound to continue for the
Rumanian and other workers, the bureaucracy offers
them political phrases both plentiful and cheap. Thus
Ceausescu has announced his intention of dropping the
formula "dictatorship of the proletariat" in favour of
"a state of workers' democracy"l (No matter that
neither phrase applies to his regime of bureaucratic absolutism, which. of course, is to remain unchanged. In
fact there is now virtually a Ceallsescu family dynasty at
the head of the Rumanian bureaucracy.)
We ,cannot go into the situ'ation in all these countries
here. All of them to one degree or another are affected
by economic and political difficulties. In Yugoslavia
and Czecl:lOslovakia these are particularly severe. In
contrast, Hungary.,and East Germany are temporarily
able to maintain relatively higher rates of growth. But
here, too, the fear by the bureaucracy of explosions of
the working class is indicated in the repressive nature of
the regimes.
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In East Germany, during the height of the Polish
events, even trains from Poland were turned back at the
border to prevent the German people seeing the
Solidarity slogans painted on the sides!
But wherever the political revolution against
Stalinism breaks out first, it can only be in the Soviet
Union that the process will be completed. Social revolution is international, and so is the political revolution.
That has been sharply demonstrated by the examples of
Hungary and Poland.
A regime of workers' democracy cannot survive
within the boundaries of one country. The process must
spread or it will be reversed. Victorious revolutions are
possible in all the countries of Eastern Europe, but to
sustain victory, enormous difficulties of carrying forward the process internationally will be faced.
But when the giant proletariat of the Soviet Union'
begins to move, there will be no force on earth which
can stop it. The largest, and probably the most educated
and cultured working class in the world, it will
rediscover its revolutionary traditions.
The mass strikes during MaY,1980 which closed the
huge Togliatti and Gorky auto works (employing
170 000 and 200 000 workers respectively), gave a
foretaste of this. More recently, fearing the repercussions in the Soviet Union of the Polish events, the Russian Politburo has complained to the official trade
unions that they should not be quite so servile to the
state. They should make some effort (says the Politburo) to articulate the grievances of the workers instead
of leaving the regime to be taken by surprise!
Finding itself"cut off from the working people by a
wall of contempt, hostility and sullen resistance, the
bureacracy has turneq to sociological opinion
surveys-in factories, schools, among" youth groups,
pensioners, and others-in order to fin~ out what people are thinking! The results are sent to factory directors,' city authorities and local party committees to be
used as a basis for decision-making.
This is also an indication that the effectiveness of the
secret police informer· network, which has" served the
bureaucracy thus far as a gauge of the workers' views,
has become inadequate. There could hardly be clearer
proof of the complete absence of any organs of
workers' democracy.
When the Soviet workers move on the road of
political revolution, there will be no army that will be
able to intervene against them, once the troops of the
Red Army defy the orders of the bureaucracy and cross
"to the side of the working class.
And once the repressive power of the Kremlin
bureaucracy is paralysed, there will be nothing to inhibit
a movement of the working population throughout
Eastern Europe, which would also spur movements
towards social revolution in the West.

Wor~d

War?

Meanwhile, with the delay of the social revolution
and the delay of the political revolution, the peoples of
East and West continue to live under the shadow of the

arms race, of nuclear weapons and the threat of annihilation. While world war would become a real prospect in the circumstances explained in Chapter 3, the
onset of such a war is not an immediate perspective.
A conventional attack by imperialism on Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union is now an impossibility. In
the period since the Second World War, Russia has
developed its conventional forces to the point where it
and its Warsaw Pact allies have an overwhelming
military advantage over imperialist forces in Europe.
Warsaw Pact tanks, artillery and aircraft outnumber
NATO's by nearly three to one. The Warsaw Pact has
47 divisions in northern and central. Europe compared
to NATO's 27. By spending 2-3 times the proportion of
GNP on arms as, e.g., the USA, the Soviet Union is
now estimated to have an overall advantage of about
four to one in conventionaT terms.
Small wonder that in NATO's most recent full-scale
. manoeuvres, 'Operation Crusader' , the whole exercise
was based on the calculation of the generals that a
Soviet advance across Western Europe could be held
back for no more than three or four days.

Suicidal
At the same time, the Stalinist bureaucracies have no
interest in initiating a military invasion of the West even
if they could do so without precipitating nuclear war .An
attempt to establish bureaucratic dictatorship;'. on the
Stalinist model over the powerful ~<trking class of
Western Europe-when the bureaucracies are having
trouble as it is maintaining their regimes in their own
countries-would be a suicidal absurdity.
In terms of nuclear weapons, Russia now has tactical
superiority in the European 'theatre' and has achieved
at least strategic parity with the USA in the event of an
intercontinental nuclear war. Both countries, together
with the rest of mankind, would be wiped out in such an
event.
Because of the economic transformation which has
been carried through in the deformed workers' states,
imperialism remains in fundamental antagonism to
them. Most of all, the antagonism is directed towards
the most powerful, the Soviet Union.
While US imperialism would not shrink from any real
opportunity to destroy the Soviet Union by nuclear
weapons, this is now impossible as a conscious policy of
the ruling class because of the certainty of destruction in
return.
For all these reasons, world war is ruled out in the
short-term and even the medium-term. In the longer
term, for the reasons already explained, the holocaust
of nuclear war nevertheless hangs over us if the socialist
revolution in the West is not "victorious in the coming
one to two decades.
'
Meanwhile, it is in the interests of both the capitalists
and the Stalinists to employ the threat of world war as a
means of subduing the working class of West and East.
In the case of Russia particularly, the fear of war is a
very powerful weapon of propaganda in the hands of
the bureaucracy, because within living memory the
population has experienced millions of deaths and the
most terrible suffering and privations, as a result of im-
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perialist invasion.
In a contradictory way, imperialism and Stalinism
buttress each other. As a prop to its own rule, the
bureaucracy maintains an uneasy relationship of
'detente' with imperialism and forswears any encouragement or support for social revolution in any of
the industrialised capitalist countries.
Despite the opposing character of their economic
systems, Stalinism, as much as imperialism, fears any
struggle of the workers to take power into their own
hands. This is because a regime of workers' democracy

in any important indust'l'i1llisedcountry would serve as a
beacon-to the'worklng tbtss'df'East and West, and set in
motlonthe downfall of both Stalinism and imperialism.
The ripeness of the whole world for socialism, and the
pressing urgency of socialist revolution is indicated in
these perspectives. It has now become a race, in fact,
between the social revolution in the West and the
political revolution in the East. Whichever occurs first,
it will mean the transformation of the world.
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Chapter 5
The Colonial Revolution
More than two-thirds of the world's population live
in countries which were formerly colonies or semicolonies of the imperialist powers. Here, over the past
three to four decades, there has been permanent instability and a process of enormous upheavals, wars,
revolutions and coups in one country after another.
The turbulence of the so-called 'Third World' has
been without parallel in history. Millions of anonymous
heroes, of peasants and workers, have sacrificed threir
lives in the struggle against colonial rule, and against the
exploitation and oppression by the landlord and
capitalist classes.
A <:entury ago, Marx explained that only the lack of
national consciousness among the scattered and
downtrodden peasant masses allowed the imperialists to
conquer and dominate Asia and Africa. Once they rose
up, it was practically impossible to hold a whole nation
in chains.
.
The development of capitalism in the colonial world
penetrated the pre-capitalist economies, tlroadened the
horizons of the people, and united them in struggles of
resistance against the colonial oppressor ..
Already by the turn of the century, movements of nationalliberation were under way partieularly in Asia. ;.\t
the end of the First World War, waves of revolutionary
struggle in the colonies intersected with the.outbreak of
the proletarian revolution in the West.
Underlying the idea of the 'permanent revolution' is
the fact that, in the epoch of monopoly capitalism and
imperialism, the progressive role of the bourgeoisie has
been exhausted on a world scale. The combined and
uneven development of capitalism meant that, above all
in the colonies and semi-colonies, the bourgeoisie was
feeble and emaciated from the start, and could maintain
its position only with the b,uttress of imperialism and the
support of reactionary pre-capitalist classes.
The fear and hostility of the colonial bourgeoisie
towards the movement of the masses was already evident after the First World War. Recognition of this was
a basic element in the approach of Bolshevism towards
the colonial revolution.
As Lenin put it at the Second Congress of the Communist International in 1920: "A certain understanding
has emerged between the bourgeoisie of the. exploiting
countries and that of the colonies, so that' very often,
even perhaps in most cases, the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries, although they also support national
movements, nevertheless fight against all revolutionary
movements and revolutionary classes with a certain
degree of agreement with the imperialist bourgeoisie,
that is to say together with it."

The essentially reformist standpoint of the colonial
bourgeoisie and its middle-class appendages thus came
into increasing conflict with the revolutionary aspirations and revolutionary movement of the peasants and
workers. It was for this reason'that the Comintern used
the term "national-revolutionary" movements to
describe tne struggles of the oppressed masses of the colonial world, in preference to the term "bourgeoisdemocratic" .
The Russian Revolution had been the first decisive
victory in the process of the world revolution. With the
proletarian revolution beginning to spread to the industrialised countries of the West, it was clear that the
colonial revolution would be inseparably linked with it.
At the Second Congress of the Comintern, the Indian
delegate Roy stated in his theses (which were adopted)
that "the masses of people in the oppressed nonEuropean countries have, as a result of the centralisation of world capitalism, been indissolubly bound up
with the proletarian movement in Europe."

Task
The most important and necessary task in the colonial
countries was "the creation of Communist organisations of peasants and workers in order to lead them to
the revolution and the setting up of the Soviet Republic.
In this way the masses of the people in the backward
countries will be brought to communism not by
capitalist development but by the development of class
consciousness under the le'lidership of the proletariat of
the advanced countries."
It was with the same idea that Lenin raised the
possibility of Africa advancing directly from tribalism
to communism.
But this perspective was cut across by the defeats of
the proletarian revolution in the industrialised capitalist
countries, and by the degeneration of the Russian
Revolution which followed. Thus the world revolution
was interrupted and delayed.
With the degeneration of the Communist International-with the rise of Stalinism and the crushing of
the forces of Marxism-tragic consequences followed
for \he colonial peoples also. The young and weak proletariat in the Under-developed countries was denied an
historic opportunity to rise as the organised and classconscious force capable of leading the'emerging nations
in the struggle against colonial domination, landlordism, and capitalist exploitation.
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We have already shown how, in China in the late
1920s, the Comintern under Stalinist control insisted
that the Chinese Communist Party subordinate itself to
the bourgeois-nationalist Kuomintang. Stalin's policy
of 'socialism in one country' meant a policy of so-called
'socialism' for the Soviet Union alone.
Stalinism nreserved the label of 'Marxism-Leninism'
while falsifying and corrupting all the essential ideas of
these great teachers.
Whereas Lenin had employed terms such as 'nationaldemocratic' and 'national-revolutionary' in order to
distinguish the aims of the workers and peasants from
those of the colonial bourgeoisie, Stalinism now
employed such terms tQ describe what 'all classes' of the
oppressed nations supposedly had in common! Packed
into the baggage of the 'two-stage' theory (see Chapters
2 and 10), they have been used to argue that the liberation struggles in the colonial world should not attempt
to pass beyond a so-called 'natibnal-democratic stage'.
According to this theory, the colonial peoples have to
carry out the national and democratic tasks of the
revolution without overthrowing capitalism. The working class must not assert its own class interests or lead a
struggle against the bourgeOisie, for fear of jeopardising
the supposed unity of all the colonial classes.
This is the opposite of the conclusion drawn by the
Bolsheviks in the Russian Revolution and applied by
them to the colonial world-that, precisely for the
national-democratic tasks to be completed, the working
class must lead a struggle of the oppressed against the
bourgeoisie and establish its own state power.
The Stalinist position of separate revolutionary
'stages'-essentially no different from that of the Mensheviks in Russia-has had the effect of disarming and
paralysing the working class in the colonial revoJution.
Yet the theories of Stalinism could in no way alter the
reality of the devastating effects of capitalism on the'life
of the colonial peoples. Nor could they compensate for
the feebleness and bankruptcy of the colonial
bourgeoisie..
'. ,

Explosive
The explosive heaping up of unsolved economic,
social and political problems in the under-developed
world has led to the carrying through of the permanent
revolution in a series of cO'untries-but in a distorted
and caricatured form which Trotsky himself could not
have foreseen.
In the course of the s'iruggle against imperialism in a
number of countries since the Second World War
capitalism has been overthrown, the landlords and
capitalists expropriated, state ownership of the main
means of production introduced, and the basis of a
planned economy laid-without the proletariat leading
the revolution, and even without this fundamental
change forming any part of the programme of the
leadership of the masses.
That was something considered entirely impossible by
all the great teachers of Marxism in the past, and can
only be explained on the basis of the changed relationship of forces in world history ,which emerged during
and after the Second World War.

The Chinese revolution
The Chinese Revolution of 1944-9 was the greatest
and most progressive event in history after the Russian
Revolution, freeing nearly a quarter of the population
of the earth from the nightmare grip of landlordism and
capitalism. The tremendous advantage this has brought
for the Chinese people in the decades since has already
been outlined in Chapter 1.
'.
The defeat of the Chinese working class in the revolution of 1925-27 gave a breathing space to the Chinese
bourgeoisie. But in the course of the following two
decades the bourgeoisie revealed its complete incapacity
to take society forward. This was proved by its failure to
solve the problem of landlordism, give land to the
peasants and free them from debt; by its incapacity to
unify the country; by its inability to defend the nation
against the attacks of imperialism, both military (in the
case of Japan) and economic.
1n the Russian Revolution, as we have shown, the in- '
ability of the bourgeoisie to carry out the tasks of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution had meant that these
tasks fell to the proletariat. Under the leadership of the
Bolsheviks the Russian workers established their own
state, broke Russia free from the grip of imperialism,
established the right of nations to self-determination,
nationalised the land of the landlords and organised its
redistribution to the poor peasants through the peasant
soviets. At the same time the workers' state proceeded
to the tasks of eliminating capitalism and began to lay
foundations for a transition to socialism.
In China, however, a different process took place.
After the crushing defeat of the 1920s the proletariat
was deserted by the leadership of the Communist Party
which had been responsible for its defeat, and it remained passive.
Mao Tse Tung and other remnants of the Stalinised
CP leadership, abandoning the proletariat, turned instead to the countryside and for two decades organised
and led peasant war against the landlords and against
imperialism.
Employing the ideas of Stalinism (as distinct froin
Marxism) , Mao advanced a perspective for an historical
~tage in China which would supposedly stand between
the 'dictatorship of the bourgeoisie' and the 'dictatorship of the proletariat'. Described as a 'new
democracy'" this was intended to combine elements of
state ownership of the larger enterprises with the encouragement of private enterprise by the Chinese
capitalist class.
Stripped of its obscuring phrases, this was essentially
a programme for an extended period of national
.,
capitalism in China.
Mao specifically contras.ted his conception for China
with the economic and sodal changes which had been
established in Russia. Nevertheless, on achieving power
in 1949, Mao and the Chinese Red Army carried
through the overthrow of capitalism and established a
regime on the same economic and social foundations as
Stalin's regime in Russia.
It is not the 'Thoughts' in the heads of leaders, nor
whether they call themselves 'communists', that determines the outcome of a revolution. The decisive ques-
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tion is the class forces active in the struggle and-in the
case where the proletariat confronts the
bourgeoisie-the conscious organisation of the workers
on a Pfogramme for taking power and overthrowing
capitalism.
It was inconceivable to any of the great Marxists in
the past that a peasant movement, without the leadership of the working class, could result in the overthrow
of capitalism. A year before his assassination in 1940.
Trotsky wrote the following passage, which was entirely
consistent with the thinking of Marx, Engels and Lenin
before him:
"The peasantry is dispersed over the surface of an enormous country whose key junctions are the cities. The
peasantry itself is incapable of even formulating its own interests inasmuch as in each district these appear differently.
The economic link between the provinces is created by the
market and the railways. but both the market and the
railways are in the hands of the cities. In seeking to tear
itself away from the restrictions of the village and to
generalise its own interests, the peasanlry inescapably falls
into political dependence upon the city. Finally. the peasantry is heterogeneous in its social relations as well: the kulak
stratum (rich peasants) naturally seeks to swing it to an
alliance with the urban bourgeoisie while the lower strata of
the village pull to the side of the urban workers. Under
these conditions the peasantry as such is completely incapable of conquering power.
"True enough. in ancient China. revolutions placed the
peasantry in power or, more precisely, placed the military
leaders of peasant uprisings in power. This led each time to
a redivision of the land and the establishment of a new
'peasant' dynasty, whereupon history would begin from the
beginning; with a new concentration of land, a new
aristocracy, a new system of usury, and a new uprising. So
long as the revolution preserves its purely peasant character
society is incapable of emerging from these hopeless and
vicious circles." (Three Conceptions of the Russian

Revolution.)

Peasant war
If the guerrilla commander Mao himself had no conception of the peasant war in China leading to the
elimination of capitalism, even less would Stalin contemplate it. In fact, even while Mao was achieving
military victory over the bourgeois forces of Chiang
Kai-Shek. Stalin wanted him to form a coalition government with the latter!
What was decisive in determining the outcome of the
Chinese Revolution was the changed balance of forces
nationally and internationally at the end of the Second
World War.
Japanese imperialism had been crushingly defeated,
and the Western imperialist powers were also incapable
of intervening in China because of the wave of revolutionary ferment which was sweeping through the working class of the industrialised world. At the same time,
at the rear of the Chinese Revolution, there was the
powerful deformed workers' state of Stalinist Russia,
imml'nsely strengthened as a result of the War.
The 'Chinese Red Army defeated the forces of Chiang
Kai-Shek by distributing land to the peasants and
thereby winning over the peasant soldiers on whom
Chiang relied. Massive US aid to Chiang could not halt
this process. The Chinese bourgeoisie, economically

weak and utterly discredited by its collaboration with
imperialism, was left without any basis of support in
society.
Practically speaking, there was no possibility of reviving the emaciated capitalist class or developing the
economy on a capitalist basis. Instead, the leaders of the
Chinese Red Army had before them the model of the
mighty achievements of the planned economy in
Stalinist Russia.
Leaning on the support of the peasants and workers,
they moved to expropriate the bourgeoisie as effortlessly as squashing a flea.

Nationalised
In fact, capitalists even applied for their factories to
be nationalised, pleading merely to be retained as
managers of state enterprises!
On taking power, the Red Army commanders had
moved to prevent any form of workers' democracy
emerging. Where workers took independent action, it
was met with the execution of the leading participants.'
From the outset, the regime was bonapartist in
character-resting on the peasant masses while raising
itself above society, balancing and manoeuvring between the classes, and crushing all opposition.
Its social character was identical to that of the
Stalinist regime in Russia-proletarian bonapartist,
because, in the last analysis, it based itself on the
elimination of private ownership, and on an economy
characterised by state ownership of the means of production and planning.
This is the productive basis of a workers' state and
therefore, solely from the historical point of view and
the tendency of development, it is a workers' state
which arose in China.
But unlike in Russia, where the proletariat had initially taken power and then lost control of the state to the
bureaucracy, the Chinese workers' state has been
deformed from the outset. At no time was there the
creation of the elements of a healthy workers' state on
the lines of 1917-1923 in Russia, i.e., soviets, independent trade unions, workers' democracy, freedom of
discussion at all levels of society, etc.
This was the inevitable consequence of a revolution
based on the peasantry and led by the middle class.
Not for nothing does Marxism explain that the
socialist revolution and the building of socialism is the
task of the working class. This is because the specific
role in production of the working class gives it a specific
capacity and consciousness possessed by no other class.
It is the working class alone, organised by the
organisation of industry, wbich has the social position
and can develop the coll~ctive consciousness to create a
planned economy and democratic workers' state,
without bureaucracy or privileged strata. Only on the
basis of workers' democracy can the way to genuine
socialism be opened.
Often even more than the working class, the peasantry suffers the most horrendous oppression under
capitalism, and struggles fiercely against the landlords
and the state. Why then cannot the peasantry carry
through a revolution which leads to socialism in the
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same way as the working class? Why has the emergence
of privileged bureaucratic rule been the inevitable consequence of social revolutions which have been based on
the peasantry?
.
The peasantry, individualised in production, scattered in the countryside, isolated from the centres of industry, cannot act collectively as a democratic organising force in production. Experiencing problems on a
local scale, peasants tend to be sceptical of national
planning. Even the advantages of collectivisation do not
generally occur naturally to them, but have to be
demonstrated by others.
In practice, therefore, the peasantry tend to follow
the class or stratum which commands power in the
towns. In'the Russian Revolution the working class led
the peasants and established i.nitially a democratic
workers' state. In China, however, power in the towns
passed into the hands of the middle-class leaders of the
guerilla army who, resting on the peasantry, could
reconstruct the state machine on the basis of their armed
organisation. These were the original roots of
bureaucratisation.
But, underlying the social and political roots of
bureaucratisation are the economic roots. As was shown
in Russia after 1923, even a healthy workers' state, particularly in a backward country, will degenerate unless
the revolution spreads to other, more advanced countries. Under conditions of generalised poverty and shortages, privileged elites will always arise and graft
themselves onto the backs of the masses.
Lacking the internationalism of thp. Bolsheviks, the
horizons of the leadership of the Chinese Revolution
were restricted to China alone; this was reinforced by
the national state machine erected above the classes by
the guerilla army. Isolated and under-developed, China
after the revolution provided fertile ground for the consolidation of privilege.
As in the case of Stalinist Russia, the power of the
planned economy to develop the productive fQrces and
lift the peasants and workers out of the. swamp of
famine and destitution, has given a basis of stability to
the Chinese bureaucracy for more than three decades.

Major power
The rise of China as a major power that could no
longer be treated like dirt by the imperialists, has raised
the national pride of the masses in their country . .This in
turn reinforced their support for the regime, and
especially for the supreme leader, the bonapartist
arbiter-Mao.
To reinforce the grip of the regime, especially over the
peasants, the fi,gure of Mao was elevated (like Stalin) by
the cult of personality into a virtual godhead, invested
with all the supposed supernatural attributes and 'infallibility' of the Chinese emperors of old.
While progressive compared with capitalism, a proletarian. bonapartist regime involves constantly accumulating contradictions between the new ruling caste
and the masses, and between different layers of the
bureaucracy itself.
Like Stalinist Russia, the Chinese bureaucracy has
centralised all power, in this case in Peking. Conse-

quently there is a domination of the Han over all the
many national minorities in China, and thus national
oppression. In this respect too, there is an exact parallel
with Russia.
There have been striking repetitions of the processes
in Russia under Stalin. Repeated and sweeping purges
of Party and state (although not so bloody); trials of
leaders for 'preparing a return to capitalism and
feudalism'; policies of ultra-slow development followed
by 'great leaps forward', denunciations of particular
sections of the bureaucracy, and lower tiers of officials
made scapegoats for the mistakes and arbitrary rule of
the bureaucracy as a whole.
In the first period after the Revolution, the generalised poverty, the backwardness of agriculture and of industry, and the smallness of the economic surplus
generated in production, meant that there was little
scope for state officials, army officers, etc. to enrich
themselves grossly above the standards of the masses.
Especially in the lower layers of the bureaucracy as it
crystallised, there remained a genuine idealism carried
over from the revolution, and a commitment to selfsacrifice and hard work in developing the national
economy and raising the conditions of the people. This
contributed to the enormous popularity of the regime.

'Maoism'
In other countries many young people, CP members
and others, disappointed by the obvious corruption and
decay of the Stalinist bureaucracy in the USSR, came to
look hopefully to Chinese Stalinism (or 'Maoism') as
the force of 'genuine' socialism in the world.
Without a fundamental Marxist analysis of the process of the revolution in China and the social forces involved, they accepted the claims of the bureaucracy at
face value. The influence of Maoism was at its height internationally in the period after the split between the
Chinese and Russian bureaucracies, when Peking
postured as the great champion of the colonial struggles
against imperialism.
,The Chinese Revolution demonstrated that, in, the
present epoch, given the extreme weakness of the
bourgeoisie in an under-developed country and the inability of imperialism to intervene or prop it up,
capitalism can be overthrown without the working class
leading the mass movement, and without the ~orkers
establishing their own control of the state.
But the inevitable consequence of this is bureaucratic
deformation and the hardening of a totalitarian,
privileged ruling caste. That also inevitably means that a
further revolution-a political revolution-is needed to
establish workers' democracy -«nd allow the transition
to socialism to be carried through. '
The limited, national aims of Chinese Stalinism were
indicated in Mao's attempts at first to isolate China
from the world economy and, like Stalin before him,
pursue a policy of so-called 'socialism in one country'.
But, as in the case of the USSR, in order to sustain the
development of industry, the bureaucracy has been
compelled to turn to the world market.
Over the decades, intense struggles have been fought
out within the bureaucracy, between its different wings
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and layers, over questions of economic and foreign
policy-over the allocation of the surplus between
heavy industry and the raising of living standards; over
participation in the world market versus autarky; over
rival claims to increased privileges and power.
The most tumultuous of these struggles provided the
background to the 'Cultural Revolution' unleashed by
Mao in the 1960s.
This was not intended, as many imagine, to destroy r
bureaucracy itself; it was to curb the premature enrichment and self-elevation of the bureaucrats which was
creating potentially explosive conflicts with the worker
and peasant masses, and stifling economic development. When the masses threatened to turn the Cultural
Revolution into a generalised attack on control by the
bureaucracy itself, Mao turned to crush this with the use
of the army.
The defeat of the 'Gang of Four' since Mao's death
and the predominance of the more 'pragmatic' wing of
the bureaucracy does not represent a turn away from
'socialism' towards capitalism. It is tied up with the inevitable need of the planned economy to engage in the
world market.
Typical of China's contracts with the West is the one
signed in September 1981 to buy combine harvester
building technology from John Deere & Co. of the
USA. The deal included the training of Chinese technicians, administrative personnel and workers. In return,
John Deere is required to buy a large number of the
combines produced in China with this technology!
But as in the case of the Soviet Uhion, bureaucratic
rule in China canot avoid-accumulating more and more
contradictions, the more developed and sophisticated
the planned economy becomes. Bureaucracy has begun
to clog the pores of the productive system ..
In 1980, while China claimed an industr,ial growth
rate of 8070, some $32 billion worth of equipment and
millions of urban workers were left in enforced idleness
as a result of mismanagement. In the same year, it was
reported, 20 million tons of the wrong sort of steel were
made and so wasted.
In 1981, there was a sudden cut-back of investment
plans by 40%.

Corruption
Without workers' democ~acy, the inevitable corruption of officials and bureaucratic abuses eventually
reach staggering proportions. In a supposedly 'socialist'
country, the regime finds it necessary to retain the death
penalty for economic crimes-and in March 1982 the
Peking People'sDaily called for it to be used more often
because "the shocking incidence of economic crimes has
reached such proportions".
From time to time, in an attempt to curb bureaucratic
excesses, the regime announces new purges or attacks on
corruption, and even opens the safety valve briefly to
allow some 'criticism' and 'democratic expression' by
the masses-but then swiftly moves again to clamp
down ruthlessly on all opposition. .
Recently, it was disclosed that 7 million out of the 19
million CP members who joined in the last ten years of
Mao's rule were to be purged!

New upheavals, turns and zig-zags are inevitable in
the period ahead.
Nevertheless the crisis of the bureaucracy in China is
not as far advanced as that in Russia and Eastern
Europe. This is because of the relatively lower level of
the productive forces, of industry and technology.
If it were a question of China alone, the bureaucracy
could still have a fairly extended period of rule ahead of
it before being faced with the inevitable political revolution. But in the present revolutionary period on a world
scale, either the socialist revolution in the West or the
political revolution in the other Stalinist states would
cut across it.
When the working class takes power in the main industrial centres of the world, the bureaucracy in China
would be faced immediately with a movement for its
overthrow and replacement by workers' democracy.

Retreat of imperialism
After the Second World War imperialism was faced
with a general crisis of colonial rule, and a sequence of
struggles and revolutions 1)f which the Chinese Revolution was the mo~t earth-shaking.
These struggle~ against colonial domination had beeA
anticipated-under very different conditions-by the
spread of national revolt throughout South and Central
America, as well as Mexico, against the rotting power of
Spanish and Portuguese colonialism in the early 19th
century. National independence was won in area after
area, though' on the I,asis of terrible economic
backwardness. The bourgeois republics that emerged
were weak and unstable from the start, and in due
course were pulled into the orbit of rising US imperialism.
Now, after World War n, similar processes occurred
in Asia and Africa, but in a changed world context. Internationally, the once mighty European colonial
powers had been completely eclipsed by US imperialism. At home, all the imperialist powers were faced with the mighty pressures of organised labour,
radicalised by the· war.
Moreover, the Chinese Revolution, despite its deformation, shifted the balance of forces internationally
against imperialism, and provided a tremendous spur to
liberation struggles throughout Asia and Africa.
Already in 1938, Trotsky had observed that the
'p'llcification' of the colonial revolts had become more
expensive for imperialism than the fruits of the exploitation of the colonies.
By 1945, in the case of India, the British ruling class
drew the conclusion from the tevoh of the Indian people
of the necessity to arrive at some sort of compromise
with the Indian bourgeoisie and landlords. Even after
that, however, British imperialism fought a series of
wars in its colonies (Malaysia, Kenya, Cyprus, etc)
before fully accepting the need for retreat.
French and Dutch imperialism had to learn the same
lesson after the squandering of much blood and treasure
in Indonesia, Indo-China, Algeria, etc. The Portuguese
ruling class took much longer to learn it, for reasons we
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will eXl'lain in Chapter 7.
.
Thus in the decades after the Seco,nd World War national independence was achieved by virtually all the
former colonies of Asia and Africa. Increasingly it
became the policy of imperialism to hand over power
without a struggle to the local capitalists and landlords,
precisely to avoid the development of mass struggles
that would ultimately force them to retreat under far
less favourable conditions for themselves.

Intolerable burdens

of capitalism
The standpoint of Marxism has always been one of
unconditional support for the struggles of the peoples of
the colonial world against imperialism. This is so even
where bourgeois-nationalist parties and leaders are at
the head of a movement. All the more vigorously do we
support those revolutions which break the stranglehold
of capitalism and open the way to ending the horrors of
famine, illiteracy and disease.
At the same time, from the standpoint of the working
class, Marxists are duty-bound to explain the distortions
and contradictions which follow when the working class
is unable to lead the movement and establish its own
democratic regime ..
The unbearable sufferings of the working people of
the under-developed countries have meant that they
could not and cannot wait for the working class of the
industrialised world to carry through the revolution.
Lenin already recognised that, if the workers of the advanced countries did not take the lead in solving the problems of the world on the basis of a clear class programme for an international socialist revolution, then
the toilers of the colonial world would see no real alternative but to seek a solution to their problems along national lines.
But if the process of the permanent revolution has
been distorted in the pre- and post-War period as a
result of the weakness of the forces of Marxism internationally, it has also been driven on'relentlessly by the
accumulated burdens inflicted on the under-developed
countries in the epoch of monopoly capitalism.
The unprecedented upswing of capitalism in the advanced countries after the Second World War was partially based on intensified exploitation of the underdeveloped countries by the imperialist powers. While
1hing standards in tbe advanced capitalist countries rose
steadily, there was an absolute decline. with few exceptions, in the standards of the masses in the colonial and
former colonial countries.
Significant industrial development did take place, as a
by-product of the boom in the advanced capitalist
world, but it has been mainly concentrated in only a few
countries.
In order to develop mining, manufacturing and
agriculture. the under-developed countries have been
forced to rely heavily on imports of machinery, vehicles,
equipment for railways and communications, etc. As
these countries have become more and more integrated

into the world economy. and opened to the penetration
of the world market, inevitably production for subsistence has more and more given way to production for
the market.
But instead of an all-round development of
agriculture and industry. these countries have been from
the outset under the domination of the giant multinational corporations, with an overwhelming monopoly of
large-scale production and modern techniques.
Most have continued to serve in their colonial role of
aporting agricultural and mineral raw materials to the
advanced industrial countries, and providing markets
for the produ~ts of Western capitalism. Colonial rule
created cheap labour; competitive export production requires cheap labour; cheap labour limits the internal
market; a small internal market reinforces the emphasis
on export production; the multinationals take advantage of cheap labour ... and so on, in a vicious cycle.
Partial, uneven and lop-sided development of the excolonial countries has been the result. Total unemployment in these countries is estimated at between 300 and
600 million.
Welded into the chain of world capitalism,
agriculture in the under-developed countries has shifted
more and more away from the production of essential
foods for the population, and more and more towards
single-crop agriculture intended for export.
Thus in the mid-1970s, sugar accounted for ninetenths of the exports of Mauritius, and coffee and yarn
for three-fifths those of Egypt; coffee made up half the
exports of Columbia, and 84070 of Burundi's; and so on.
As a result, today, the poorest countries have to
spend nearly a third of their export earnings on importing food.
In most of the under-developed countries the land
question has remained unresolved. Most agricultural
land has remained in the hands of reactionary landowning classes. The peasant masses, at the mercy .of the
capitalist market, unable to compete with large-scale
mode~n agriculture and increasingly dependent on
capitalist industry and bankers for implements and fertilisers, have been trampled deeper into poverty and
debt.

Industry
In industry, the emphasis has been on mining and the
elementary processing of raw materials destined for the
manufacturing industries of the industrialised world.
Generally only the simplest of consumer goods can be
manufactured locally.
Through their control of the world market, the imperialist monopolies have combined to impose a collective exploitation on the poorer countries. The terms of
trade are systematically weighted in favour of industrial
goods, and against agricultural products and raw
materials. While the prices of manufactured products
have risen astronomically, the world market prices of
food and most minerals have either been held down or,
in some cases, actually depressed.
Thus to the 'normal' exploitation of capitalism is added the super-exploitation of imperialism. The former
colonial countries are forced to exchange products of
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more labour for products of less labour, as Marx put it.
Between 1870 and 1950 the quantity qf imports that a
'Third World' country could purchase with a given
quantity of exports rose by 50070. But by 1970 the quantity that could be bought
11070 below the 1950 level.
The 1973 oil price rise altered the North-South balance,
but for the developing countries without oil, they could
purchase by 1975 21070 less than in 1950. For the very
poorest countries it was 32070 less.
In 1974, for example, a given quantity of tea produced in Sri Lanka could only buy half the imports that it
could buy in 1954.
(The oil price rise has produced, for a period, benefits
for the oil producers; but even at its height it did not
compensate fully for the rise in the price of industrial
goods since 1950. Today, as a result of the recession of
1980-82, the slump in the demand for oil has forced the
Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) to lower prices and cut production, and
threatens already to elip-linate the gains secured by the
oil producers' cartel.)
Per head of population, the purchasing power of the
exports of the under-developed countries has declined
from $25 in the late 1960s to only $16 by the end of the
1970s-a ch~ar pointer to the general fall in the living
standards of the masses which has taken place.
Prices of agricultural raw materials have be~n in
decline since the end of the Second World War. UNCT AD (the UN Conference on Trade and Development)
has reported that, by t~e end of 1980, real prices for
non-oil commodities exported by the 'developing' countries were the lowest for thirty years.
Added to this is the fact that these countries have
received a declining share of the retail price when their
export commodities are sold in the advanced capitalist
countries.
For example, in the case of tea exported to Britain,
the exporting countries received 61 % of the price in
1955-1960 and only 48070 of the price in 1973.
In the case of coal exported to West Germany, the
corresponding decline was from 14070 to 8070. In the case
of coffee exported to France. the decline was from 38%
to 33070.
'

was

Monopoly control
This is the result of monupoly control of world production and distribution. Five companies account for
75070 of the world'~ tea market. Six companies control
50070 of manganese ore capacity. Three companies control 60070 of banana imports. Six companies control
76070 of the world's alumina production. Fifteen companies control 85070-90% of world trade in cotton-and.
so on in every case.
Simultaneously monopolies push up the prices of the
industrial goods and other manufactured commodities
sold to the 'Third World'. For instance, the developing
countrilils are said to be paying out an extra $500 million
a year because of a cartel governing the supply of heavy
electrical equipment, which raises prices by about 30070.
The whole web ,of domination and exploitation at the
hands of the imperialist monopolies is strengthened by
the dependence of the poor countries on international

'aid'.
Well over half <:>f foreign aid has been tied to the condition that it must be used to purchase goods from the
donor countries. So, for example, of every $1 'given' by
the United States, 70 cents is directly spent in the USA.
In fact the US State De'partment reported three years
ago that, for every dollar paid by the government to the
World Bank for aid, the poor countries' were spending
two dollars in the American economy! ;
By 1979 the USA was spending 38070 less in real terms
on direct aid than it had in 1962. America spends more
on potted plants and flowers than on aid. At the same
time this aid has been concentrated on a few favoured
recipients-some 40070 to Israel and Egypt alone.
The real value of total Western aid to the 'Third
World' has been static or declining in recent years ..

Gap
The whole of the post war period has seen the gap between the developed and the under-developed capitalist
countries widening massively. In 1960 the industrialised
capitalist countries produced 26 times more per head of
population than the under·developed countries; by 1979
the figure had increased to 44 times.
In 1950 the countries of the colonial and ex-colonial
world had one-third of world trade; in 1964 they had
one-quarter; in 1977 they had one-fifth. Their propor·
tion of world trade in manufactured goods is a mere
lO%-and almost half of this comes from Brazil, South
Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore . .
The increAsing dependence of the poor countries, and
the widening disparity between the price of their imports
and exports, has meant an unstoppable decline into
debt. This is expected to reach a total of $450 billion by
the end of 1982.
This year aid to the poor countries will finance only
about 40070 of their current account deficits (i.e. the
amount by which their export earnings fall below the
cost of their imports). The balance has to be covered by
increased borrowing.
But already two out of every three dollars borrowed
by the developing countries goes to servicing existing
debt! Interest rates are now two to three times higher
than in the 1970s, and every 1070 increase in interest rates
costs roughly $3 billion more a year in debt servicing by
the 'Third World'.
At the same time, because of the crisis of world
capitalism, there is a downward squeeze on exports to
the industrialised countries. Every 1070 reduction in the
economic growth rate of the latter countries reduces the
export earnings of the 'Third World' countries by $2
billion.
Thus the poor countrie,s h~ve to borrow vastly more
every year to pay for imports and to finance their increased debt. By 1990, they are expected to have only
15070 or less of their total borrowing available for the
purchase of imports. This vicious circle is like being
forced to drink.Dne's own blood in order to stay alive.
While the partial and one-sided development of these
countries produces in many cases statistics of rising 'per
capita' income, in reality this is swamped by the increase
in impoverishment, landlessness and hunger among the
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mass of the population. Income is precisely not
distributed 'per capita', (Le. divided equally over the
population as a whole), but is grossly weighted in favour
of a narrow stratum of exploiters, while the millions of
dispossessed are cast into the slums without jobs,
homes, or a future.
This is the general background of the unbearable
situation which has driven country after country of the
under-developed world on the road of revolution.

Bourgeois bonapartism or
proletarian bonapartism
Thus the retreat of the old imperialist powers from
direct colonial rule has not ended the nightmare of the
colonial peoples; it has been followed instead by intensified exploitation of the masses of the under-developed
world through neo-colonial domination. Not only have
newly-independent states remained the prisoners of imperialism and the world market; in many cases political
power has been exercised by capitalist regimes that are
little more than appendages of the imperialist ruling
classes.
\
In nearly every country the state apparatus was constructed during the colonial period, and handed over intact to the new rulers. To this day, the military chiefs
and top civil servants in many 'Third World' countries
have received, or continue to receive, their training at
the academies of British, VS or French imperialism.
The inability of capitalism to undertake the all-round
development of these countries, and the pathetic
weakness of their national bourgeoisies, has resulted in
endless instability and the lurching from one crisis· to
another in virtually all the former colonial countries
which have remained on a capitalist basis.
With their limited industries absolutely dependent on
cheap labour in order to survive, with the urban and
rural masses sinking ever deeper into poverty, with the
mushrooming of slums and unemployment at
unbearable levels, it has been impossible for the ruling
classes in these countries to consolidate or sustain their
rule through regimes of bourgeois democracy.
Not only have the former colonial countries suffered
crippling economic disabilititi;s; the territories and states
which they inherited from imperialism have seldom
formed a coherent national entity.
National diversity, of course, is not peculiar to the
'Third World'; it is present in many of the advanced
capitalist countries also. Yet national integration and
unity could be achieved at least partly in Europe on the
basis of the development of capitalism. But with the
onset of prolonged .economic decline and worsening
social conditions, even in Western Europe old divisions
have been prised open and new national struggles set in
motion \
In Latin America, Asia and Africa, on the other
hand, generations of economic impasse have had their
counterpart in the uninterrupted seething of national
tensions and divisions, resulting in explosions, instability and even civil war.

The splitting of the Indian sub-continent, first
through the separation of Pakistan from India, and
then through the secession struggle of Bangladesh
(formerly East Pakistan) is a major example. In Africa,
the arbitrary Balkanisation imposed by imperialism has
left not a single country without acute or latent tensions,
welling to the surface in wounding conflicts of which the
best-known has been the civil war in Nigeria during the
196Os.
In the under-developed countries generally, with the
progressive role of· capitalism exhausted, the
bourgeoisie has been incapable of uniting the nation.
The result has been that the sense of national unity
aroused in the course of the struggles against colonial
oppression has tended to give way to sodal disintegration and political chaos.
In this social and political dead-end, the only force of
cohesion in country after country, even temporarily, has
been the army. Repeatedly the generals and colonels
have stepped in to take command of the state.
But neither can these regimes even begin to solve the
problems of the nation on the basis of capitalism. As a
result they have been extremely fragile. Coups have
been followed by counter-coups, or else a temporary
return to unstable governments of a 'bourgeoisdemocratic' or parliamentary type. Elsewhere the
regime has taken the form of a one-party state under the
supreme arbitration of a 'popular' leader (usually the
middle-class leader of the independence struggle).
Thus regimes of bourgeois bonapartism-understood
by Marxism as reflecting crisis-have become the norm
in the capitalist countries of the 'Third
World'. The bonapartist state apparatus becomes partly
elevated above the classes, balancing between the conflicting pressures of imperialism, the local capitalists,
the middle class, the peasants, the workers and the
lumpeh-proletariat. Nevertheless" in the last analysis,
the bourgeOis bonapartist state ruthlessly maintains the
domination of capitalism.
Of course there are differences between regimes in
different countries and regions. In Latin America, for
example, the bourgeoisie has undergone a relatively
greater development~ enabling them to consolidate a
state apparatu's more firmly and ensuring them a degree
of influence even over bestial military dictatorships.
In Africa, in comparison, the top-heavy post-colonial
states more readily rise beyond control of an almost
non-existent indigenous bourgeoisie. In conditions of
extreme poverty, national fragmentation and social
decay, the masses may for a time lie prostrate under the
most horrible caricatures of bourgeois bonapartism-as
was the case in Uganda under Amin and the Central
African 'Empire' under Bokassa.

Overthrow
In contrast to the countries under bourgeois bonapartist dictatorships in the under-developed world, there
are an increasing number of countries where the crisis of
society has led to the overthrow of capitalism and the
establishment of pr01etarian bonapartist regimes resting
on state ownership. This has tended to occur where
capitalism has been least developed and hence the

bourgeoisie at its weakest; where the proletariat has
been correspondingly weak and there has been little or
no independent organisation of the working class.
Since the Chinese Revolution, the most outstanding
of these revolutions internationally have been those in
Cuba and Vietnam. The struggle of the Vietnamese people stood out for a whole period to the masses in the
under-developed world-and to sections of the workers
and youth in the advanced capitalist countries-as a
beacon of resistance to the monster of US imperialism.
Likewise, the defence of the Cuban revolution against
the might of US imperialism which menaces it has correctly been regarded as a vital task.
In unconditionally supporting the struggles of the
Cuban and Vietnamese people and defending the gains
that have flowed from their revolutions, Marxism does
not, however, hide from the task of explaining also their
limits.
The Cuban revolution clearly illustrates these fundamental processes of the colonial revolution. Here, as
in China and Vietnam, the new regime resulted from the
victory of a peasant-based guerilla war.

The Cuban revolution
It is important to understand that Castro had no intentjon of carrying through the overthrow of capitalism
in Cuba. His inspiration was the tradition of radical
bourgeois democracy and the principles outlined in the
American Declaration of Independence.
A document of his 26th July Movement produced in
1956 during the war against the Batista dictatorship expressly proclaimed a programme of national capitalism
and the utopian idea of bringing labour and capital into
harmony with each other. Although more than half the
Cuban population was urban, there was no attempt to
mobilise the working class.
The Cuban Communist Party played no significant
role in the struggle, which was won by Castro's guerilla
army, although there was a general strike by the proletariat at the culmination of the war.
At the time of the revolution, Cuba was effectively a
colony of US imperialism. American monopolies owned
a 90070 share in the telephone and electrical system;
about 50070 in public servic($; and 40070 in raw sugar.
Most of Cuba's sugar-the single main crop on which
the entire economy relied-was exported to the US
under a fixed yearly quota and set prices.
Yet, six months before taking power Castro assured
journalists that he had no plans to nationalise foreign
interests. His first government was dominated by professors, bankers and judges, indicating the lack of
,understanding by the leadership of the direction the
revolution would have to take.
But immediately this government came under enormous pressure from the peasants and workers for land
reforms, -higher wages, etc. Castro initially went to Nixon (then US Vice-President) for aid, and condemned the
CP for agitating for wage increases.
Nevertheless, under the pressure of the masses, he
had to move to institute reforms. This struck at the in-
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terests of the American monopolies which, with the aid
of the US government, tried to pressurise and blackmail
Cuba into submission.
It was the bloody-minded policies of American imperialism in cutting off purchases of Cuban sugar that
drove Castro towards the Soviet Union, and to a policy
of nationalising the American-owned telephone and
electric companies, oil refinery and sugar mills.
This process having been begun, the Cuban government was.obliged to carry it through. There was no.
viable social basis in the country on which capitalism
could rest.
It was from these circumstances that Castro emerged
as a 'Marxist-Leninist', took the CP leaders into the
government and, leaning on the support of the masses
who were armed against the danger of US intervention,
proceeded to construct a state essentially no different
from that of Stalinist Russia.
The progressive nature of the planned economy was
once again revealed in Cuba.
Agricultural production was rapidly increased by using previously unused land, once the grip of landlordism
was broken. In the first five years of the revolution, industrial production increased by 50070.
Despite extreme under-development, Cuba is the only
country in Latin America where children do not die of
hunger. By 1975 Cuba had ac1,ieved the lowest infant
mortality rate in Latin America (lower even than parts
of the US). Life expectancy is about ten years longer
than, for example, Brazil or Chile.
In tackling unemployment, in the provision of health
services and w"elfare, in overcoming illiteracy, the
achievements of the Cuban revolution have been
tremendous.
However, as Castro and the Cuban leadership have
openly admitted, enormous problems for the Cuban
people have begun to heap up. These are the result of
the narrow base of the economy (80070 of its exports be~
ing sugar), and the confinement of the revolution within
a small island. Castro himself said in 1959 that if all
Cuba's sugar was sold to the West at market prices, it
wouldn't even have paid its fuel bill.

Subsidies
In fact Cuba receives large subsidies from the Soviet
Union, mainly through the purchase of sugar at about
double the world market price. But the weakness of the·
economy is shown by the fact that these subsidies constitute between 20070 and 50070 of the annual value of all
Cuban production.
Thi~ sums up the impasse of the economies of the
under-developed countries, eyen where capitalism is
overthrown, unless a solution -is found in the international revolution.
'
In Cuba, as in China, the peasant-based guerilla war
inevitably resulted, not in a regime of workers'
democracy, but in a form of bonapartism increasingly
bureaucratic and.,repressive in character.
Although resling on enormous popular support, from
the outset Castro and a few close associates ruled from
the top, and centralised absolute power through the apparatus of the Communist Party, which was taken over
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and restructured under Castroite control. The bonapartist nature of the state was shown all along in the mass
rallies addressed by Castro, where the workers have
been called on to shout "Si" or "No" to the slogans of
the leaders, but not to discuss or decide on issues.
It was sixteen years after the revolution before the
Castroite CP even held its first Congress. It was also only in the mid-1970s, when the regime was faced with
problems of what it described as "passive resistance"
from the workers, that it moved to draft a constitution
providing for the election of 'mUnICipal assemblies'.
These form the lowest tier in a carefully-constructed
pyramid of government which continues to ensure
Castro's own control, through the apparatus of the CP,
of all important offices.
A National Assembly, itself under the control of the
bureaucracy, was formed for the first time in 1977. This
was described as ending "the provisional period of
revolutionary government"-a period of eighteen
years!
Without workers' democracy, the Cuban regime has
consolidated itself as a permanent bureaucracy. In-"
evitably, despite its relatively progressive role, it enters
more and more into contradiction with the needs and interests of the masses. This prepares the basis in the long
run for the overthrow of the bureaucracy once there is a
spread of the proletarian revolution through the
Americas.
The transition to socialism in Cuba cannot be carried
through except in the context of a Socialist Federation
of all Latin America and the Caribbean, which itself
would prepare the downfall of capitalism in its
heartland of North America.

Transformation of
economy and state
In the stormy decades since the Second World War,
profound changes have taken place in the consciousness
of the working people of the under-developed world.
Among the youth, the workers, and even large sections
of the peasantry there is now an overwhelming desire
for a revolutionary transformation of society on
socialist lines.
On the one hand this is tlfe product of the unrelieved
burdens and impoverishment suffered under capitalism
and imperialist domination. On the other hand it is the
result of the heightened understanding and awareness
brought about through the experience of struggle,
through the effects of partial industrialisation and the
growth of the proletariat, through the broader vision
resulting from improvements in literacy, the education
of the youth, and the advances of radio and telecommunications.
Even the most systematic bourgeois propaganda cannot conceal from the masses the material advances gained by th'eir brothers and sisters in China, Cuba, the
Soviet Union, and the other states where capitalism has
been overthrown.
As we have pointed out, workers in the advanced

capitalist countries who have won for themselves
bourgeois-democratic 'rights together with improvements in standards of living (at least in the past),
are repelled by the totalitarian nature of the Stalinist
regimes. In the ex-colonial and neo-colonial world,
however, under the heel of capitalist dictatorships and
suffering nightmare conditions, millions of workers and
peasants look to the Soviet Union, China, etc., as examples of the triumph of 'socialism' over economic
backwardness.
Such is the hatred of imperialism among the mass of
the world's population, and such the incapacity of
capitalism to take the under-developed countries forward in this epoch, that even bourgeois dictators in the
Third World countries are obliged to posture as
'socialists' in front of their people.
Anyone who looks to superficial labels, or to the
claims of leaders about themselves, in the hope of finding there an indication of the real nature of the regime,
will be faced with a hopeless morass of contradictions.

Right-wing
Even the right-wing Janata government in India
described itself as 'socialist'. The bourgeois-bonapartist
President of Sri Lanka, Jayawardena, came to power on
the promise of "going beyond Marxism"-and proceeded to attack all the social welfare reforms and
political freedoms gained by the Sri Lankan workers
and peasants in decades of struggle.
Bourguiba's right-wing ruling party in Tunisia proclaims itself 'socialist'. Numeiri's party is called the
'Sudanese Socialist Union'. Recently Senghor of
Senegal formed the imperialist-inspired 'Inter-African
Socialist Organisation'.
In 1980 the Egyptian President Sadat, the darling of
US imperialism, changed the description of the state in
the constitution from "democratic socialist" to '"
"socialist democratic"!
'Buddhist socialism', 'Arab socialism', 'African
socialism'-the list and variety of labels is potentially
unlimited. But none of them provides any scientific indication as to whether or not there has been a break with
capitalism, and a qualitative transformation of society,
the economy and the state.
While the state can raise itself above society and gain
a degree of relative autonomy, in the last analysis it
depends either on private property and a market-based
economy, or on a system of state ownership and
economic planning. The state is either bo'urgeois or pro- .
letarian in its essential character-and it is no use to try
to dodge this question, as the Stalinists do, by describing the state in the under-deve!.oped world as 'national"
democratic' .
In practice it seem:, llIal states are described as
'national-democratic' -regardless of their economic
basis or the character of their regimes-according to the
test of whether they are diplomatically friendly to
Moscow or PekiQg!
From the standpoint of Marxism, the first test of the
class nature of a state is whether production for private
profit predominates in the society or has been decisively
broken.
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In itself, the amount of nationalisation which has
taken place is not a sufficient criterion. On the one
hand, even in a healthy workers' state elements of capitalist enterprise would remain, but subordinated to the
state-run economy. On the other hand, particularly in
less developed countries with relatively few industries
concentrated in the hands of a few companies, under the
pressure of crisis a big percentage of the economy can be
nationalised-but without the domination of the
capitalist market being broken.
Even in Portugal, during the revolution of 1974, 70070
of industry was nationalised-but because there was not
. a complete transformation of the state, the capitalist
class was able to regain its hold, ahd Portugal has so far
remained within the framework of capitalism.

Transformation
The transformation from a bourgeois state to a proletarian state, even one deformed along the lines of proletarian bonapartism, occurs only where the power of
the bourgeoisie is decisively smashed, where all elements
of capitalist control over the state are systematically
dismantled, and where the grip of imperialism is
broken. Ordinarily this cannot be accomplished without
the mobilisation and arming of the worker and peasant
masses against the danger of bourgeois counterrevolution. This qualitative change, in turn, would ordinarily mean that a civil war would have to be fought
to reverse the changes.
Such has been the weakness and bankruptcy of the
capitalist class in the under-developed world that social
revolutions have not been confined to countries such as
China and Cuba, where the old state apparatus was
defeated and demolished as the result of a peasantbased guerilla war. In Vietnam, in Mozambique, in
Angola and other countries the revolution has clearly
taken that course. But in Syria, Burma and Ethiopia,
for example, the intense revolutionary pressures in
society found an outlet through other channels.
In Burma, after the withdrawal of British imperialism, the state completely ~roke down in the midst
of endemic civil war. Seeing no way forward on the
basis of capitalism, a section of the officer caste of the
army moved from the top to expropriate the bourgeoisie
and organise a deformed workers' state in the name of
'Buddhist socialism'.
\
This was because of the complete incapacity of the
bourgeoisie to solve the problems of the country, and it
was easier because most of the capital in Burma was
foreign, in the main British, Indian and Chinese. Thus,
leaning on the support of the small working class and
the peasantry, the transformation was carried through
by a section of the existing state apparatus, with the example in front of them of their powerful neighbour,
China.
/
In Syria a similar process took place. The Baath
Socialist' :rarty had the majority support of the officer
caste. Indeed the coup was led by the Baath members of
. the latter. Leaning on the support of the workers and
peasants, they snuffed out the weak and ineffective
bankers, industrialists, merchants and landlords.
The attempt at counter-revolution to restore

capitalism was brushed aside by the arming of the
workers and 100 000 peasants who flooded into the
cities. Imperialism was too weak to intervene because it
would have unleashed an enormous wave of resistance
throughout the Middle East and because, with the practically bloodless destruction of the power of the
bourgeoisie, they had no social force on which to rely in
Syria.
A similar process took place in Ethiopia, which we
shall deal with in the next chapter. In all these cases, the
old state machine was smashed as an instrument of the
bourgeoisie, and reconstituted from above as a deformed workers' state-bonapartist and totalitarian in
character. In each case the development of the economy
has gone forward on the basis of nationalisation of the
main means of production, state ownership and planning.
This caricatured version of the permanent revolution
again can be traced to the lag of the revolution in the advanced countries, the pathetic weakness of the
bourgeoisie, the cul-de-sac of these societies, the impossibility of advancing on a capitalist basis, and not
least the weakness of Marxist forces in the world and the
inability of the proletariat to take the leading role nationally and internationally.
In the poor countries in the impasse of capitalism, the.
intellectual elite, the middle class and the junior officers
in the army are themselves faced with a dismal future,
surrounded by unemployment and starvation, and oppressed by a rotting bourgeois, landlord and merchant
class only interested in salting their wealth abroad and
incapable of advancing the country on modern lines.
Looking for some way ont, these middle layers see
'socialism' in China and Russia where their own
equivalents form a privileged elite. In addition they have
seen these countries being modernised at a rapid pace,
with the ruling caste enjoying a stability and popularity
unknown by the bourgeois-bonapartist rulers in the excolonial world.
Consequently, in their own interests, they can move
to seize power and overthrow the bourgeoisie with the
participation and support of the masses-provided they
see no danger that the working class will threaten them
with struggles beyond their control. Having used' the
workers and peasants as a battering ram, they invariably.
turn to suppress .whatever elements of workers'
democracy may have been created in the process, and
organise the state bureaucratically on the familiar
Stalinist lines.
It is for all these reasons that the overthrow of
capitalism in the under-developed world has taken place
where capitalism has been weakest and where the independent movement of the working class has been
either very weak or 'completely absent.

Formidable
III IlIu~1.! .:uuntries of the Third World where
capitalism has undergone a certain development, where
there has been a significant degree of industrialisation,
where there is a tradition of working-class struggle,
where the bourgeoisie has gained a certain basis of support in the middle class, and where the state apparatus
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has become consolidated as an instrument of bourgeois
rule, it is a far more formidable task to carry through
the overthrow of capitalism.
Here, as in the mOre advanced capitalist countries,
the programme and leadership of the mass movement
becomes decisive. It is also in these countries that the
unscientific, bankrupt programme of Stalinism is
revealed for what it is.
In Indonesia in the early 19605, worsening economic
conditions impelled large masses of workers and
peasants into ?ction. The radical bourgeois leader,
Sukarno, balancing between the masses and the rightwing Moslem leaders, was forced into carrying out
measures of reform that alarmed the capitalist class.
Not satisfied with piecemeal reforins, however,
workers and peasants turned more and more to the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) to show them a
revolutionary way forward. By 1965, with majority support for the PKI in the main centres of the country, conditions were ripe for mass insurrection to sweep aside
the capitalist state.
Aware of this danger, the forces of reaction were
preparing for serious struggle. The PKI leadership. on
the other hand, was timid and divided. At the urging of
Peking, it preferred to try and shore up the increaSingly
ineffectual government of Sukarno. sooner than face
the responsibilities of power.
, After the opportuJlity had been lost, a half-hearted
coup was attempted from the left, without any mobilisation of the masses for strikes or insurrection. Failing
miserably) this turned the tide in favour of the counterrevolution.
Right-wing military leaders seized the opportunity to
carry through a coup. At least 300 OOO-and possibly as
many as a million-Communist and non-Communist
workers and peasants were slaughtered in the capitalist
vengeance that followed.
Likewise in the Chilean revolution of 1973, reformist
policies of the Communist and Socialist leaders along
the lines of the Popular Front of Spain in the' 1930s,
held th~ working class back from power. In the counterrevolution that followed, the military dictatorship of
Pinochet'. employing fascist methods. imprisoned and
tortured or slaughtered every trade-union activist and
militant student or peasant they could lay their hands
on.

Paralysed
Many bourgeois or petty-bourgeois nationalist
leaders in the colonial and ex-colonial world, under the
pressure of the masses, have also carried out farreaching reforms on a capitalist basis. But failing to
break decisively with capitalism, their programmes have
been paralysed and reversed under the pressure of imperialism and the impasse of the productive system.
Thus, for example, the regime of Nkrumah in Ghana,
stopping short of a revolutionary transformation of
society; was overthrown and replaced by a right-wing
military government. The radical programme of nationalisation and reforms under Nasser in Egypt was
completely reversed by his successor, Sadat.
In Sri Lanka the reformist "Popular Front" govern-

ment (induding the ep) presided over falls in the living
standards of the masses inevitable on the basis of
capitalism. This led to its downfall, and a swing to the
right. The present Bonapartist regime of Jayawardena is
held back from bloody counter-revolution only by the
organised strength and militant traditions of the Sri
Lankan working class.

Effects of world crisis
If the working people of the under-developed countries have endured nightmare conditions in the decade
of the great post-war boom period of world capitalism,
then with the new international crisis of capitalism they
face a living hell.
The world market stagnates, and 'Third World' countries' exports are growing at only one-fifth the rate
which U.N. economists estimate would be required for
their economies to progress.
The oil import bill of these countries is expected to
rise nearly 600010 in the course of the decade, while the
prices of imported industrial goods continue to rocket.
At the same time, the prices of the primary products
exported by these co~ntries stagnates or falls. The
overall prices of food, tropical beverages, vegetable oils
and seeds, agricultural raw materials, minerals, ores and
metals exported by the 'developing countries' are exported to be absolutely lower in 1982 than two years
ago.
While their debt burden increases, and their need for
further borrowing grows, it has become more and more
difficult for the poor countries to raise the necessary
loans. In 1979-1980, for example, the quantity of dollar
credits raised by the non-oil developing countries on international markets fell by 25%.
Hence the turn to the International Monetary Fund
for credits. But the price of IMF 'assistance' is invariably a set of ruthless conditions, requiring slashing
attacks on the living standards especially of the already
poverty-stricken urban population.
.
Thus an IMF deal with Morocco in May 1981 required immediate price rises of sugar (39%). cooking oil
(28%), milk (141110), butter (76%), and flour (40%), The
effect was devastating on the two million shanty
dwellers of Casablanca, and led to a general strike, an
uprising, a massacre by government forces and mass arrests.
Now the Reagan ~dministration in the US insists that
the IMF must tighten its lending policies still further!
The crisis of capitalism in the under-developed world
is starkly shown in the case of Latin America. There the
average inflation rate is running' at 60% (while in the
Thhd World countries as a whole it is 40070). In 1981
overall economic growth in the region was only 1,2%.
Average income declined absolutely, while the region's
foreign debt reached four times the level of 1977.
In Argentina, Gr-w dropped 6070 and industrial output shrank 150/0. At the same time the inflation rate was
running at 120%! A tractor industry with a capacity of
30 000 tractors produced only 280 in the first four months of 1981.

Nothing could more graphically illustrate the crisis
than the case of Brazil. This country, with a population
of 120 million, has long been held up as a brilliant example of capitalist 'success' in the under-developed world.
Indeed, there has been a massive growth of industry,
but as the bourgeois Economist (17/5/80) admitted, the
vast majority of Brazilians "got next to nothing at all"
out of it. In fact the poor became poorer.
Simultaneously, through the 1970s, there was a big increase in worker organisation, strike action and mass
protest. Strike assemblies of up to 60 000 workers at a
time took place. The unions began to build
underground networks for organising strikes.
Under the pressure of the masses, the Brazilian
capitalist regime attempted to maintain a high rate of
economic growth during the world recession of the mid1970s.
During the decade growth rates as high as 10070 and
15% were achieved. This was financed by huge foreign
borrowing, with the result that total foreign debt reached $65 billion by the end of 1981. This amounts to a
considerably higher proportion of annual production
than is the case even in Poland!
To finance this borrowing, Brazilian capitalism has
been obliged to drive after a rate of growth of exports of
20-30% a year-which it will be impossible to sustain in
the climate of world recession and the stagnating world
market. As the Economist warned in 1980, "the international banking system should start girding its loins for
the possibility that it may never again see some of the
money which it splashed out to Brazil".
In the domestic economy, on the basis of capitalism,
the price of rapid growth and mounting debts has been
an inflation rate running as high as 120%. At the same
time, unemployment jumped from 10% to more than
25% of the existing labour force by the end of the 1970s.
Just to keep unemployment steady, it is estimated
that the economy would have to sustain a growth rate of
7% per year. But in the crisis year of 1981, the growth
rate was no higher than 0-2% (some economists
estimate that there was a 3070 absolute fall in Gross National Product).

Outbreaks
Against this background there have been repeated
, outbreaks of mass struggle~ strikes by metal workers,
the creation of a workers' party, and rioting by stlJdents
and young unemployed in the poor North-eastern
region, leading to the worst clashes with troops in 50
years.
Also in the other 'jewels' of capitalist development in
the ex-colonial world-Hong Kong, South Korea,
Singapore and Taiwan-flaws and cracks have begun to
be exposed.
These have all been small enclaves of rapid industrialization, on the basis of big investment and cheap
labour.. in every case heavily dependent on the export of
the goods they produce. All are now faced by a squeeze
on their exports to the major industrialized powers, as
the world market stagnates and pressures towards protectionism increase.
As the recent mass uprising in South Korea showed,

even these countries will be unable in the period ahead
to escape the turbulence, coups and revolutions which
will more than ever become the picture of the excolonial world.

The international
implications
Reagan's bellicose outbursts and paroxysms in
foreign policy are an expression of the anxieties of
American imperialism at the dangers of new outbreaks
of revolution in the former colonial world.
The situation facing imperialism internationally is
summed up by the editors of tl)e Economist, who
lamented in their new year edition of 1980 that twothirds-of the world's 159 heads of government would go
to bed that night understandably upset that they might
be overthrown or murdered in a coup by breakfast the
following morning!
There 'Yas an element of cunning in the former President Carter's 'human rights' stance in foreign policy,
which was designed to dress imperialism up in the
sheep's clothing of pretended democracy. This enabled
the US administration both to exert cautionary
pressures on the bourgeois bonapartist dictatorships of
the Third World, while maintaining a posture of
distance from their worst 'excesses'. At the same time,
underhand support could continue to sustain right-wing
regimes in power.
But this policy-like every policy of imperialism
today-proved completely unable to slow the advance
of revolutionary movements. Carter himself soon passed over to a policy of preparing a "rapid deployment
force" for the purpose of military intervention in the
under-developed world.
Now with the right-wing Reagan administration,
there is snarling and foaming at the mouth, while
military forces for foreign intervention are being
massively strengthened.
It is breath-taking hypocrisy for Reagan and Haig to
piously condemn the military dictatorship in Poland,
while whole-heartedly endorsing the capitalist dictatorships of Pakistan, Turkey, etc., with' th~ir ruthless suppression of all democratic expression and their horrific
torture and murder of opponents.
While the decline of US imperialism is irreversible,
this previously supreme world power cannot tamely accept the consequences of such weakening. It is impossible for the US ruling class to pursue a strictly 'rational'
foreign policy, because every policy of imperialism is
bankrupt.
•
Thus convulsions and the launching of military interventions is inherent in the situation.
But at the same time, US imperialism is held back
from such steps by the realisation that they too are
doomed to faillJ,fe. The ruling class, and the Pentagon
officials especially, still smart from the humiliating
defeat suffered in Vietnam.
Now the domestic crisis of US capitalism interlinks
with the crisis and upheaval of world capitalism. There
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is a growing appreciation in the working class and the
middle class in the USA that ilttacks on jobs and living
standards at home are linked to Reagan's costly and aggressive foreign policy. Thus even the threat of military
intervention in El Salvador has already provoked major
demonstrations.
Moreover, the strategists of imperialism recognise the
dangers of becoming bogged down in counterrevolutionary war. In Vietnam the US army virtually
disintegrated, morally and physically, under the
pressure of the-protracted and unwinnable war and the
obviously criminal character of the intervention.
The US forces in Vietnam collapsed to an even grealer
extent than the Tsar's army in Russia in 1917.
Alcoholism and ,drug-taking became widespread. This
disintegration was one of the major factors in inducing
the US ruling class to withdraw.
Today the US army is overwhelmingly comprised of
working-class and unemployed youth, mainly drawn
from the most deprived and oppressed sections of the
population.
In 1979, over 60% of the recruits came from the 11070
of American adults who do not have a high-school
diploma. The relatively better-educated section of the
army are the blacks, most of whom are there only
because of the high levels of unemployment which they
face in civilian society. 29% of the US army is now
black-while only 12% of the US population as a whole
is black.
It is enormously difficult for the commanders to
maintain morale in this army. The army's own official
estimate is that 2COJo of its soldiers are now on one or
other kind of drug.
There are therefore extreme dangers for US imperialism in becoming bogged down in extended war in
the under-developed world, as would obviously be the
case with an intervention in any of the countries with
sizeable populations.

Explosions
Even the situation in Central America, with the whole
region in the spreading turmoil of guerilla warfare,
miHtary coups, etc., faces the US Administration with
an unsolvable dilemma. While US military intervention
could not be completely ruled out, at the same time it
would only succeed in prclVoking further explosions
there, in other countries, and ultimately in the US itself.
Of course, the fact that Nicaragua, El Salvador,
Guatemala, etc., are located virtually in the jaws of the
USA has provided stiffening for right-wing juntas, and
has faced the peasants and workers with the necessity of
immense sacrifices in the struggle against landlord and
capitalist oppression.
In a number of countries of the under~developed
world, a fear on the part of radical petty-bourgeois
leaders of provoking US imperialist intervention may
temporarily !.old them back from moving towards the
overthrow of capitalism. But the accumulated.
unbearable stresses and tensions in these countries will
lead to repeated explosions in the coming period. and
compel new developments towards the setting up of proletarian bonapartist regimes.

Contrary to capitalist propaganda. it has not been the
policy of either the Soviet or Chinese bureaucracies to
encourage the overthrow of capitalism in the underdeveloped world.
The Stalinist states have given material and political
support to wars of national liberation from colonial op~
pression-but have tried to encourage the leadership of
these movements to remain within the framework of
capitalism.
This flows from their entire policy of 'detente' with
imperialism. While competing with the capitalist powers
for influence internationally, they struggle with might
and main to preserve a balance and prevent pOlitical
conflicts from endangering their trade and other links
with the major Western states.

Accept
The Stalinists have been forced to accept social
revolution, where that has been the inevitable outcome
of the victory of the national liberation war-as was the
case in Vietnam. Also, naturally, once a proletarian
bonapartist regime becomes established as an accomplished fact, it is in the interests of the Stalinists to
try to form close relations with the new bureaucracy and
provide aid in order to consolidate their own position in
international diplomacy and politics.
But many are the examples where the Soviet and
Chinese bureaucracies have exerteo pressure to prevent
the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism in circumstances where this would disturb their own delicate
balance with imperialism.
Thus Moscow exerted pressure on Nasser, when he
was pursuing his radical policies of nationalisation in
Egypt, in order to prevent him from going over the
brink and so decisively changing the whole balance of
forces in the Middle East. Similar pressure was
exerted on Manley's reformist PNP government in
Jamaica in order to keep it within the framework of
capitalism.
Although Moscow has tried to restrain the victorious
Sandinista government in Nicaragua from moving
towards proletarian bonapartism, the pressures towards
this development are now becoming intense given the
general ferment of revolution in Central America and
aggressive provocation by US imperialism.
In Afghanistan, for decades the Soviet bureaucracy
gave support to the monarchy!-but then accepted the
consequences· of the Afghan revolution as an ac~
complished fact.
It is a fable that the Soviet Union exported revolution
to Afghanistan. In reality the bureaucracy moved only
to shore up the proletarian Qonapartist regime on its
border, when this was threatened. with overthrow by
counter-revolutionary forces which would have led to a
government in all probability hostile to the Soviet
Union.
Meanwhile, as is now notorious, the Chinese
bureaucracy has"given support to the dictatorship in
Pakistan, maintained relations with Pinochet in Chile,
and supported Unita in Angola, etc.
The foreign policies of Stalinism are dictated by the
national self-interest of the respective bureaucracies. by

considerations of great power politics, and not at all by
the purpose of promoting international revolution.
Nothing could better illustrate this than Moscow's
.., <l
policy towards Iran.
For years, during the bestial dictatorship of the Shah,
the Kremlin's policy was simply to try to draw the Iranian regime into friendly relations.
Not long .before the Shah's overthrow by the Iranian
workers and peasants, the 'Communist' Brezhnev sent
him the following telegram: "Your Majesty Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, Light of the Aryans, King of Kings of
Iran: On the occasion of a day of national rejoicing for
the Iranian nation-the birthday of your majesty-please accept the sincere greetings of the Executive Committee of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR,
and my own as well."
The greeting on the same occasion from the 'Communist' leadership of China was scarcely less grovelling.
While, in the period before the Iranian revolution, the
Iranian Communist Party (Tudeh Party) confined itself
to passive opposition to the Shah and played no role of
any significance in the revolution itself, it subsequently
swung over on the instructions of Moscow to a position
of uncritical support for the Ayatollah Khomeini and
the Islamic fanatics who have led the Iranian revolution
into a blind alley.

Links
Clearly, in those ex-colonial countries where
capitalism has been overthrown, the proletarian
bonapartist regimes which emerged have had no choice
but to link their economies as far as possible with the
other deformed workers' states, and seek shelter against
imperialism by 'linking up diplomatically ~ith one or
'
other of the great Stalinist powers.
Nevertheless they remain interlinked with the world
market, and dependent in critical respects' on the
economies of the imperialist powers. Moreover, with
the developing crisis in Russia, Eastern Europe (and
China), it becomes less and less possible for the
developed Stalinist countries to support industrialisation in their under-developed allies with massive injections of aid.
Only about 120/0 of aid to the less developed countries
now comes from Eastern Europe, Russia and China.
~, The Stalinist states' share of .Jong-term finance to the
'developing countries', which was 100/0. in 1971, fell
below 2070 in 1977. At the same time only about 50/0 of
the 'developing countries' exports are sold to the centrally planned economies.
In this sense Cuba has been an exception, because of
its strategic importance. To allow Cuba !o fall once
again under the domination of US imperialism would
mean a major setback for the Soviet Union in aB its international relations, and affect the balance of forces
world-wide.
We haye explained how, especially in the poorer and
weaker countries of "the under-developed world, the
overthrow of capitalism has taken place without the
~ proletariat playing the leading role. But in every case
, these revolutions have been nationally limited, and
therefore, while able to take society forward for a
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period, inevitably become entangled in the :tbntradic~
tioll's restlIting'fWm1 bonaparlisrri and the limitations of
the natio'nLstate. 'Ultimately; tll_ere is no way ou'{for'the
peoples of the eX"eolonial worth in revolutions' confined
on national lines~' ;: ,. "~ ,." , '(.,)1
• .'
Thus the programme of Marxism in the coionial
revolution has always been to organise the working class
to unite the nation, fighting for the demands6f the
peasants and oppressed middle class, to overthrow
capitalism, reconstruct society, and break down the national barriers.
'
In the key countries of the 'Third World', the countries where because of the size of their population, and
the degree of development of industry, the repercussions of revolution would be continental in their
sweep-in all these countries revolution is impossible
without the working class playing the decisive role.
In India, in Brazil. in Argentina, in Nigeria (and of
course in South Africa) the working class is the key to
the future. These are among the decisive countries of
capitalism in the ex-colonial world.
For a whole historical period, with the delay of the
proletarian revolution in the West and the weakness .of
the forces of Marxism world-wide, the colonial revolution has been forced to take a 'detour', and appears to
follow a course distinct from the movement of the international working class.
But now history has turned full circle once again, onto a higher plane. We are in the epoch not only of the
colonial revolution, but now again of the social revolution in the West, and of the political revolution in the
East.
All three sectors of the world intersect witIJ each
other. The policy of Marxism is to work to link the progress of the colonial revolution consciously to the struggles of workers of the industrialised West for the overthrow of capitalism in these areas. Just one revolution
in an important industrialised country could change the
situation throughout the world.
At the same time, the umbilical link of the underdeveloped world to the advanced centres of capitalism,
means that the colonial revolution also has repercussions there.
Marx and Lenin saw the ultimate significance of the
colonial revolution in' the blows it struck against
capitalism in the West. Marx had even believed that the
Chinese revolution would bring the bourgeoisie in BriI .
tain and in Europe tumbling from power.
Certainly, today, the fate of imperialism and the West·
is linked,with the movements tha\ are taking place in the
ex-colonial areas. The development of the colqnial
revolution in Latin. America, Asia or Africa, ona
massive basis, extending through entire regions
continents, would strike enormous blows against and
undermine capitalism in the West.
These revolutions will prepare <the way for the
organisation of regional Socialist United States in
Europe, North America, Latin, America, Africa and
Asia, and the linking of the whole world into a
democratic socialist federation o'f states.

Or
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Chapter 6
Africa
The great European powers which plundered and colonised Africa have left it with the most crippling legacy
of poverty and under-development.
The complex political developments on the continent
are beyond the scope of this document except in the
most general terms. What is essential as the starting
point of any analysis of politics in Africa, however, is
an understanding of the insuperable barriers in the way
of the development of these countries in the epoch of
monopoly capitalism and imperialism.
Africa, perhaps more clearly than any other continent, provides the proof of the argument of Marxism
that the fate of all the peoples of the earth is now inseparably bound together with the progress of the
socialist revolution internationally.
We have shown how the immense scale and
. sophistication of the productive forces of modern industry stand in contradiction to the division of the
world into separate nation states. Private ownership and
the nation state stand as the fundamental barriers to
progress even in the giant economies of the imperialist
powers.
While recognizing that the nation state no longer
plays a progressive role, Marxists have always supported wars of national liberation and the setting up of
politically independent states. freed from colonial rule.
The formation of these states has been progressive
because, with the foreign ruler expelled, a less complicated situation faces the working class and poor
peasants in the struggle against local rulers, landlords
and capitalists.
But in giving this support unconditionally, Marxists
systematically combat all illusions in a 'national' solution to the material problems of the working people.
The internationalist approach of Marxism stands in
direct contrast to Stalinism, .. which cultivates false
beliefs, not only in a 'national-democratic stage', but in
the possibilities of 'national development', a 'national
road to socialism', etc.
At their inception, the new states of the ex-colonial
world are faced with the complex of contradictions between the world productive forces, their own weak productive forces, and the nation state and private ownership.
Even mighty India, with double the population of
Africa, is suffocated in its development as a result. India's motor industry has a 600/0 subsidy through protection against foreign competition-but still sells only 34
000 cars a year. In 1980, its steel industry was operating
at only 680/0 of capacity-and still steel had to be imported, together with coal and cement.
Partial nationalisations prop up many industries

which would simply not exist if exposed to the full force
of international competition. Nationalised industries in
India hold three-quarters of the country's industrial
assets, and together make a loss!
Thus the nation state can partly protect local
economic development against the pressures of the
world market even on the basis of capitalism;. but only
at the expense of heaping up massive new contradictions. Fundamentally the nation state is a barrier to the
integration of the productive forces internationally,
which is possible only with a revolutionary transformation of society.
Even, as we have seen, where private ownership is
overthrown under p1roletarian bonapartist regimes, the
national state apparatus is entrenched and undergoes a
huge parasitic development. The national self-interest
of each Stalinist bureaucracy drives them even to wars
against each other (witness the Sino-Soviet split and the
border clashes between the two; the military conflict
between Vietnam and China; the war between Vietnam
and Kampuchea, or that between Ethiopia and Somalia,
etc).
It is only the movement of the working class, and
revolutions bringing the working class to power with
conscious Marxist programme and leadership, which
can break down the nation-state barriers, end imperialism, and lead to the harmonious integration and
development of the productive forces internationally
under democratic workers' control.

Africa: Divided and Poor
Africa is a continent of vast resources-of rich
mineral deposits, and mighty rivers to serve as sources
of energy. Yet, even taken as a whole, its gross annual
production is tiny in relation to its resources and the
needs of its people.
The total value of production in sub-Saharan Africa
(excluding South Africa) in 1980 was $100 000
million-the equivalent of the assets of the Shell and
Exxon multi-national oil companies.
This reflects both the crippling legacy of colonial rule
and the continued impasse of development on the basis
of capitalism. In most of Africa, the imperialists have
invested very little. It is estimated that 40% of the total
private foreign investment in Africa south of the Sahara
brtween 1880 and 1936, went to South Africa; 18% to
Zambia and Zimbabwe; 15% to Zaire, Kenya and
Uganda-and only negligible quantities of investment
elsewhere. The same pattern wa~ repeated after World
War II-up to 1961 half the pew private investment in
Africa went to South Africa.
By }96O there were only about 10 million African
wage earners (including seasonal labour).
But to consider the economy of Africa as a whole
does not take into.account the full extent of the problem.· As a result of colonial rule, Africa has suffered
appalling Balkanisation and national fragmentation.
This forms one of the major barriers to development.
The Organization of African Unity, established to
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promote African unity, bases itself on maintaining the
'territorial integrity' of existing states. Unable, because
of the rottenness of capitalism, to even develop and
unite their own countries, its member-states cannot take
a single material step towards the unification of Africa.
Yet everyone publicly recognizes that African unity is
essential if the continent is to progress!
The resulting impotence of the OAU has been
repeatedly demonstrated in every real crisis-over the
civil war in Nigeria from 1967 to 1970; over the crisis in
Angola in 1975; over Chad in 1981; in their inability to
unite today to support the people of the Western Sahara
led by Polisario against Moroccan claims to t~eir coun'"
try.
In 1981, during the Libyan intervention in the civil
war in Chad, the governments of the Central African
Republic, Ivory Coast, Gabon and Senegal all actually
asked for more French soldiers to garrison their states
against Libya! Niger and Cameroun have also sought
..
defence agreements with the French.
Increasingly the national leaders grouped in the OAU
feel themselves like so many pigeons, waiting to be picked off by coups and revolutions. They huddle together,
anxiously trying to curb the quarrels in their ranks.
As though compensating for weakness, they splash'
out in lavish conferences and public displays. The recent
OAU conference in Sierra Leone cost $i30 million-the
equivalent of about one-fifth of the country's gross annual production! The year before that, in Liberia, it cost
$200 million.
Nevertheless, President Tolbert was assassinated
while he was the current Chairman of the OAU. The
leader of the Liberian coup, master-sergeant Samuel
Doe, was at first boycotted by a fearful OAU-but then
admitted once he seemed fixed in his seat. .
The unremitting turmoil in Africa, and the brittleness
of the continent's 'nation. states', is an expression of
economic stagnation and bankruptcy.
When conquered by imperialism, Africa a~ a whole
was at a lower level of economic development than
other regions of the colonial world. While there was a
significant indigenous trade, the bulk of the population
lived by direct subsistence from the land. There was little development of a peasantry in the sense that it had
existed in Europe, or still exists in Asia or Latin
America. Nor was landlordism much developed.
Simultaneously, there has been a far lower density of
population in Africa, and hence less pressure on the
land.
..

Conquest
With colonial conquest, however, capitalist market
relations began to penetrate the traditional societies.
Cash-crop agriculture developed, shaped by the imperial powers to serve the needs of their economies.
In c~rtain colonies-such as Kenya and Rhodesia
-white' settler populations gathered and dominated
agricultural production with methods of large-scale
capitalist farming. In other colonies (such as Ghana and
Senegal) an indigenous peasantry developed, producing
crops no longer for the subsistence of their own com-

munities alone but also for sale on the market.
This narrow economic basis of colonial capitalism
provided little or no foundation for the domestic accumulation of capital or the development of industry, as
had occurred in Europe.
. Thus with the partial exception of South Africa (dealt
with in later chapters), Nigeria and Egypt, African
countries have had no possibility of developing any
significant industrial base able to stand up in the high
winds of world capitalist competition.
Large-scale industry based in the advanced countries
dominates world markets. Under-development, poverty, and dependence on cheap labour mean that the
domestic market in Africa is cripplingly small. The huge
cost of developing major manufacturing industries is
completely out of the reach of these countries, and even
if they could finance them, they would be unable to use
their capacity because of the existing pressures of
capitalist 'over-production' and stagnation on the world
market.

Terms of trade
Therefore, manufacturing industry, where it has
developed. in Africa, has generally involved relatively
small-scale production of fairly elementary consumer
goods. Every step forward in this direction, however,
also involves increasing impc:ts of machinery and other
capital goods.
Because of the power of the imperialist monopolies,
Africa, like all the ex-colonial world, is subjected to
super-exploitation through the terms of trade.
Africa is more exposed than any other part of the
world to the vagaries of world trade in primary com~
modities. Thirty-two 'major resource commodities' account for about 700/0 of its non-fuel exports, compared
with 35% for all 'Third World' countries, and 10% for
the world as a whole. In 1975, at least 20 countries in
Africa derived more than half their export earnings
from a single product.
Worsening inequalities in the terms of trade have
been apparent throughout the independence period in
Africa. For example, in Senegal, peasants got fewer
francs for a kilo of peanuts in 1968 than they got in
1960, while the price of small farm equipment rose more
than 250% in the same period.
In the Central African Republic, the official producer
price paid for cotton doubled in money terms from 1970
to 1978, while the price of manufactured goods trebled.
In spite of spiralling inflation, the official prices paid
to producers remained virtually stagnant in a number of
African countries in the 1970so! Between 1978 and 1980,
the terms of trade of the non-oil producing countries of
Africa fell as a whole by about 8%, and even the World
Bank admits that this loss of purchasing power "will
probably be permanent". (A fall in raw material prices
is a characteristic feature of capitalist crisis.)
All this has meant intolerable hardships, especially
for the poor peasants, who, unable to afford advanced
machinery, have to work harder and harder to receive
less and less. Thus in Zambia, for instance, peasants
now have to grow three times as much maize as they did
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during the 1960s, to buy a similar shirt, blanket or hoe.
Not surprisingly, many peasants do not find it worthwhile to produce for the market, and return where
possible to producing for their own needs alone.
As a resull of all these factors, this fertile continent,
with its vast potential for agricultural production, today
faces the most severe food crisis in the entire world.

Food Crisis
Because of the pressures of capitalism on agriculture,
with the increasing ruin of production for the market,
there has been a steady drift of population to the towns.
Although not yet on the scale of Asia and Latin
. America, there has been a big growth of shanty towns
on the outskirts of the cities.
In 1960 only three cities in Africa south of the Sahara
had populations exceeding 500 000. In 1980 there were
28.
Kinshasa now has at least three million people.
Lagos' population almost doubled between 1975 and
1980-and could reach 20 million by the year 2 000.
Already the average living space per person is only three
square metres, and only half the city's popUlation has
access to dean running water-the rest having to buy it
by the bucketful.
Together with the increased flow of population from
the land to the towns, the crisis of peasant agriculture
has meant a steady decline in food production per head
of population.
On the continent as a whole, food production per person fell 71170 in the 196Os, declined a further 15% in the
19705, and is likely to continue deteriorating throughout
the 1980s, according to a recent UN World Food Council r e p o r t . .
Food consumption is 10% less per head than lO years
ago, despite a doubling of grain imports in the 1970s to
11 million tonnes. Over the past few years, Kenya, Zambia, Zaire, Malawi, Zimbabwe and Mozambique have
all been obliged to import maize from South Africa.
The UN report warns that Africa's total food imports
are expected to triple by the mid-19805.
In the.dry regions of the continent Africa's food crisis
means appalling famines. ..
In the past half-century 650 000 square kilometres of
once productive land on the southern edge of the Sahara
have been turned into desert. The desert is now advancing by seven to eight kilometres a year. The causes of
this are complex, but are substantially economic and
social, involving over-grazing, destruction of trees,
uneconomical methods of cultivation, etc.
In the arid regions of the world, one person now dies
of hunger and malnutrition every six seconds. Many of
these are in Africa.
'
In tt,Ie Sahel region, stretching from Senegal to
Somalia; at least 150000 died of famine in 1973 alone.
Since then there have been the famines in the Ogaden
and in Karamoja.
In 1980, after crop failures made worse by the turmoil
of war, more than 150 million people in 26 African

countries were hungry. In the Sudan today, 10 million
people are at risk from starvation.
To overcome these problems and reverse them would
require truly vast investment, and an economic and
social transformation impossible on the basis of
capitalism or within the framework of the national
state.
The crisis of peasant agriculture is made insoluble by
the combined effects of neo-colonial domination, the
widening gap between agricultural prices and the inflated prices of imports, and the weakness of the
domestic market and general impoverishment of the
population in the towns.
Peasants will only produce food over and above their
own immediate needs if they derive some benefit from
this-if they can exchange the surplus for manufactured
goods, for fertilisers, implements, clothing, radios and
other products leading to the advancement of their conditions of life .
But if the economy cannot provide these things-at
least at prices the peasants can afford-there is no inducement to increase production. In turn, the stagnation of agriculture fuels the vicious circle of underdevelopment.
In a number of countries in Africa, as in other continents, the state has attempted to intervene and compel
the peasants to increase production without any corresponding economic inducement. Invariably this leads
to disaster.
In Mali, which is effectively under a military dictatorship, the state 'Office du Niger' has organised the collective exploitation of the peasants, backed up by
military force. Fixed quotas are imposed on the
peasants to sell quantities of food to the state. If the
peasants refuse to meet these quotas, soldiers come and
beat them up.
Because of the low level of technique, and resulting
low productivity of agriculture, the peasants are often
left with only enough rice to feed themselves and their
families for little more than half a year, after the quota
of food has been handed over. They quickly discover
that the more isolated villages-further from the reach
of the state-are better off.

Subsistence
Thus there is a tendency for peasants to escape as far
as possible into subsistence farming or, where they are
able to produce a surplus, to .smuggle it over the border
into neighbouring countries where a higher price can be
obtained.
Cereal production has fallCJl to half the level of the
1950s.
,
Unable to solve the crisis by these methods of coercion, the regime in Mali resorted to looking for increased foreign aid to promote the mechanisation and
development of agriculture.
But as a condition, the aid donors are now imposing a
'free market' on Mali. By this is meant that price controls on food have to be lifted, as a supposed inducement for the peasants to produce freely for the market.
But how can food prices be raised without threatening

the towns? Immediately the impoverished workers and
unemployed of the towns are faced with disaster.
Without the healthy development of industry and rising
employment, there cannot be a development of the
domestic market and effective exchange of commodities
between town and country. The situation lurches from
one contradiction to another .. and the vicious circle of
dependence and under-development is maintained.
By one route or another, the regime comes into contradiction with the mass of the population. Temporarily
it can balance uneasily, manoeuvring between the
peasants and workers, oppressing both while attempting
to set the one off against the other.
The regime has also manoeuvred and tacked in
foreign relations between the Soviet Union on the one
hand and the imperialist powers (especially France) on
the other. While the working class in Mali is struggling
for independent unions against the military dictatorship, the Soviet bureaucracy vies with France for the
sympathy of~the regime. The Malian armed forces,
which are used to suppress the peasants -and workers,
have been trained by about 200 Soviet advisors and supplied with Soviet planes and equipment.
I
Mali alone has the agricultural potential to feed the
whole of West Africa-but this is impossible unless
society is freed from the shackles of capitalism and from
the contradictions of neo-colonialism and the nation
state.
It could not be excluded that the regime in Mali could
pass over, under severe pressure from the masses in a
revolutionary crisis, to the reconstruction of state power
on proletarian bonapartist lines. Already most of industry is nationalised, with state enterprises accounting
for about 750/0 of industrial output.
But even such a turn would not fundamentally change
the impasse of backwardness and poverty which the
people face. For a small and weak economy, with no
possibility of developing an independent industrial base,
reliance on imported machinery and technology would
continue unabated.
The creeping paralysis of the economies of the
developed Stalinist states means that there is now less
and less possibility for their under-developed allies to
gain the necessary assistance there.
The desperate search for increased aid from the West
is one of the factors which has produced, for example,
the recent turn by Sekou. Toure's officially 'Marxist'
Guinea from a close relation with the Soviet
bureaucracy toward new alignment with. imperialism.

a

Zero growth
On a continental scale in Africa there is now a
generalised crisis of agriculture and industry, reflected
. in social and political stresses and storms. Even the bald
statistics of growth demonstrate the depth of the impasse.
In the 1970s, output per person rose more slowly in
sub-Saharan Africa than in any other part of the world.
Death rates are the highest in the world and life expec-
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tancy the lowest. Of the world's 31 countries with an income of less than $200 per head, 21 are African.
. In 19 African countries p.er capita income grew by less
than I % a year between 1969 and 1979, and 15 countries
recorded negative growth. In the whole of the 1980s
Africa is expected to show zero growth!
These are the devastatating consequences of the international crisis of capitalism in this, the least developed I
part of the capitalist world.
As the continent falls further and further behind the
developed industrial powers, as the value of exports
falls or stagnates, one African government after another
is obliged to cut back on its already inadequate development plans. It becomes less and less possible to afford
the cost of the necessary imports of industrial goods.
Already, on average, the foreign currency reserves of
the states in Africa are sufficient only to, cover about
two months of imports. At the mercy of world market
forces. manipulated by the monopolies, any African
country can be precipitated into the severest crisis by a
'sudden fall in the price of its main export product.
Similarly, any breakdown in the transport network,
the choking up of the ports, etc., can leave these countries within a matter of weeks unable to maintain their
exports and thus unable to pay for current supplies of
vital imports.

Loans
Occasionally, small rescue operations by the interna- .
tional bankers, covering deficits with foreign loans, may
enable bankrupted African governments to stagger
from one crisis to the next. But Africa provides the least
attractive prospect of anywhere to the international
money sharks.
The bankers of the West have already burned their
fingers badly in the case of Zaire. This country, once
talked of as the "Brazil of Africa", has a quarter of the
world's copper, half the world's cobalt, and vast diamond and other mineral resources.
On the basis of rising world copper prices in 1973-4,
hundreds of millions of dollars were borrowed from the
West to finance development. When the oil price
quadrupled, the price of copper slumped and the
economy was shattered.
By June 1975, Zaire was unable to pay the interest on
its loans. The banks agreed to reschedule the debt, but
still received no interest. A special IMF task force was
sent in, but withdrew again without result. Then the
World Bank sent a mission under a Dutch economist,
also without result.
Now the banks accept that they will not get back their
•
$4,5 billion loaned to Zaire!.
But what can they do about it? As the American
magazine Newsweek expressed it, the concept of
bankruptcy has no real meaning for a nation, for it is no
longer possible to send an imperial gunboat up the river
to seize a nation's~ssets.
It is irony indeed that the rapacious bankers are now
becoming 'victims' of their own imperialist world crisis.
Under the present system the working people of Zaire face a losing battle even for their daily bread. They
I
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carry on their backs the impossible burdens of neocolonial domination, combined with the exploitation of
local capital and the vicious oppression of a corrupt
military regime.
The Mobutu government has given Kinshasa the
reputation of the 'corruption capital' of Africa. He has
personally siphoned hundreds of millions of dollars of
Western loans and aid into personal bank accounts in
Europe. His possessions include blocks of flats, stately
homes and land in Belgium, Switzerland, France, Spain
and elsewhere in Africa.
But Mobutu's crimes merely epitomise a condition
which saturates the state.
There is simmering hostility to the regime throughout
Zaire, and it can only maintain its grip by the most
ruthless measures. When, in 1978, there was a popularly
supported armed rebellion in the mineral-rich Shaba
province, Mobutu was only able to re-establish his grip
with the aid of French paratroopers.
If corruption has reached unparalleled proportions in
Zaire, it is none the less endemic in all the capitalist.
regimes of Africa.
This is inevitable because, in the stagnation of their
economies, the ruling bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
elites have no possibility of advancing their position arid
enriching themselves by the 'normal' methods of
capitalist exploitation. They are in the position of
scavengers who must content themselves with the leavings where the great lions of capitalism have already
fed.
Thus it is through the apparatus of the state that they
seek to enrich themselves-by bribery, pilfering and the
taking of kick-backs on the side. Corruption seeps
down through the whole state· bureaucracy, affecting
and perverting even the smallest official function.

Dictatorship
!

.

In these countries, the character of the state
reflects the economic impasse, the weakness of the
capitalist class, and the simmering discontent of the
mass of the people. Within years of political independence, most of the impotent 'parliaments' constructed by the colonial power~ on the model of London
or Paris were swept aside. Many of the leaders of the independence movements became personal dictators, ruling through the machinery\of one-party states, or were
displaced by military coups.
Thus the unresolved crisis of society and the contradictions between the contending classes has given rise
(as elsewhere in the 'Third World') to bonapartis~
regimes, rising above the pressures of the classes in conflict and balancing between them, always in the interests
of the survival of capitalism. The state apparatus has
grown overweight and top-heavy, absorbing huge proportions of the national product just in the payment of
salaries to the bureaucrats.
The new burdens imposed by the world capitalist
downswing heighten the tensions immeasurably. Coups
and counter-coups, a veering between military and
civilian rule, take place at an accelerated pace. In some
countries, such as Uganda and Chad, the unresolved
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centrifugal tensions of national fragmentation crack the
state machinery itself apart into near total breakdown.
Any country in Africa could be taken to illustrate the
impasse of economy and society facing the entire continent as a result of the delays of the world socialist
revolution. Here we have space for only a few examples,
each of which, in its own way, is significant.

'Socialism' in Tanzania?
Since the 1960s, many in Africa have looked to the example of 'Tanzanian socialism' in the hope of finding
there an alternative, both to the exploitation of
capitalism and to the totalitarian system of Stalinism.
In fact, no revolutionary transformation of society,
involving the abolition of the capitalist system, has
taken place in Tanzania. While attempts have been
made by the Nyerere government to improve the conditions of the working people, the experience of Tanzania
over the past twenty years has rather gone to show the
complete impossibility of establishing stable reform in
an under-developed country-irrespective of the intentions of the leaders.
.
The ideas of 'African socialism' have been based on
the belief that the pre-capitalist rural communities of
Africa could serve as the foundation and model for the
development of society on lines of democracy and
equality, avoiding the emergence of class divisions, of
class struggle, and class rule.
Such ideas have proved to be completely utopian.
They ignore the fact (which Marx long ago explained)
that the very development of the productive forces-the
basis of all progress-itself inevitably liquidates the old
communal societies and provides the material foundation for class stratification.
The transition to socialism is possible only in conditions of abundance arising from the highest development of the productive forces. modern industry and
technique.
Those conditions are present on a world scale.
Because of the international nature and scale of modern
productive forces. it is impossible for national
economies to develop far in isolation or to find their
own 'national' road to socialism (however long they
might strive to do so). The case of Tanzania shows conclusively that the struggle for socialism in Africa cannot
be separated from the struggle for socialism world-wide.
Tanzania is one of the poorest countries in Africa.
With a population of 18 million, about 90070 are
peasants while (in 1975) the number of workers in industry amounted to only 72 boo .•
At independence in 1961 there were very few industries, and these were mafnly foreign-owned and
under foreign management, largely concerned with the
processing of agricultural products. There was no local
bourgeoisie to sJ;>eak of except a small Asian merchant
class. The African middle-class could gain a foothold
only through control of the state.
Also· under pressure to improve the conditions of the
people, Nyerere's government moved in the late 1960s

to bring most of the economy under state control. But
industrial growth, starting from a very low base, has inevitably involved increasing dependence on imported industrial goods.
Foreign investment has been negligible, while the
surplus generated domestically has been far too small to
sustain the development programme. Thus an increasing proportion of the development budget has had to be
financed from foreign aid.
From a low point of 24070 in 1967/8, this proportion
had risen to 68% by the end of the 1970s. Tanzania's
foreign trade is overwhelmingly with the West, and only
in marfinal quantities with China, Russia and Eastern
Europe.

A fricanised
After independence, the state bureaucracy was
Africanised while its control was extended over production and distribution. On the one-"hand this cut across
the hoarding and over-pricing of the merchant class, but
on the other hand substituted for it the inevitable stifling effects and corruption generated by bureaucracy.
Growing quantities of the surplus generated in the
economy go to provide salaries and perks for the higher
rungs of state employees. The middle and upper rungs
of the civil service have expanded in number from
4 452 posts at the end of 1961 to well over 20000 by
1980.
.
The evils of bureaucracy have become superimposed
on the evils of under-developed capitalism.
.
Because of the small surplus and extreme poverty of
the population, the regime has had to constrain the selfenrichment and conspicuous consumption of the
bureaucrats. This has been taken, especially outside
Tanzania, to support the regime's claim to 'socialism'.
But the conditions faced by the workers and peasants
of Tanzania result in growing cynicism towards such
claims. There is widespread smuggling and cheating,
and an elaborate magendo (black market) system involving large numbers of officials operates at the expense of the poor.
Shortages of food have become acute, especially inland, where mealiemeal. soap, cooking oil, sugar and
paraffin often sell for three times the official priCe, if
~
available at all.
In an effort to increase peasant production, while
bringing it under state control, the regime launched the
ujamaa programl11~, and" I~ter 'villagisation' on a national scale.
.
But, for the peasants there is no advantage in collectivising production unless there is a returr. for increased
output in the f')rm of a supply of manufactured goods
and services. Without a material basis to support them,
purely 'moral' incentives prove impotent.
Unable to gain the support Of the peasants for voluntary villagisation, the regime carried thi~ out by force.
Certainiy, as a result, the peasants gained advantages
of water supply, schools and health services. 48% of the
8 000 villages have water; 92% have primary schools;
and 35% have medical dispensaries. Adult literacy has
risen from about 10% (in 1960) to more than 73%.
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But beyond that there has been little advantage for
the peasants, and living standards in rural areas are now
in decline. Compulsory quotas have to be imposed on
the villages for communal production.
Not surprisingly, the peasants stubbornly resist this,
and there has been hardly any progress beyond subsistence farming. Only about 20 villages are said to be
truly communal. At least 95% of the agricultural land is
still farmed on an individual basis. Without ploughs,
the peasants still depentt on the hoe-a symbol of
under-development which is actually made an object of
glorification by the regime.
Cashew production fell by a half during the 1970s,
while coffee production also fell. By the end of the
decade, Tanzania's exports of tea, coffeee, cotton, and
sisal had dropped to the level of 1962.
At the same time, the real value of peasant production was eroded by the adverse terms of trade on the
world market. By 1979, for example, it required 13 tonnes of tea for Tanzania to import a tractor, compared
with 5 tonnes in 1972. This was experienced by the
peasants as a dwindling in real terms of the official
state-imposed prices for their crops.
The swollen bureaucracy has become an enormous
drain on the economy. In the case of cashew nuts, more
is spent on the administration of the product than on
producing it. And it is now costing Tanzania more in
administration costs to produce a kilo of pyrethrum
than the world market price for the product!
The large standing army of 35 000 adds to the drain
on the economy, which became severe during the
military intervention in Uganda.
Such is the padous state of the economy that in June
1981 Tanzania's foreign reserves covered only two days'
imports. Arrears in payments to foreign suppliers stretched back 24 months. With industry operating at only
30% of capacity, inflation was running at 30-40%, real
wages of the workers had fallen 40% in a decade, and
the government was trying to reach agreement with the
IMF.
!,
Now, in March 1982, President Nyelere has announced the suspension of all development projects proposed
for the next year.
He said that policies during the 1982-3 fiscal year
would be aimed at "consolidating and rehabilitating existing projects". The little foreign currency the'country
would earn next year would be used to pay for parts and
other essentials.

Utopian
. Yet it was only recently that -the regime announced a
"twenty-year industrialisation prbgramme" glvmg
priority to heavy industry, intended as a basis for the
manufacture of machine tools, plant and other capital
goods! This utterly utopian programme has now -ended
in the swamp of the impossible contradictions of underdevelopment and the international capitalist system.
Neither Nyerere nor the Tanzanian 'socialist'
bureaucracy can find a way out of these contradictions. A way forward will be found only if the small but
militant Tanzanian working class can rise to the task of
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leading the nation, drawing to itself the radical youth
and peasants, and striving to link up its struggle and the
fate of Tanzania with the development of the workingclass movement throughout Africa and internationally.
To succeed in that difficult task, it will be necessary to
take up the scientific ideas of Marxism and internationalism.
The period ahead will be one of great turbulence and
conflict in Tanzania, made all the harsher by the oneparty dictatorship which the rigime of Nyerere has imposed. The ruling party, the CCM (the successor to
TANU) is not, as is claimetl, an authentic party of
workers and peasants but an instrument of the
bureaucracy.
Indepenqent trade unions have been suppressed in
Tanzania and worker organisation brought \lnder state
control.
The National Assembly is regarded as a talking shop,
with many of its members appointed. Power is in the
hands of the CCM, but within the party itself only onesixth of the NEC are elected by the National Conference.
The Central Committee is even less a representative
body. Most real decisions are made by Nyerere himself,
'
together with his close advisers.
Nyerere skilfully balances and manoeuvres at the
head of the regime, playing off rivals against each other.
While maintaining a personal reputation for incorruptibility, he makes his subordinates scapegoats for the
pervasive corruption of the government.
But in the crisis which Tanzanian society now faces, it
may well be that Nyerere's traditional methods of
bonapartist rule will prove inadequate, and that there
may be a turn towards involvement of the military in
government.
-

~

Nigeria moving into' crisis
In contrast with Tanzania, Nigeria is the strongest
and most-developed capitalist country in Africa north
of the Limpopo.
With a population variously estimated at between 80
million and 100 million, Nigeria is a giant of Afrjca.
One in every four Africans is Nigerian. •
Moreover, it is the only country on the continent
where, on the basis of a significant growth of industry,
there has been a substantial development of an African
bourgeois class.
The basis for this in Nigeria's case has been its oil
wealth. At independence in 1960, oil provided only
2,6010 of the country's export earnings. But today oil accounts for well over 90% of export earnings and 80% of
all government revenues.
Nigeria is also one of the few countries in Africa having' a well-developed small peasantry, with a long
history of providing a variety of products for the
market.
Nevertheless this vast and populous country has been
plagued since independence by serious problems of national division and fragmentation. There are over 250

different language groups, as well as significant
economic and social differences between· the various
regions.
After independence, the still weak national
bourgeoisie proved incapable of holding the c~untry
together, just as it could not satisfy the demands of the
peasants and workers. The opening up of Nigeria's oil
resources at first merely exacerbated regional rivalries
among the elite.
Thus, after six years of unstable parliamentary
government, there was a military takeover, designed to
suppress the struggles of the masses and impose a
semblance of 'national unity' on the bourgeoisi)o while
capitalist development was undertaken.
Nevertheless,civil war broke out between the regions,
and raged for more than three years, inflicting ghastly
suffering on wide sections of the people.
It was only in 1979, after thirteen years of military
rule involving no fewer than -four coups, that there was
a precarious return to civilian government and the
holding of elections.

Ch~ngeover
Tbis changeover was forced by the growing unpopularity of military rule, by mass hostility to the corruption of the army officer corps, and by a rising movement of the working class against the military's policy
of "wage restraint" which had caused substantial cuts
in living standards.
On a capitalist basis it has been impossible to develop
either agriculture or industry in correspondence with .the
vast potential of the country.
Assisted by state policy , and on the basis of the oil
boom in the 1970s, it was possible to undertake a programme of Nigerianisation or "indigenisation" of industry. Thus whereas in 1966 Nigerians owned only 7%
of private sector capital, by 1976 they owned about
42070.
But this development of the national bourgeoisie has
taken place mainly in the realm· of the production of
light and intermediate goods, mostly consumer goods.
Nigerian industry has remained characterised by its
heavy dependence on imported heavy industrial goods,
and even materials. While the book value of foreign investment in Nigeria has trebled, manufacturing as a
percentage of domestic product has stayed stubbornly
below 10%.
.
. .
The huge potential market of the Nigerian population
has not sufficed to ensure an all-round industrial
development. The dependence of capitalism on cheap
labour squeezes the mark~t, with the result that special
assistance from the state is necessary to promote the
domestic manufacture of even nails, concrete blocks
and lead pencils. In 1980, only 10% of yarn for the tex)ile industry was produced locally, although the country
could be an exporter of cotton-based products.
Most Nigerians are actually worse off after the period
of growth based on the oil boom. The country is
characterised by huge disparities of wealth. In the
towns, about 85070 of the population live in extreme
poverty.

Capitalism in Nigeria, unable to promote a healthy
development of the domestic market, has thereby also
been unable to develop agriculture. Agricultural production has been falling well behind population growth
for over twenty years. From being self-sufficient in
food, Nigeria now has to import substantial quantities
of it-to the extent of 150/0 of total imports.
Measures of compulsion directed towards the peasantry, price controls on agricultural products, etc., have
resulted in much of Nigeria'-s groundnut crop being
smuggled into Niger. Cocoa is smuggled to Benin,
where it is exchanged for cheaper textiles. In town and
country, the 'parallel market' has burgeoned.
To escape crisis, the capitalist class must always seek
to develop the productive forces further, but the contradiction of the system is that each successive development reproduces the crisis on a higher level.
The very progress of the Nigerian capitalist economy
has made its dependence on oil absolute. Without oil, it
would have been impossible to finance imports; nor
could the country have afforded the high rate of government spending, which has been running at about 30% of

GDP.
Nevertheless oil is a wasting resource. Realising this,
the Nigerian bourgeoisie embarked on a strategy to
broaden their export base by 1990. Hence the shakilybased government of Shagari launched an extremely
ambitious $125 billion five-year development plan. The
aim has been to enable Nigeria to compete for export
markets with the advanced capitalist countries.
But already the world crisis of capitalism has
manifested itself as a savage crisis of Nigerian
capitalism also.
The recession in the industrialised countries of the
West (not least in the USA which has been buying half
Nigeria's oil) has produced a slump in the oil market.
Not only has the price of oil been forced down once
again, but the volume of exports has been cut. ,.
The development plan budgeted for exports' of 1,9
million barrels a day-but in August 1981, with its oil
price cut by $4 a barrel, Nigeria was exporting only 650
thousand barrels a day.
Investment plans had to be drastically cut. Imports
exceeded exports by an average of $650 million a
month. In the course of the year, two-thirds of Nigeria's
foreign exchange reserves drained away. Shortages
became widespread and government revenues dried up.
At one poim the state was unable even to pay the wage
packets of the civil servants and was faced with a rash of
strikes.

Crisis
Now, in March 1982, with a further fall in oil prices,
and a renewed decline in oil exports, the Nigerian
government has announced a total freeze on imports.
That represents a crisis of major proportions.
In 'all probability, if food imports are not resumed,
domestic food prices will have to rise.
With one million job seekers coming onto the labour
market each year, unemployment will rocket faster than
ever. It will be more and more difficult for the state to
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finance the army-the biggest in sub-Saharan Africa,
which has been used in the past as a kind of 'social .
sponge' to keep the unemployed off the streets.
Already there have been big· struggles of the working
class for a national minimum wage, with the unions
demanding double the level of wages which the government has been willing to fix. Now these struggles are
certain to intensify.
While the size of the army has been cut since the civil
war, the police force is being vastly expanded, from
80 000 (in 1960) to an expected 220 000 by 1984. While
presented as a measure to combat rising crime, these
forces are being prepared for confrontations with the
working class.
At the same time there will be new pressures towards
national fragmentation. The present constitution, in an
attempt to keep Nigeria together, allows a considerable
flexibility in the creation of new states within the federation. But already there are sixty-one different demands
for the creation of new states!
If not immediately, then certainly in the course of the
next few years the parliamentary regime in Nigeria will
be rocked by ~nmanageable crises, and there could well
be a new turn to a military or military-police dictatorship.

Explosive,
But as in the past that would not solve any of the
social or economic problems, and would only heap up
further explosive material within society and the state.
Nigeria has no way out on a capitalist basis. At the
same time it is extremely unlikely that there could be a
development in the directIOn of proletarian bona partism. Because of the extent of development of industry,
the growth of the bourgeoisie and the size of the petty
bourgeoisie adhering to it, it would require thoroughgoing revolution in order to transform Nigeria. The
weight of the working class in society means that it is the
only social force which could lead that struggle.
The organised labour movement in Nigeria is over
thirty years old. The trade unions claim more than three
million members. There is a long history of independent
workers' struggle both against military and civilian
regimes.
The fear of the ruling class for the workers' movement is indicated in the fact that the party-political
system is carefully made the exclusive preserve of the
bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie. The unions are formally forbidden by law from participation in party
politics-a measure designed to prevent the formation
of a workers' party.
This situation means that any bourgeois government-military or civilian--!.would be on very shaky
foundations in Nigeria. The working class, organised on
a Marxist programme in a struggle for power, could
readily win over the bulk of the ranks of the army to the
tasks of the revolution.
Therefore the crisis of Nigerian society, in much the
same way as in the more industrialised countries of
capitalism, will come to turn in the years ahead upon a
struggle within the organised workers' movement for a
revolutionary programme and leadership.
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Which' way Ghana?
Likewise in nearby Ghana, the working class has the
capacity to le.ad the peasants, the radical youth and middle class, the lower ranks of the army and the
unemployed towards a solution of the nation's problems.
Ghana is to-day in the midst of a revolutionary
upheaval. But that revolution is presently in a blind
I alley, as a result of the lack of a dear revolutionary pro- .
gramme and leadership of the mass movement.
.
Ghana provided the spear-head of the struggle for independence in Africa .. Following the withdrawal of
British colonialism, the Ghanaian working people have
experienced a succession of leaders, policies and
regimes. They passed through a series of zig-zags under
the government of Nkrumah; they have experienced
civilian governments, right-wing military coups and
'left-wing' military coups; they have experienced programmes of reform followed by programmes of
counter-reform. They have seen promises made, promises broken, and promises followed by new promises.
Twenty-five years after independence, the Ghanaian
economy is in tatters, while per capita income is lower in
real terms than twenty years ago. In a country where
10070 of the people have 80070 of the wealth, the living
standards of the workers and poor peasants have fallen
savagely. This has been despite the growth of industry
from around 207\\ of GDP in 1958 to around 17070 by
1980.
On the familiar pattern of the under-developed countries, capitalism in Ghana has been able to develop in
the main only consumer-oriented light industries. Industry has remained heavily-and increasingly-dependent on imports.
70-80070 of Ghana's foreign earnings have come from
the export of cocoa. In the past the production of cocoa
rose steeply-but for whole periods even this did not
compensate for the instability and real falls in the cocoa
price.
Then the general impasse of the capitalist economy
?egan to manifest itself in the crisis of agriculture. Owmg to the lack of investment, there was little new plan~ing and Ghana's cocoa has come increasingly from agemg trees with a resulting decline in quality and quantity.
In the course of the last decade, an absolute fall in
production has comtJined with other factors to
precipitate a severe crisis throughout the economy.
In 1975, 397000 tonnes of cocoa were produced; in
.1981, only an estimated 270 000 tonnes. The transport
mfrastructure broke down, and resulted in an accumulation of Cocoa in country areas where it rotted
because of inadequate storage.
.
The bankrupt~y of Ghanaian capitalism has also been
reflected in a crisis of the currency. In 1981, while there
was an official exchange rate of 6,5 cedis to the pound,
they were exchanging on the 'black market' at the rate
of .50-55 to the pound sterling.
All these factors combined to produce a huge increase
in the smuggling abroad of cocoa and other products.
Cocoa could be sold in foreign currency across the
border, and then converted to cedis at the unOfficial
rate. Attempts to force the peasants to sell their cocoa at
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low official prices, on an. officially controlled market,
has long produced chrome smuggling particularly in
the out-lying areas.
'
I~ . recent years the amount of cocoa by-passing the
offICIal market has been estimated at 40-50000 tonnes a
year. By 1980, that amounted to a loss in foreign exchange equivalent to 15070 of the total import bill.
Simultaneously, food production has been in absolute
decline. It decreased 21070 between 1970 and 1978, while
Ghana's population grew 3070 per annum. Young people
have been leaving the rural areas and flooding to the
towns; because of transport breakdowns fertiliser cannot be transported to the farmers; much of rural trade
has been reduced to barter; and there has been a persistent break-down of essential supplies to the towns.
Urban poverty, rising unemployment, low wages, the
stagnation of the domestic market, and chronic shortages of foreign exchange meant that-by 1981-most
of Ghana's industry, apart from brewing and cigarettemaking, was running at only 20-30070 of capacity.
There were sharp increases in malnutrition, disease
and child mortality: Hospitals lacked essential drugs,
bandages and sometImes even water. Roads and bridges
were in a state of collapse.
With 70070 inflation in 1981, the minimum daily wage
of a worker could buy little over half a loaf of bread.
Many have been reduced to buying 'edible cowhide' instead of meat. Little wonder that the Ghanaian workers
refer to their own survival as "the Ghanaian miracle"!
On top of these unbearable conditions was piled the
profiteering of the Ghanaian merchants and capitalists
and the gross pilfering and self-enrichment of the uppe;
layers of the government bureaucracy. Corruption, oozing from every crevice of the state, was said to be as rife
as in Zaire.
In the early 1960s, the radical government of
Nkrumah had attempted to secure and elevate the position of the Ghanaian petty-bourgeoisie through state
co~trols ag~inst the depredations of imperjalism. While
takmg measures to control the working-class, Nkrumah
had also been obliged, under intense pressure from
below, to concede reforms. But on the basis of
ca~italism, the masses repeatedly lost as much as they
gamed. Popular support for Nkrumah waned.

Coup
At the

sa~e

time the imperialists, fearing that
move towards the overthrow of
~aPltahsm, fmanced through the CiA the officers' coup
III 1966. Such was the disillusionment of the masses at
that time in Nkrumah, that there was no popular movement in opposition ta. his ovetthrow.
But the ~orsening conditions and oppression of the
masses dunng more than a decade of right-wing civilian
and military governments have made the days of
N~~un:tah a~pear in retrospect as a golden age. The
cnSlS In SOCIety, the economic decay, the worsening
pover~y of t~e peo~le and rampant corruption among
the ehte, set In motIon also splits and upheavalS' within
the army.
The lower ranks of the army have very poor condiNk~U1~ah

~lght

tions and live in close contact with the workers and
peasants from whom they are drawn. Increasingly also
the lower officers have been affected by the ferment in
society.
This provided the background for the coup in 1979,
when Flight-Lieutenant Rawlings briefly took power.
Buoyed up by popular enthusiasm and the support of
the lower ranks of the army, he nevertheless had no idea
of how to proceed to resolve the crisis of Ghanaian
society. His programme was confined to an attack on
corruption.
In the days after tlie coup three former military heads
of state were executed, and traders accused of profiteering were publicly flogged. But not knowing what to do
with power, Rawlings surrendered it again to the
capitalist class, with the army under its old commanding
stratum, and was himself sent into compulsory retirement.
In subsequent interviews, Rawlings made it clear that
he'had headed the coup to open a safety valve for the
releasing of popular resentment, in order to forestall a
full-scale revolutionary mass movement which could
have led to the disintegration of the army and the overthrow of the Ghanaian state.
The capitalist government of President Limann,
elected in 1979, pledged itself to eliminate corruption,
while turning to policies of economic austerity in an attempt to restore the health of capitalism and satisfy the
IMF.
.
From this resulted worsening conditions for the poor,
while all the old evils of corruption, profiteering, etc.,
returned with a vengeance. Rawlings's earlier attempt to
"teach a lesson" to the ruling class had failed.
Capitalism requires not lessons but overthrow.
The fragile basis of capitalism and of the state
machinery-in Ghana was demonstrated again in 1981,
by the coup which brought Rawlings out of retirement
and to power once more. The background to it was the
ri.sing mood of popular anger, including the threat of a
national strike by the working class over the cost of living. The coup itself was almost unplanned, met no real
opposition. and was virtually bloodless. It was a
pushover.

Transformation
For their part the Ghanaian elite are desperately hoping that Rawlings will once again stop short of decisive
measures against capitalism. On the other hand, the
mass of the people are looking for a real revolutionary
transformation of society as the only solution to their
problems.
Rawlings balances uneasily between these conflicting
pressures.
Once again he does n<}t know what to do with power.
His modest life-style and resolute hostility to corruption
gives him .an enormous personal following in Ghana.
But "anti-corruption" is not in itself a revolutionary
programme, as has already been shown.
Nor do the vague radical ideas and anti-imperialist
phrases of 'Nkrumahism' show a concrete way forward.
To counter the power of the right-wing, the senior
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military officers and top civil servants, Rawlings has
called for the formation of "people's democratic committees" in industry, the army, and on the land. But
unless real power over the day-to-day running of society
is exercised by these committees-linked together
democratically on a country-wide basis-they cannot
provide an effective alternative to the capitalist state
machine.
For the time being, because of the weakness of the
forces of reaction, and the weakness of the organised
forces of Marxism within the Ghanaian working-class,
this precarious balance of class forces can continue.
Rawlings has composed his first government roughly
equally of pro-capitalist and anti-capitalist elements.
But Ghana will inevitably sink deeper and deeper into
economic disintegration unless society is transformed.
If the working-class does not resolve the situation by
taking power, then with the cooling and disillusionment
of the movement there will probably be a reconsolidation of the state apparatus and a renewed development
towards the right.
Nevertheless, it will be very difficult for the rulingclass and the higher ranks of the army to organise a
savage reaction because they are already so thoroughly
discredited and loathed as a result of their record of the
past.
It is also inherent in the situation that the pressure of
the masses may force Rawlings far further to the left
than he intends to go, into measures against capitalism
and the power of the old elite. Since 1979, the
bourgeoisie internationally has been haunted by the
spectre of an 'Ethiopian' development in Ghana.

Ethiopian revolution
In Ethiopia, in 1974, the famine brought about under
the rule of the emperor, Haile Selassie and the landlord
nobility was the last catastrophe even the officer class
was prepared to tolerate. The callous indifference of the
emperor and the landlord class to the death from starvation of hundreds of thousands, together with the accumulated social contradictions in a backward country
under the pressure of imperialism, pushed the middle
layer of the officer caste to organise a coup.
This in its turn awakened the movement of the small
working class in Addis Ababa and the students and petty bourgeois layers in the capital and the towns. It
awakened the peasantry also into a huge movement to
take control of the land from the landlords.
In the face of this, the thousand-year-old empire and
its class structure crumbled into dust.
, The crisis in the army and the attempts at counterrevolution from above, acted as a spur on the revolution. The movement of the classes and the revolutionary
turmoil in Ethiopia in its turn had its effect on the new
ruling junta in the' army. It produced splits and conspiracies of officers, reflecting the classes in battle and
the developing ,civil war in the whole country. There
could be no going back to the old order.
Capitalism and landlordism presented no- future
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whatever to the mass of the population or even to the
officer caste themselves. Before them they had the example of Russian 'socialism', a system offering them
the elevated position of a military-bureaucratic elite.
Conflicts and splits in their ranks, r:esulting in repeated
purges and executions, soon ended in the victory of
Lieutenant Colonel Mengistu, a former senior officer of
the emperor. UndeI: the pressures of the masses he went
all the way, declared himself a "Marxist-Leninist" and
set about creating a one-party totalitarian dictatorship
in the image of Moscow.
The Ethiopian revolution opened ihe way to land
reform and other major advances. At the same time the
Dergue (Mengistu's regime) has been incapable of
resolving Ethiopia's festering national conflicts.
Haile Selassie's empire had been built on the brutal
oppression of numerous national and tribal minorities.
The "Marxist-Leninist" Dergue, far from recognising
the right of the national minorities to selfde~ermination, has continued their subjugation. The
shameful war against the Eritrean freedom struggle,
commenced by Haile Selassie 20 years ago, is being
fought unabated by the new regime in Addis Ababa.
Also in the Ogaden region, in what began as an attempt to crush the guerrilla struggles of the Somali
minority, the regime was drawn into war against the
neighbouring state of Somalia-a proletarian bonapartist regime similar to that in Addis Ababa itself. (As a
result, the Somali" regime has turned to imperialism for
support.)
It is worthy of note that the Russian bureaucracy,
after supporting both the. Somali an regime and the
Eritreans against Haile Selassie, have simply switched
their support to the Ethiopian regime. From the
point of view of Soviet foreign policy, Ethiopia is the
most important state in the region-an ally for which it
is apparently well worth sacrificing Somalia as well as
the Eritrean people.
The imperialists were unable to intervene directly to
crush the Ethiopian revolution by military means and
could only grind their teeth in impotence, as the workers
and peasants were organised and armed to carry
through the revolution.

Differences
In tne case of Ghana, "while developments broadly
similar to those of the Ethiopian revolution are possible,
there are also differences which tend to weigh against it.
The peasantry does not confront a landlord class as in
Ethiopia. The forces of counter-revolution, which were
entrenched in Ethiopia, are presently pathetically feeble
in Ghana~and as Marx explained, it is very often
counter-revolution which acts as a whip driving the
revolution forward.
Moreover, industry in Ghana is much more developed
and, unlike in Ethiopia, the working-class is a substantial furce, with a militant tradition of independent
organisation. More than half a million workers in
Ghana are in trade unions.
The international reverberations of carrying the
Ghanaian revolution to completion would be felt

throughout West Africa and Africa as a whole. It would
be much more difficult to consolidate a totalitarian
regime on Stalinist lines from above, moving to suppress the democratic voice of the working class.
Moreover, for Ghana to swing over to economic
dependence on the Soviet Union would be regarded as a
very mixed blessing by the Russian bureaucracy. It
I could be faced with even bigger requirements of
economic and military aid in the case of Ghana than in
Ethiopia, where a massive arms bill equivalent to $2,2
billion has been incurred. It would not be surprising if
Soviet diplomats are presently exerting pressure on
Rawlings to prevent him going over the brink.
The power of Nigeria, almost on the borders of
Ghana, is another factor tending to stave off an 'Ethiopian' development.

Intervention
During the J979 coup Nigeria cut off oil supplies to
Ghana as a warning to Rawlings. Now Ghana looks to
Libya for oil. The possibility of a Nigerian military intervention would be a factor weighing with Rawlings
and his associates. But that would be an extremely
dangerous course for the Nigerian ruling class (or im~
perialism) to take under the present circumstances, since
in turn this could set fire to a revolutionary movement
in Nigeria.
Throughout West Africa conditions are ripe for
revolution. This was demonstrated in an extraordinary
way even in tiny Gambia in 1981.
The Gambia has only one industry (except the
obligatory brewery), and its economy is dependent solelyon groundnuts and tourism. With a population of
600 000, it has only four secondary schools, no starfding
army, and only a small para-military police force of 358.
men.
But the crisis in society when groundnut production
fell from 132 000 tons to 78 000 tons as a result of
drought, produced something unheard of in history-a
revolution by the police force demanding the setting up
of the "dictatorship of the proletariat"! (In such confused and distorted ways the ripeness for a revolutionary transformation of society is shown.)
Military intervention from neighbouring Senegal put
a stop"to that, and the Gambia has now been formally
integrated with the Senegalese state.
In capitalist Sierra Leone, a former colony of Britain,
the regime of President Stevens has been in severe trouble. In September 1981, in response to 2000/0 inflation,
there were mass demonstrations and a national strike
that closed the diamond and coal mines and even the
..
Freetown market.
A state of emergency }Vas imposed, the Labour Congress was banned, its leaders jailed, and all opposition
has been gagged.
While malnutrition affects 800/0 of the children in
Sierra Leone, the country continues to be ruled by a
ostentatiously rich and corrupt elite. But now it will face
movement after mass movement for its overthrow. (It
is, incidentally, noteworthy that the detested Internal
Security Unit in Sierra Leone has been trained by Cuba
and China).
'
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The turbulence of West Africa is repeated to greater
or lesser extent throughout the continent. In country
after country there are struggles for trade union rights,
for the defence of the workers and peasants against falling standards and against oppressive regimes.
We are now in a new epoch, both of the world revolution and of the African revolution. The fate of the
African revolution is bound together on a continental
scale, and in turn tied to the movement of the working

class in the industrialised world.
The rise of the working class as a revolutionary force
in any important country, with a class-conscious programme and leadership, will have immense repercussions throughout Africa. Within Africa. a victorious
revolution 'iI1 either South Africa or Nigeria would in
turn lead to the transformation of the continent, and
open the way to a pan-African Socialist Federation, to
ioin in the socialist transformation of the world.
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Chapter 7

Southern Africa
Over the past decade the mighty struggles in Southern
Africa:"""in Mozambique, Angola, Zimbabwe, Namibia
and South Africa itself-have been a flame of inspiration for the whole of the African continent, and for oppressed people everywhere.
Like the war of liberation in Vietnam, and like the
struggles in Central America today, the unfolding
revolution in Southern Africa rivets the attention of the
world because of the entrenched and murderous forces
of imperialism which the people confront. Every advance shows the weakening of those forces internationally, and confirms that the tide of the colonial
revolution cannot be reversed.
Within Southern Africa, despite the diversity of circumstances, all the national revolutions interlink. The
guerilla wars in Zimbabwe and Namibia drew
strength from the victories in Mozambique and
Angola. Within South Africa, the political conditions for the outbreak of mass revolt in 1976 were to an
important extent prepared by the collapse of Portuguese
colonial rule, the coming to power of Frelimo in
Mozambique, the victory of the MPLA in the Angolan
civil war, and the rolling back of the South African invasion of Angola.
In turn, the advancing movement of the black
workers and youth in South Africa has helped to deter
the regime from full-scale invasions against the revolutions to the north. It has helped to weaken the forces of
reaction within each country, and to raise the confidence and consciousness of the working people
throughout the region.
.
Nevertheless the South African capitalist regime continues to menace the entire sub-continent, with its
military forces; with bombings, cross-border raids, and
limited invasions; with military and economic sabotage,
blackmail and manipulation. Only the victory of the
revolution in South 'A(rica itself will free Southern
Africa from these evils.
All the countries of the region are bound together by
economic ties which have arisen from the whole
development of capitalism, and which are strengthened
year by year. Especially the rise of South Africa as an
industrial power has fused Southern Africa together in a
single economic entity within the ·framework of the
world economy.
South African capitalism is the colossus of the subcontinent. It dominates production, employment, trade,
finance and transport in the region as a whole. The
value of a year's production in South Africa is more
than three times that of Zimbabwe, Zambia, Mozambique, Angola, Malawi, Lesotho. Swaziland and
Botswana put together.
The tentacles of the South African monopolies, led by

the Anglo-American Corporation, have spread across
the region, sucking profit from the workers' labour.
The Witwatersrand is not only the industrial and financial ,capital of the whole of Southern Africa-it is also
the centre of the migrant labour system which links the
working Class of almost all the Southern African countries together in a single web of exploitation and oppression.
Thus South Africa is able to exert its continued
economic domination over the region, even while its
political grip is weakened. While immense strides forward have been taken in Southern Africa in the struggle
against colonial and white minority regimes, even the
greatest victories have demonstrated that only partial
and limited advances can be made within the confines of
one country.
To solve the problems of poverty and unde.rdevelopment-to ensure real self-determination and
freedom from domination-means to go beyond the national boundaries. The solution to these problems can
be found only on a regional and, ultimately, an international basis.

SADCC
The formation of the Southern African Development
and Coordination Conference by nine independent
states in the region is conceived of as a means of drawing their economies more closely together for mutual
protection against the pressures of South African
capitalist power. They hope in this way to be able to
develop industry and an infrastructure of roads,
railways and ports, sufficient to free them from
dependence on the white-ruled south.
But these states lack the means of financing the
necessary investment. Nor, with the crisis of the
economies of the industrialised world, is there any prospect of obtaining sufficient aid. (The bulk of the
money "allocated" to SADCC consists of existing aid
promised to the participating governments, and merely
re-allocated on paper to SADCC.)
However genuine the intentions of its proponents,
SADCC cannot overcome the barriers of underdevelopment and the nation-state. It does not provide a
real means of escape from the predatory clutches of international and South African monopoly capital, seeking to expand their own markets and preserve their
established spheres of influence and exploitation.
There is therefore no alternative but a struggle to
smash the power of the bourgeoisie and overthrow
capitalism in South Africa itself. This is the central task
facing the working people of the whole sub~continent.
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Releasing the grip of imperialism and neo-colonial
domination on Southern Africa, it would open the way
to the social transformat,ion of the whole region.
Together with the progress of the world revolution, it
would complete the liberation of Southern Africa.
It is within the framework of this understanding that
the advances in the revolution in Southern Africa thus
far can best be judged.
In articles in Inqaba ya Basebenzi we will cover in
more detail the situation in each of the countries of the
region. Here we outline the processes in some of the key countries, before passing on to South Africa itself.

Angola and Mozambique
No people in Africa suffered more from colonial
enslavement than the peasants and workers of Angola
and Mozambique. The character of the Portuguese colonial regime was the main factor determining the course
of the revolution in these countries, which resulted in
both cases in the overthrow of capitalism itself.
Portugal had been the first of the colonial powers,
having possessions in Africa as early as the 15th century. But later, with the rise of the great capitalist
powers of Europe and the transition to imperialism,
Portugal fell further and further behind. It became the
weakest capitalist country in Europe.
The weakness of the Portuguese bourgeoisie-their
inability to afford reforms-gave rise to the ruthless dictatorship of Salazar and Caetano which, by the time of
its overthrow in 1974, had lasted more than Jorty years.
It was on account of this weakness also that the Portuguese ruling class clung to its colonial possessions to
the bitter end against the revolt of the masses, even
while, in the period after the Second World War, the
greater imperialist powers were obliged to retreat. Portuguese colonialism could not have maintained neocolonial domination, and could only rule through direct
occupation.
Within its colonies, its weakness was expressed in its
inability to develop a market. Its policy was plunder by
the most direct 'and brutal methods.
We have shown how imperialism in general has been
able to impose super-exploitation on the colonial
peoples by means of unequal terms of trade. But even
this could not suffice for the Portuguese ruling class.
Their own weak competitive position in world
capitalism meant that they needed their colonies to supply raw materials at less than world prices.
Settlers' were used to carry out the plunder of the colonies. Agricultural concessions were granted largely to
European colonial companies to establish vast plantations producing coffee, sisal, cotton, etc.
-The indigenous people were driven off their land by
armed force to clear it for the settlers and the plantations. Sub,sistence agriculture, was systematically broken
down in order to produce a labour force.
The colonial administration imposed savage taxes on
the people; required the men to work on the plantations
for half of every year virtually without pay; extracted
fixed quotas of crops from the villages, and enforced all

this by beatings, executions and other savage pena'Ities.
This atrocious system, in.many ways worse than
slavery, had a terrible destructive effect on the African
population. Huge areas became depopulated of ablebodied people. By the 1940s, about two million Africans
were absent from Mozambique and Angola at anyone
time, trying to find a living across the border in other
countries. The infant mortality rate rose to 60%.
In both Mozambique and Angola, medical care was
practically non-existent in rural areas. Educational
facilities were so lacking that, by the end of Portuguese
colonial rule, 900/0 of the population in both countries
still could not read or write.
In such conditions there was scarcely any room for
the emergence of an African middle class. Even the tiny
intellectual elite was oppressed and degraded by the
whole colonial machinery. The salaries of black public
officials, clerks and office-workers fell constantly
behind the cost of living. There was a suffocating lack
of educational, economic and cultural opportunities.
After the Second World War renewed struggles of
resistance against Portuguese colonialism began to
mount. In both Angola and Mozambique these were
spearheaded by the small, but highly combative working
class. Struggles also broke out in the rural areas.
The regime countered resistance with torture by the
security police and outright slaughter.
Thus in Angola in 1961 uprisings -by plantation
workers and peasants, and mass assaults on the
Luanda jail, were defeated in a frenzy Of bloody
massacre by the regime and settler mobs. As villages
were napalm-bombed, and Africans torn limb from
limb even in the streets of Luanda, the death-toll
mounted to well over 20 000.
,The barbarism of the regime, and the sheer impossibility of an advance to independence by constitutional means, had driven many of the oppressed middle
class to support and involve themselves actively in the
struggles of the worker and peasant masses.

Aims
Militant intellectuals played' the leading role in the
formation of both the MP LA and Frelimo, in both
cases closely linked to the working class. Their aims
were the national liberation of their countries from Portuguese colonial rule, and the economic development
and upliftment of the people.
The crippling backwardness inflicted on these colonies by Portugal, the low level of education, the scattered population struggling to subsist, the lingering divisions of languages and tribes, the lack of a developed internal market and domestic trade-all these meant that
a sense of national cohesion and hational consciousness
among the people was relative)y little developed. The cement of national unity of the oppressed could come into
existence only as the people began to join together in
common struggle against the foreign oppressor.
As the Frelimo aqd MPLA leaders realised, the small
working class could not alone overthrow the colonial
regime. The mobilisation of the peasant masses would
be essential for victory.
At the same time, as repeated repressions had shown,
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an unarmed movement of the workers and peasants
would be insufficient. To overthrow the regime in both
countries, a ~ar of national liberation would have to be
fought.
However, in taking up these tasks, the Frelimo and
MPLA leaders abandoned the working class. Lacking a
clear internationalist perspective and class stagdpoint,
they did not try to organise the workers as the conscious
leading force in the struggle. Instead they centred their
policies exclusively on building guerilla forces based
among the peasantry, not as an auxiliary to the revolutionary organisation of the working class, but as a
substitute for it. The leaders took as their model the
guerilla wars in China and Cuba.

Isolated
Llhked to a movement of the powerf~l black working
class in South Africa, the struggle of the workers and
peasants of Angola and Mozambique could have
become part of a concerted offensive against national
oppression and capitalist exploitation throughout the
region-against the "Unholy Alliance" of the South
African, Portuguese, and Rhodesian regimes.
But, given the weakness of the forces of Marxism in~
ternationally and the lag of the proletarian revolution
both in South Africa and the industrialised West the
Mozambican and Angolan working class, isolated' and
crushingly oppressed, were unable to develop and sustain independent political organisation and leadership
of the emerging national liberation movement. With the
focus of the struggle shifting increasingly to the war in
the countryside, the working-class movement passed into a period of relative inactivity.
The guerilla fighters in the countryside stood at the
head of the struggling masses with selfless sacrifice and
heroism for more than ten years, without a conscious
Marxist leadership or programme. The role of the working class was less and less referred to by the guerilla
leaders. Appeals to the idea of the 'nation' without class
distinction, the lauding of 'patriotism', etc., became
more prominent in their speeches and writings.
At the same time the social issues inevitably stood at
the centre of the struggle. The peasants themselves
demanded liberation from the monstrous exploitation
and oppression of the colonial capitalist state.
The success of the gu~hUa war depended upon the
ability of Frelimo and the MP LA to introduce into the
'liberated' rural areas gasic medical services, elementary
education, technical assistance in agriculture, improvements in production through communal methods,
and defence of the population against the tax collections
an~ other pillages of the Portuguese military-police
regtme.
The guerilla forces were themselves drawn increasingly from the poor peasant youth, and lived close to the
~ost downtrodden and deprived of the rural popUlatIOn. ,
In literacy and political education classes, the youth
were awakened to developments in the outside world.
Armed and equipped by the Soviet and Chinese regimes,
they looked naturally to these countries as models of
'socialism', grasping at once the immense advances

achieved by the peoples in the ex-colonial countries
where capitalism had been overthrown. Their
understanding was reinforced by the hostility of the imperialist powers to their struggle.
Under the pressures of the struggle, Frelimo moved to
a position of denouncing all "exploitation of man by
man". Nevertheless it developed no explicit programme
for the overthrow of capitalism in the event of the
movement achieving power in the towns. The question
central to the revolution was thus left open.
In the case of Angola, with a greater development of
the economy, there, was a more developed class
stratification of the population. While the MPLA
leadership also denounced "exploitation", there was a
far greater stress on maintaining the "unity of all
classes" of the nation.
Thus, in neither Angola nor Mozambique did the
revolutionary leadership base itself either on the working class or on a programme for the overthrow of
capitalism. The fact that once in power both proceeded
to the overthrow of capitalism must therefore be explained not by their subjective intentions, but by the ob-,
jective forces and circumstances which they encountered
once in power.
The Portuguese ruling class, in order to hold on to its
African colonies, was forced to pour in huge contingents of troops which drained away its already feeble
resources. Thus the liberation wars in Angola and
Mozambique, as well as Guinea-Bissau, led to a rotting
of the strength of the regime in Portugal itself.
In April 1974 the Portuguese revolution broke out,
sparked off by a military coup which overthrew the
Caetano dictatorship.
On the basis of guerilla war alone it would have required many more years of struggle and sacrifice before
the colonial regimes in Angola and Mozambique could
have been defeated. In Mozambique, for example
(where the war in the countryside was furthest advanced), the Portuguese had been planning to introduce
a million white settlers into the area round Cabora
Bassa to provide a social bastion for their regime.

Collapse
However, the Portuguese revolution instantly
transformed the situation in the colonies. With
capitalist rule in' Portugal near to collapse under the
pressure of the masses, the colonial state machinery
disintegrated. This opened the way to power for both
Frelimo and the MPLA.
I
There could hardly be a more vivid example of the interaction of the forces and processes of the world
revolution-African liberation wars precipitate revolution in a European tountry; the <movement of the proletariat there rebounds on Africa, shattering the colonial regimes, and the path is cleared for revolutionary
governments to come to power.
In Mozambique, with the collapse of the colonial administration tnere was no force in existence which could
inherit power except Frelimo. The very backwardness
and rottenness of Portuguese capitalism-shown in its
inability to develop. Mozambique and its brutal,
parasitic methods-meant that there was no social basis

in the country on which to secure a neo-colonial,
capitalist regime.
Nor could other imperialist powers step in. The
possibility of a South African invasion was ruled out by
the sudden disintegration of the forces of reaction
within Mozambique itself, on which South Africa
would have had to rely in order to sustain and consolidate a capitalist puppet regime.
They would have faced the impossible task of policing
a vast country an4 holding down a population already
in revolt. At the same time, an occupation of Mozambique would almost certainly have sparked off furious
struggles among the black people in South Africa itself.
Afraid of reaping a whirlwind, the SA regime was
forced to look on in helpless rage as the balance of class
forces in Mozambique shifted rapidly in favour of
Frelimo.

Consolidate
Finding itself unexpectedly in command of state
power, without any real rival or challenge, the Frelimo
leadership nevertheless moved cautiously to consolidate
its position and feel out the direction which its economic
and social policies should take.
On the one hand, there were the aroused expectations
of the workers, peasants and youth for a complete
transformation of society. On the other hand, with independence looming, the Portuguese settler-exploiters
took to flight.
By 1975, the 250000 Portuguese in Mozambique had
been reduced to 20 000. The 7 000 Portuguese running
cash-crop agriculture were all gone. Together, these had
represented the sum total of landlordism-capitalism and
of centuries-old Portuguese rule-the administration of
the state, hospitals, education, agriculture and industry.
Thus, as in China and Cuba, the disintegration of the
old state and the capitalist class in Mozambique, and the
surging pressure of the masses, thrust Frelimo in the
direction of nationalising productiop and enabled it to
build a new state machine on the basis Of the guerilla army.
In Angola, there was a similar outcome, although by
a somewhat different route. With the collapse of the
Portuguese colonial administration, there were. three
armed contenders to fill the vacuum-MPLA, FNLA
and UNITA.
~
At first, under pressure from both East and West,
there was an attempt at a coalition goyernment of all
three.
.
The MPLA programme in 1975 clearly showed the
readiness of the leadership to compromise on the social
issues, in the interests of maintaining a coalition. Thus
the MPl.A's "minimum programme", while calling for
the "defence of the interests of the peasants and
workers", proclaimed a "broad union" of all political
parties, "all social strata, and all Angolans irrespective
of political tendencies, economic circumstances", etc.
MPLA's "main programme" proposed a "republicandemocratic system" in which sovereignty of the people
would be "irrespective of class." There was no programme to overthrow capitalism-merely a call for a

"socially just system."
In the economic field, the MPLA proposed "a policy
which takes the interests of both employed and
employers into consideration." At the same time the
state would control foreign trade while expanding its
undertakings, particularly in the exploitation of energy
resources. While there would be an end to "privileges"
for foreign undertakings, private industry and commerce was to be protected.
f
On agrarian reform, the programme proclaimed
limits on private holdings and the distribution of land to
peasants. Nationalisation of the land would be limited
to those landowners "opposed to the People's
Movement", the .traitors and enemies of independence
and democracy for Angola.
Had matters depended only on programme and the
SUbjective intentions of leaders, the Angolan revolution
would not have broken the chains of capitalism. At this
time there was an intense struggle within the MPLA between the majority of the leadership, who insisted that
the class struggle must be de-emphasised in the interests
of an "anti-imperialist united front", and those who
echoed the desire of the working people for pressing forward with the struggle against exploitation.
Nevertheless, as in Mozambique, any remaining
social base for capitalism evaporated quickly once the
Portuguese colonial system was shattered. Here too
there was a mass exodus of the Portuguese settlers, landowners, merchants, professionals and businessmen.
Reflecting the lack of a social base for capitalism, the
unstable coalition of the rival guerilla armies quickly fell
apart. It was quickly shown that the leadership of'
FNLA and UNIT A were operating as direct agents of
imperialism. At the same time, the imperialists sought
to hamstring the MPLA and obstruct its exercise of
power, fearing the established links of the MPLA with
the Soviet bureaucracy, and the fact that it had a strong,
independent popular base in both town and country.

Invasion
The breakdown of the coalition government opened
up civil war, in which the tide turned increasingly in
favour of the MPLA, which enjoyed the support of the
proletariat, and had a powerful base in Luanda and
other vital towns. It was in these circumstances that US
imperialism organised with the South African government a military invasion to instal the FNLA and
UNITA in power.
It was clearly the plan for the SA army to advance
swiftly and capture Luanda-whereupon US forces
would be sent in to sustain and consolidate a proimperialist puppet government'. This in turn would
allow the SA army to withdraw. But the whole plan
went hopelessly off course.
On the one hand, as the SA generals soon realised,
they were fighting a revolution and thus faced the
danger of becoming bogged down against the furious
resistance of the population. On the other hand, 'or ~he
Soviet bureaucracy to have allowed the MPLA 'fo be
defeated by such an invasion would lta~ meant a
humiliating blow to its international standing and af-
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fected all its alliances in the colonial world. Under these
circumstances Cuban troops were sent to the assistance
of the MPLA and the Angolan people.
US imperialism was at this time still licking its
wounds from its defeat in Vietnam. The fear of becoming embroiled in another unwinnable colonial war,
coupled with the risk of a serious rupture of relations
with the Russians, persuaded Nixon and Kissinger at the
last minute to hold back.
Thus the South African invasion of Angola turned into a debacle for the SA regime. With the whole conspiracy shipwrecked, and with its forces under heavy
pressure from Cuban and FAPLA (MPLA) troops, it
was forced to roll back hastily to the Namibian border.
The now unchallenged power of the MPLA thus
became consolidated through the processes of revolution and civil war. The impossibility of reconstructing
the country on a capitalist basis impelled the regime to
essentially the same' policies as were being followed in
Mozambique by Frelimo.
The exodus of nearly half a million Portuguese-leaving only some 30 000 ,in Angola-had resulted in the
complete collapse of the country's commercial network
and distribution system. There was now a vacuum of
skills, commercial agriculture broke down, and the
transport network was paralysed. Whereas there were
28000 heavy lorries in Angola in 1974, only 4000 were
left after independence.
As in Mozambique, the peasants, now freed from the
merciless compulsion of forced labour, reverted as far
as possible to subsistence agriculture. What little
domestic market there had been was now dead, and supplies to the towns dried up.
Without any social basis for capitalism, the task of
reconstructing the country and developing the economy
fell to the state. A sequence of nationalisations, essentially similar to those in Mozambique, followed.
Thus the revolutionary transformation of both the
. economy and the state in Mozambique ard Angola
came about. Both countries have emerged, in the last
analysis, ~ workers' states-but states unavoidably
deformed on proletarian bonapartist lines.

Problems of bureaucracy
and under-development
Every revolutionary. enthusiastically supports-and
would work to defend and consolidate-the gains of the
Angolan and Mozambican revolutions. But it is at the
same time essential to make a sober assessment of the
processes taking place in these countries in order to
understand the perspectives for their future.
Even the basically healthy workers' state in Russia in
1917 to 1923 was described by Lenin as "a workers'
state with bureaucratic deformations". There the working class itself had directly taken power and established
its own democratic organs of rule.
Nevertheless, the crippling burdens of backwardness,
inherited from Tsarism, the low level of education of
the working population, the small size of the working

class and the weight of the peasantry in society, the exhaustion of the workers in war and civil war-all these
circumstances made it more and more difficult for the
working people to directly command the state. From the
outset there was a tendency for a permanent layer of officials to form. There was a heavy dependence on skilled
administrators inherited from the old state.
Even where officials are elected, there is always a
tendency for an established state administration to entrench itself and seek ways of escaping the democratic
control of the working people.
We outlined in previous chapters the measures and
methods of workers' democracy worked out by Lenin in
order to prevent the process of bureaucratisation, and
enable the working class to constantly cleanse the state
machinery and subordinate it to democratic control.

Legacy
Lenin pointed out that the state itself-even a
workers' state-is a legacy from class society. Under
workers' democracy, the state (as Lenin put it) should
be no more than a "semi-state" which is made to
dissolve into society and wither away in the process of
the transition to socialism.
To maintain workers' democracy and strengthen it, to
move towards the dissolution of class divisions and the
ending of all inequalities and privileges, requires a high
level of the productive forces and conditions of material
abundance. Workers' democracy cannot be sustained if
a revolution remains isolated indefinitely in a backward
country. It requires the spreading of the revolution to
the advanced centres of industrial production in order
to create a basis for the transition to socialist society.
In conditions of backwardness, shortages and
generalised poverty, not only does workers' democracy
weaken and give' way to bureaucratic rule-at the same
time the elite stratum gaining command of the state uses
its control of the economic surplus to systematically entrench its privileges and self-enrichment.
Such a development became inevitable in Russia for
the reasons explained in Chapter 2.
If a workers' state in which the working class had
itself directly taken and held power underwent, in such
conditions, a deformation and degeneration, then what
is the prospect in a country where, not the working
class, but a guerilla army based on the peasantry takes
over state power?
The popularity of the regime is not the issue. Nor is
the selfless dedication, especially in the first period, of
the cadres of the army and the new state machine in
working to develop the national economy and uplift the
condition of the masses. There may also be, for an .extended period, a significant degree of mass participation
in decision-making at local levels.
Bqt the key question is the direct, collective and
democratic control of the apparatus of (he state by the
working masses"
For reasons explained previously, the peasantry as a
class is incapable of exercising such control. Nor, in the
conditions of Mozambique and Angola, has the working class been sufficiently developed to control and

manage all aspects of the economy and society. If we
consider the matter within the framework of these countries in isolation, then it is clear that·no basis for regimes
of workers' democracy exists.
Economic under-development submerges the toilers
in illiteracy and preoccupies them with the desperate
day-to-day struggle for survival. It deprives them of the
possibility of taking in their own hands the general
management of the economy and the state.
Thus the educated layer of society develops for itself
the monopoly of these functions. At the same time
generalised poverty and a Iow level of production makes
it impossible to satisfy the pressing needs of everybody,
and impels the ruling elite towards establishing
authoritarian control over the masses.

Permanent
This in turn lays the foundation for the consolidation
of the state bureaucracy as a permanent caste, for the
growing contradiction between its interests and those of
the masses, and for its ultimate trapsformation from a
relatively progressive force into a reactionary barrier to
the advancement of society.
By understanding these general processes and their
material foundation, it is easier to understand the
developments taking place in the state in Angola and
Mozambique.
While working. to reorganise and reconstruct the
devastated economy, Frelimo and the MPLA have at
the same time both moved to reconstruct the state apparatus under their own absolute control. On the one
hand, this has involved clearing out of official positions
many of the unreliable opportunists and middle-class
careerists who had stepped into the bureaus and
organisations of the state during the turmoil of transition. On the other hand, however, it has also involved
subordinating all organisations of the masses to strict
control by the ruling party apparatus.
Thus, for example, in October 1977 the MPLA
"Restructuring Committee" ordered the suspension of
all existing trade union committees in workplaces. They
were to be replaced by two trade union delegates, one of
whory. had to be a member of the MPLA structure in the
enteq\rise, while the other also had to enjoy the confidence of the MPLA.
Both Frelimo and the MPLA, in changing from
guerilla organisations into the'·core of the new state apparatus, have announced their own transformation into
"vanguard parties" on supposedly "Marxist-Leninist"
lines. This however has nothing in common with the
idea of a revolutionary party developed by Lenin, as an
instrument in leading the struggle for workers'
democracy.
.
Instead, both Frelimo and the MPLA have taken
upon themselves .. he role of exercising power on behalf
of the masses. The "Party" therefore becomes in fact
the central apparatus of the new bureaucracy of state.
The 1'977 programme of Fr.elimo bears out the
analysis we have made. The task of "strengthening and
consolidating" the power of the state is proclaimed to
be central. The Party is defined as supreme in directing
and guiding "all state activities". The state itself merely
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"reflects" the "interests of the broad labouring
masses." The "Democratic Mass Organisations" support the State in "its" work.
Thus state power is expressly declared to be separate
from and elevated above the power of the working
people-as having the semi-autonomy characteristic of
bonapartism. That is the opposite of the approach of
Lenin, and is completely opposed to workers'
democracy."
It indicates that power is not directly in the hands of
the "broad labouring masses" but in the hands of a
bonapartist elite which rests on the support of the
workers and peasants in exercising power. Even the involvement of many workers in the party structure and
leadership does not alter the underlying process, which
is towards the inevitable entrenchment of an elite.
Nevertheless these regimes represent an immense
stride forward, economically and politically, compared
with the horrors of the past, and represent a severe
defeat and setback for the forces of imperialism internationally.
However, even with the advantages of state ownership and economic planning, Mozambique and Angola
come up against severe obstacles to development.
The economic and other related problems facing
Mozambique were outlined in lnqaba No. 4 (October
1981).
:
'.
In Angola, despite having rich mineral resources and
agricultural potential, the initial problems have been
even more serious-and are aggravated by South
African incursions and the SA-backed activities of
UNITA in the south.
The exodus of the Portuguese brought not only a collapse of the economic infrastructure, but has left the
country with a paralysing shortage of skills. This has
been only partially overcome with the assistance of
thousands of trainers and technicians from Cuba, East
Germany and the Soviet Union.

Nose-dived
Agricultural production nose-ciived with the departure of the Portuguese. Cotton production, which was
approximately 80 000 tons in 1973, was only 1 000 tons
in 1978. Coffee fell from 110000 tons to 26000 tons;
sisal from 60 000 tons to 15 000 tons; rice from 30000
tons to 3 000 tons; and sugar from 80 000 tons to 40 000
tons.
In the production of maize and potatoes there were
also dramatic falls. In 1981 a disastrous drought added
to the general problems of dislocation, and virtually all
maize growing was destroyed in the main producing
areas. Only' an estimated 18 000 tonnes were produced,
compared with 700 000 in 1973.~
In manufacturing, although the state was able to
ijlove in and take over enterprises, much machinery and
equipment had been removed, sabotaged, or left to rust.
Angola is heavily dependent on the import of Western
technology and equipment in order to revive and
develop industry .....
90070 of the country's foreign exchange is provided by
diamonds and oil. These resources have enabled
Angola, by way of exception in Africa, to maintain a
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small surplus in its foreign trade. But to maintain the
production and export of oil, the government still relies
on the multi-national oil companies of the West, which
thus continue to exploit the country's resources.
In the case of diamonds, the Diamang company is
770/0 state-owned but is run by the Diamond Trading
Company, a part of the South African Anglo AmericanDe Beers empire.
J
While maintaining essential control of the economy in
state hands, the MPLA government has found no alternative but to encourage foreign capitalists to invest in
the country, and to call for more private initiative in the
economic field. This is the result of the disabilities, lack
of education and shortage of skills inherited from Portugese colonialism.

Private enterprise
Even in an industrialised country, a workers' state
would have to allow and encourage a certain amount of
private enterprise on a small scale in subsidiary areas of
production and distribution which, for an extended
period of transition, could not easily be controlled and
managed collectively by the working class. This would
not represent any significant counter-revolutionary
threat.
However, in a country as economically weak and
under-developed as Angola, the degree of reliance on
capitalist enterprise and investment-unavoidable as it
may be-obviously involves substantial dangers of reactionary pressures on the domestic and foreign policies of
a regime which itself is not controlled by the worker!;.
The military threat from South Africa, and from
South Africa's agent, Savimbi, and his UNIT A forces in
southern Angola, obliges the government in Luanda to
devote a huge slice of the country's economic resources
to spending on defence. This now consumes Il!ore than
500/0 of the state budget.
The cost of arms, and of maintaining the estimated
18 000 Cuban soldiers and other technicians to train and
maintain the armed forces, is believed to consume more
than half of Angola's total foreign exchange.
Because of the collapse of agriculture, it has also
become necessary to import food-absorbing roughly
half of the foreign exchange left over after paying for
defence. Thus the amount available to buy industrial
~
goods is very limited.
. Without the advantages of oil and diamonds the
economy would be in a state of collapse. As it is, the
world price of diamonds dropped sharply last year,
while there is also now a decline in the world oil price.
Plaguing the whole economy has been the breakdown
of the transport and distribution system, and the clogging up of the port of Luanda, mainly as a result of lack
of expertise and managerial skills. According to recent
reports, some fifty ships lie at anchor off Luanda at any
one time, waiting to load or un-load. These can take up
to two' months to turn round. The cost of this is
astronomical. The Angolan government is paying up to
$10 000 a day in demurrage charges (penalties) on each
ship lying idle-which has meant up to $500 000 a day
in total.

This amounts to more than Angola's entire income
from aid donors.
Shortages of supplies in the towns mean that the
shops frequently have empty shelves, and long queues
for basic supplies are an everyday part of life. These
conditions have also produced a flourishing 'black
market'. Prices here have rocketed, so that a fish can
cost a month's wages, and a kilo of potatoes the
equivalent of about R20.
Nevertheless, there has been slow but steady improvement in literacy, health and the organisation of public
transport and electricity supplies. Improvements in
agricultural production have taken place, but they have
been uneven and they have not approached preindependence levels.
As in Mozambique, the development of agriculture is
bound up with whether or not the government can supply the peasants with implements and various manufactured goods, which in turn depends on the revival of industry. In the case of Angola, the continuing war situation in the south is the most serious drain and obstacle
to development.
While Angola has greater resources and economic
potential than Mozambique within the framework of
one country, in neither case will it be possible to develop
at more than a snail's pace without the extension of the
revolution against capitalism throughout the whole of
Southern Africa. The centre of this revolution is obviously South Africa itself.
For the workers and peasants of Angola and Mozambique, for the rank and file of the MPLA and Frelimo,
it is the South African and international revolution
which ultimately provides the only way out of economic
isolation, poverty, bureaucratic deformation and the
unending expenditure of precious resources on military
defence.
.
Thus the way forward is to link up with the working
class of South Africa and the whole of Southern Africa
in the struggle to carry through to completion a social
revolution in the entire subcontinent.

Zimbabwe
In Zimbabwe, the Southern African revolution has
taken a huge stride forward with the downfall of the old
regime of Smith and of the puppet Muzorewa. The attainment of political independence under the popularly
elected government of ZANU(PF) and ZAPU has roused the confidence of the oppressed throughout Southern
Africa and represents a reversal both for imperialism
and for the white-minority capitalist regime in South
Africa.
•
Nevertheless, what is increasingly striking to the
workers and peasants of Zimbabwe is the limited
character of the changes which the new government has
been able to brinli about. While the face of government
has cpanged, the black workers stm·suffer. under the
yoke of bosses in the factory and on the farms, and the
vast majority of peasants remain starved of land. Black
working people still endure the inqignity and oppression
<

,
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of white privilege, and still bear the burdens of capitalist
and imperialist exploitation.
This is despite the fact that the country is n~w governed by leaders who previously described themselves as
'Marxists' and were carried to power on the expectations of the masses that a revolutionary transformation
of society would take place.
How is this to be explained? How did it come about
that the enormous heroism and persistence of the'
guerilla struggle in Zimbabwe gave way eventually 10
compromise-to a 'settlement' with imperialism and
with the white Rhodesian and South African ruling
class?
This is a question confronted daily by the workers
and peasants; by the 15000 maimed and disabled
former guerillas, and by all the surviving fighters of the
revolutionary war in which 30 000 sacrificed their lives.
It is a question of great importance also for our movement in South Africa.
We have shown in the analysis of the colonial revolutions how, for example in China, Cuba, Mozambique
and Angola, peasant-based guerilla wars have led to the
overthrow of capitalism in circumstances where the
basis of bourgeois rule has been extremely weak.
With the collapse of the old state apparatus and the
creation of new states founded on the guerilla army,
there has been an irresistible pressure towards the
elimination of private ownership of production and
t0wards the organisation of a state-owned and planned
economy. This happened regardless of the intentions,
programme and political labels of the leadership.
In all these cases the overthrow of capitalism has been
possible without the working class leading the struggle
or even playing any decisive role.
The liberation struggle in Zimbabwe was fought with
essentially the same strategy, method, and programme
as in Mozambique and Angola. Yet, in Zimbabwe, far
from capitalism being overthrown, it has been able to
survive and, at least temporarily, consolidate its grip.

Entrenched
Here, because the old state was not shattered by the
fOfl:e ~f the guerilla war, and because the power of the
capltahst class, backed by South Africa remained
relati~ely entrenched, the lac)< of mass ac;ion by the
workmg class became the decisive factor in determining
the outcome.
In every country where the capitalist class is relatively
strong and the obstacles to the social revolution are formidable, the power of the working class-its c1assconscious organisation, mobilisation and ability to lead
all the oppressed against the class enemy-remains the
decisive question.
Zimbabwe is the most industrialised country in Africa
after South Africa, Nigeria and Egypt. It is second only
to South Africa in the amount of industry per head of
population.
I
Under colonial rule, Rhodesian capitalism developed
as an offshoot and extension of South African
capit~lism. Though the bulk of the African population
has lIved by ~mal\ peasant product~on, there was a

substantial development of capitalist agriculture
together with the growth of a black agricultural proletariat on the land seized by white settleFs.
While the working class in the towns remained-and
still remains-a ~inority of the black population, its
numerical weight became at, least as great, in relative
terms, as the Russian proletariat of 1917. There was a
growth of African trade unions on a small, yet significant scale.
The small African middle class, itself oppressed under
the colonial white-minority regime, was drawn towards
the working-class movement, which provided a seed-bed
for the emergence of ZAPU and later ZANU. Nevertheless, because of the weakness of Marxism and the
passivity of the working class in the industrialised world
in the 1950s and 1960s, the liberation movement in Zimbabwe-and throughout the colonial world-developed
under the influence of nationalist ideas, without a
revolutionary class programme or perspective.

Middle-class
Remaining under middle-class political leadership,
the black working class in Rhodesia did not assert its
full social and political weight, or establish itself as the
leading force of the struggle for national liberation at
the head of the peasant masses. The trade unions remained under cautious, conservative leadership, heavily
influenced by right-wing reformist bureaucrats of the
trade unions in the West, who pressurised them to submit to the state's controls.
In the repeated outbursts of mass struggle in town
and country against the white racist regime, it was
middle-class nationalist leaders who coatin'ued to ride at
the head of the movement. As long as it seemed possible
to secure their own interests through concessions from
the whites, these leaders clung essentially to policies of
compromise.
British imperialism in the early 1960s, forced to
retreat in West and East Africa and faced with the collapse of the Central African Federation, would have
preferred a transition to some form of black government in Rhodesia. This view was shared by the big
capitalists and financiers in' Rhodesia, who would have
been prepared to sacrifice the elite of white workers and
farmers if they could get a Kenyan-type outcome .. i.e. a
black pro-imperialist regime.
.
In thi~ way they hoped to prevent a revolutionary
movement of the masses from developing, while securing their own economic domination in a new way.
However, the existing superstructure of white rule in
Rhodesia imposed its own influence on the course of
events.
~
The state, while defending'the eco~omic basis and interests of the ruling class, at the same time rests on wider
social layers and can develop a degree of autonomy.
The white Rhodesians, having a privileged position,
were not prepared to sacrifice it. Even though flying in
the face of history: they could not reconcile themselves
to the idea of a black government. The resistance to
change of the white farmers, small capitalists and
workers provided t~e basis for the rapid rise of the

.,
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Rhodesian Front, which gained control of the government and declared UOI in 1965.
The Rhodesian bourgeoisie, although mostly opposed to this turn of events, would not and could not
take any decisive action against it. Nor was the British
ruling class prepared (as it could have done) to bring the
UDI government to its knees. That would have
precipitated a revolutionary situation, and posed a
threat to the continued rule of capitalism itself.
Scandalously, it was a Labour government, of Harold
Wilson, that carried out the capitalists' policy and permitted Smith's regime to stabilise itself.
Thus the sanctions imposed with the 'consent' of imperialism were used to throw dust in people's eyes, while
an underhand conspiracy was mounted to ensure that
oil and other essential supplies got through to Rhodesia.
The bulk of Rhodesian exports went to South Africa,
or were re-exported through it in disguise.
When, from the mid 1960s, it became clear to the
masses that the Smith government would not give way,
there was a turn to armed struggle. The upheavals and
splits in the nationalist movement at this time were a
reflection of the uncertainties and division, especially
among the middle-class leaders, over what course to
take. Bound up in the process and confusing it superficially were personal rivalries, tussles for position, intrigues and the manipulation of 'tribal' issues among
the nationalist leaders.
Initially, the ZAPU leadership organised only a token
guerilla force. However, the. advance of the guerilla
wars in Mozambique and Angola encouraged the most
radical section of the nationalists in ZANU (which had
earlier split from ZAPU), to embark upon an all-out
strategy of guerilla warfare. By 1975 Mugabe, having
been released from prison, had established his authority
over the fighting forces of ZANU, which was rebuilt
under his leadership.
The main influence on the radical nationalists were
the models of China, Cuba and, on their immediate
border, Mozambique. Their political outlook was a
blend of the radical reformism of 'Nkrumahism', Chris, tian idealism, and (in a distorted way) some of the ideas
of Marx.
However, contrary to the fundamental teachings of
Marxism, they turned their backs on the working class
and sought what seemed a shorter route to revolution.

Youth
Thousands of the youth-especially the unemployed
and· high-school youth from the towns and
villages-crossed the borders for guerilla training, and
returned to organise and fight with the peasants in the
countryside. To win recruits and maintain morale in the
fighting forces, it was obvious that the leadership had to
put forward a programme of both national and social
Vberation.
Although lagging behind ZANU, the ZAPU leadership was also obliged to mount guerilla offensives from
Zambia in order to maintain its traditional basis of support in the western part of the country.
The ZANU and ZAPU guerillas fought with tremen-

dous determination. Peasants willingly sustained huge
sacrifices, and endured appalling atrocities at the hands
of the Rhodesian state, in order to support the war.
To prevent them from assisting the guerillas, the
regime herded one-third of the population into concentration camps ('protected villages'). Peasant agriculture
was devastated, and the national herd dropped by onethird. In the last five to ten years of the war, the standards of living of the black population fell by about

500/0.
Although the effect of sanctions as such was limited,
the situation changed when the world recession of the
mid-1970s set in, Coupled with the downswing of the
South African economy, the combined effect on
Rhodesia was severe.
Gross National Product (measured in constant 1965
prices) fell from R$l ,36 billion in 1974 to R$l, 18 billion
in 1978. Manufacturing dropped by over 14% during
the same period. By the end of the war there were as
many Zimbabweans unemployed as the total number in
employment.
.

'Marxist'
The longer the war continued, the more the ZANU
and ZAPU leaders adopted a 'Marxist' stand. After the
collapse of capitalism in Angola and Mozambique, even
Nkomo (a millionaire) began to manoeuvre more openly
between the Western powers and the Soviet
bureaucracy. The ZANU leadership on the other hand
leaned towards China.
Meanwhile the Rhodesian army was forced to rely on
black troops, to the point where eventually half its
forces were black.
After the debacle for imperialism in Angola, and with
the developing mass revolt in South Africa, Kissinger
and Nixon reappraised US policy towards Rhodesia.
They decided that the Smith government could not be
sustained in: the long term. Its defeat, they feared, could
lead to the overthrow of capitalism in this strategically
important country.
Thus Kissinger travelled to South Africa in 1976 and,
with Smith on the carpet in Vorster's office, read him
the 'riot act'. Within hours, Smith and his cabinet had
agreed to a change of course, which led to Muzorewa
becoming Prime Minister.
The election of Muzorewa under the guns of the
regime was a farce. The whole structure of the state, of
land and industry remained in the hands of the whites.
The white regime wore Muzorewa like a mask, but the
people could see through it. They got nothing significant from the 'change'. The war continued and intensified.
~
, The imperialist pbwe~s were jn a quandary. In Britain, the Labour government could not recognise the
'Muzorewa' regime. After the election of the Tories,
however, Thatcher prepared to recognise it, as did the
Carter adrpinistration in the USA. The inevitable consequence would have been to protract the guerilla war.
Had the war continued for an extended period of
years it would almost certainly have led to the overthrow of capitalism on lines similar to Angola and
<

103

Mozambique. The difference would have been that the
conflict, instead of being limited to Zimbabwe, would
have embroiled the whole of Southern Africa, as it was
already beginning to do.
The state in Rhodesia was relatively firmly based.
This was a result of the development of industry and in-.
frastructure; of the local bourgeois, petty bourgeois,
white farmers and white workers; and the powerful
backing of South Africa.
Botha's renewed commitment of SA troops to
'Rhodesia during 1979, and crippling bombing raids on
the economic infrastructure of Mozambique and Zambia, showed that the South African regime was unwilling to accept the military defeat of capitalism in Zim'
babwe.
Nevertheless, much as in Vietnam, in the longer run it
would have be~n impossible by these means to prevent
the disintegration and collapse of the Rhodesian state.
The rising revolt of the oppressed in South Africa itself,
combined with the steady exodus of whites from
Rhodesia and the undermining of the social base of the
regime, meant that, with appalling bloodshed and
sacrifice, a proletarian bonapartist regime would eventually have arisen in Zimbabwe. '

Backlash
A development of the revolution on these lines would
have been the most likely perspective had the imperialist
powers recognised, and continued to prop uP. the
Muzorewa puppet government. What finally deterred
them, however, was the backlash from black Africa and
the rest of the ex-colonial world.
Nigeria-Britain's biggest trading partner apart from
the EEC and the USA-seized the assets of British
Petroleum as a warning.
Both British and US imperialism changed tack, and
accepted that the guerilla leaders could not be excluded
from government. This provided the setting for the Lancaster House negotiations.
The negotiations were conducted directly between
British imperialism and the guerilla commanders, with
the US and South African imperialists hovering in the
background. Smith and ~uzorewa were entirely secondary figures at the conference table.
The aim of the imperialists in these negotiations was
to secure a bourgeois coalitio\n, in which the power of
ZANU and ZAPU in government could be checked by
the continued inclusion of Muzorewa and the whites.
The 'front-line states' (both capitalist and deformed
workers' states). fe?rlng the repercllssions of a protracted war, pressurised the ZAPU and ZANU leadership into the settlement.
The main sticking point at Lancaster House was the
question of land. With their support depending on the
peasants, the ZANU and ZAPU leadership could not
abandon their promise of a redistribution of land.
Therefofe, Britain would have to agree to provide some
money to enable land reform to t":l<1! place by means of
purchases from white farmers.
On almost every other demand of the people the
ZANU and ZAPU leaders made big concessions to the

capitalists'. They agreed to a clause in the constitution
guaranteeing the property of the capitalist class. They
even agreed to give the tiny white minority one-fifth of
the seats in Parliament-and with it the power to veto
any constitutional change.
Thus the national-democratic, as well as the social,
aims of the struggle were frustrated.
Many of the revolutionary youth and guerillas,
shocked by the unexpected turnabout by the leadership
at Lancaster House, debated the idea of defying the 'settlement' and continuing the guerilla war. But that was
quite unrealistic.
All the rear bases in Zambia and Mozambique would
immediately have been closed down. The peasants,
wearying of a protracted war, would have been divided
and would soon have withdrawn support from the
guerillas. As a result their forces would have been
speedily mopped up and annihilated.
The only revolutionary alternative to the Lancaster
House agreement, was a strategy moving beyond guerilla
warfare. The capitalists could have been defeated only
through the mobilisation and arming of the working
class to seize power in Salisbury and Bulawayo, to rally
the peasant masses behind them, and to call on their
South African brothers and sisters to' help stop a
military invasion by the apartheid regime.
This would have required systematic organisation and
political training of leadership in the working class" using also the links and channels of the migrant labour
system to prepare the united action of the South African
workers. But the ZANU and ZAPU leaders were completely opposed to such a course (as were their 'socialist'
backers in Moscow and Peking).
Thus the 35 000 dedicated young fighters of ZANU
and ZAPU found themselves trapped politically by the
Lancaster House settlement-as a prelude to being
physically bottled-up in the 'assembly points'and finally
disarmed.
The election which followed was 'fair' only in its
result-an outright majority for ZANU(PF). In all
other respects it was completely unfair.

Resources
At least R25 million was poured by SA, British, and
world imperialism into the hands of their candidate,
Muzorewa. Enormous propaganda resources were put
at his disposal.
ZANU(PF) and ZAPU, coming out of illegality, had
little time to organise in the urban areas. Their offices
were even denied telephones.
20-30000 'auxiliary' thugs of Muzorewa were financed and organised by the capitalists and the state to intimidate the voters. There' was a heavy pressure of
employers upon the urban and agricultural workers.
But all these measures boomeranged against the ruling clas.s. All the more because of these efforts, the
masses could· see 9.learly who their real enemies were.
There was overwhelming support for the guerillas, and
particularly for ZANU(PF) who, in the eyes of the
workers and peasants, had borne the brunt of the
fighting and had no history of compromise with t~
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whites.
The imperialists had calculated on tying' Mugabe
down in an unfavourable coalition, in which Muzorewa
would have the upper hand, and in which there would
be endless opportunities to manoeuvre and manipulate
the rival forces. But the landslide vote for ZANU(PF)
dashed these plans.
Meanwhile the strategy of Nkomo and the ZAPU
leadership had also boomeranged:
Previously, when it.had seemed likely that the guerilla
war would continue as a fight to the finish, ZAPU's
Soviet and East European advisers had encouraged a
strategy which they thought would give ZAPU the eventual victory. While most of the guerilla fighting was left
to ZANU forces, ZAPU was being reorganised as a conventional army, equipped with aircraft, tanks and artillery. The intention was to advance rapidly on the
towns once the old state apparatus was at the point of
collapse.
This, they calculated, would have put them in control
of the vital centres of the country. They could then have
distributed land to the peasants and thus undercut
ZANU's rural support.
But the whole strategy was confounded by the retreat
of imperialism and the Lancaster House settlement. The
election left Nkomo and the other ZAPU leaders as
iunior partners in a coalition controlled by Mugabe.
(The consequences of this upset are still felt in the
diplomatic field by the Soviet bureaucracy in its relations with the Mugabe government.)

Precarious
Despite the Lancaster House agreement, the imperialists and the Rhodesian capitalist class thus found
themselves in a precarious position. Even before the
~lection, when it became plain that Mugabe would
gain a landslide, the bourgeois camp began seething
with counter-revolutionary conspiracies. Contingency
plans and 'pretexts' were assembled for cancelling the
election and tearing up the Lancaster House agreement,
if this course appeared to be in the imperialist interest.
At the same time, reactionary military measures were
prepared.
The teaching of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky
that the state is fundamentally armed bodies of men
organised to defend the property and power of the ruling class, was amply illustrated in Zimbabwe during this
period. Only the smashing of the bourgeois state
machinery could have ensured a shift of power from the
capitalists to the workers and removed the threat of
counter-revolution.
General Walls, professional butcher of the Zimbabwean people under Smith and Muzorewa, later publicly
admitted making detailed preparations at the time of the
election for a counter-revolutionary coup.
His attempt to get the British Tory Prime Minister,
Thatcher, to 'ipvalidate' the election result was part of a
plan to provide the political smokesereen for a military
takeover. It was not simply Thatcher's re[ Jsal which
deterred him. Rather, the whole imperialist
camp-including Thatcher-were held back by the fear

that the whip of counter-revolution, if prematurely us·
ed, would drive the revolution forward.
The intensity of mass revolutionary fervour at I
the time of ZANU(PF)'s election victory, combin- '
ed with the disarray in the bourgeois camp, created a
favourable objective situation for the smashing. of the
capitalist state and the transfer of power to the hands 0
the working people. But this opportunity could onl)
have been seized had there been a revolutionary leadership rooted in the working class to organise in town and
country a decisive movement against the oppressors.
Any resulting South African invasion-if indeed the
SA generals considered it feasible in such circumstances-would then have faced an armed and conscious people, millions strong, defending·their revolution and their country every inch, and calling upon the
working class of South Africa to paralyse the enemy
with a general strike.
But such a course was in no way entertained by the
leadership of ZANU(PF) and ZAPU. As was clearly
demonstrated throughout the election campaign, they
saw no role for the working class but to provide them
with electoral support.
Thus, again, the workers' lack of independent
organisation, revolutionary leadership, and Marxist
programme paralysed the working class politically. This
proved decisive in the outcome of events.
Just before the election, Mugabe went to Mozambique to meet the South African Foreign Minister and
generals of the ,SA army . .In return for assurances tha,t
South Africa would not invade, he undertook to defend
capitalist property, agreed not to provide bases for the
ANC, and even promised to pay the debts of the Smith
regime to South Africa (although subsequently he
repudiated the arms debt).
Thus the 'Marxist' leadership of the guerilla war, who
had proclaimed the task of 'socialism', showed their
willingness to abide by the class compromise which they
had entered into at Lancaster Hom;e. If anything summed this up, it was the initial appointment of General
Walls to head all the armed forces under the new
government of Mugabe.

Bonapartist
For genuine Marxism, the course of events was not
difficult to explain. Marxism has always pointed out
that a guerilla army is entirely different from a movement of the proletariat. The leadership which arises on
that basis is bonapartist, and not under mass democratic
control. Thus always latent in a guerilla war is the
possibility of sudden and bewildering zig-zags and
about-turns by the leadership. "
A revolution fought on that basis can result only in a
bonapartist regime-either bourgeois or proletarian in
character. In Zimbabwe, unlike Mozambique and
Angola, because the state machine remained largely intact, the leadership of the guerillas came to terms with it
and entered into compromise with the capitalist class.
Compromise with capitalism develops a logic of its
own. Once it is accepted that private ownership and production for profit )s to remain the basis of the economy

and the foundation of the state, then it follows that the
government is obliged to make the defence and promo• _
tion of capitalism a paramount concern.
Because of the key role of the whites in commercial
agriculture, industry, trade "and administration,
Mugabe's government W(iS obliged to provide copious
assurances to the white minority, in order to avoid a
massive exodus which would have brought the capitalist
economy to the point of collapse.
Had that occurred, the Mugabe regime would have
had no alternative but to launch on a course of
wholesale nationalisatlons and expropriations of
capitalist property, mobilise and arm the workers
against reaction, reconstitute power on proletarian
bonapartist lines, and re-organise production on the
basis of state ownership and planning.
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However, even after this dramatic rate of growth, the

Gross National Product was still lower in real terms
than in 1974. Essentially what has taken place is the
healing of the economic war-wounds, rather than any
substantial further advance.
In moving beyond this, as we pointed out in Inqaba
no. 2 (April 1981), the government has found itself increasingly against a wall of limitations, both political
and economic. The impossibility of reconciling the interests of the workers and peasants with those of the
capitalists has become more and more obvious.
To sustain the development of the economy requires
massively increased investment; hence increased imports
of machinery, etc.; hence increasing foreign exchange
earnings derived from expanding exports, and so on.
Zimbabwe is the prisoner of the same general constraints of capitalism in the under-developed countries
explained in previous chapters.
To secure private investment, the government must
Impossible
provide conditions for the profitability of that investment, as well as guarantees against its future naInstead, setting out to secure capitalism, the governtionalisation. But profitability for capitalism in Zimment found it impossible to mo¥e decisively even to
babwe remains absolutely dependent on cheap labour.
carry out a land reform. To satisfy the needs of the poor
The demand of the working class for a living wage-the
peasants for land, up to three-quarters of the whiteleast they could expect from the revolution-comes into
owned land would have had to be taken over for
immediate conflict with the needs of capitalism.
redistribution. Not only were the aid provisions agreed
Since independence there has been the biggest wave of
at Lancaster House totally inadequate for this. Even
strikes and wage struggles in Zimbabwe since the Semore important was the fear of the regime that excond World War. Under this intense pressure the
propriation of the white farmers would precipitate the
. government has moved in stages to implement and indeparture in droves of white skilled workers and • crease minimum wagt;s. Recently the minimum wage for
businessmen also.
industry and commerce has been set at Z$125 (RI51) per
At first the capitalist class, in Zimbabwe and internamonth-itself an abysmally low level. Minimum wages
tionally, could not believe that the 'Marxist' Mugabe
for miners are substantially lower, while agricultural
and his government could really become the defender of
and domestic workers receive only Z$50 per month.
their interests. Perhaps he was really preparing some
But even these increases have begun to drive growing
diabolically cunning revolutionary plot?
numbers of capitalists to the conclusion that their enterBut in time, when they saw the success of the governprises will be unable to survive. Employers have begun
ment in restraining the movement of the mas~es, they
to dismiss workers (31 000 in just the second half of
came to regard Mugabe as the "best Prime Minister"
1980), saying they cannot afford to continue employing
them. Total employment in the country remains almost
that Zimbabwe could possibly have.
static, while the problem of unemployment rises rilOnth
Nevertheless it would be false to conclude that the
Mugabe government has become merely a willing agent
by month.
of the capitalist class. This is a bonapartist government,
which leans on the support of the masses. While defending capitalism, it balances and manoeuvres unsteadily
between the conflicting class forces.
Exports
Its first aim has been \0 consolidate power by
reorganising the capitalist state, Africanising the civil
Depressed world prices of metals constrain the
service as rapidly as possible, and restructuring the army
growth
of exports, while the railway system has proved
by integrating the bulk of the former guerillas into it.
unable
to
move larger tonnages of minerals to the ports.
It is because the Zimbabwean government is not the
(In the first ten months of 1981 there was a 7% fall in
tame servant of imperialism, and is still capable of strikthe total value of mineral production.)
ing blows against the interests of the capitalists, that the
Even the bumper maize crop in 1981 could not keep
SA government has continued to seek to destabilise
Zimbabwe's
trade balance. in surplus. Maize exports
it-a really crazy policy as far as th~ long-term interests
were similarly restricted by transport bottlenecks, made
of SA capitalism are concerned.
critical by the SA government's deliberate sabotage in
Because the new regime in Zimbabwe was able to conwithdrawing loaned locomotives and restricting access
solidate its position without damaging capitalism, there
through the rail network to the ports.
was a very rapid growth of the economy durini the first
75-80070 of Zimbabwe's imports and exports pass.
year of independence. In 1980 the growth rate reached·
through South Africa. There is also still a heavy
13,9070 in real terms. With the ending of sanctions, there'
dependence on the SA capitalist economy, which buys
was a big increase of production and trade affecting
18% of Zimbabwe's exports (40% of its manufactured
every sector, with the exception of mining.
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exports) and supplies 32070 of its imports.
Although the economy grew by 8070 in 1981, it is expected to fall well below that in this and subsequent
years. Production growth, according to the September
1981 Economic Review of the Zimbabwe Bank, "is
already being inhibited by inadequate foreign exchange
allocations and skilled labour and transport bottlenecks". Thus it is accepted that the recent rates of
growth of industrial production cannot long be maintained.
The effect is similarly felt in agriCUlture, where the
foreign exchange allocation for the import of tractors
has been cut by four-fifths, while the allocation for
large tractors and combines has been scrapped
altogether.

Reforms
Even limited reforms in education and welfare-for
example, free universal primary education, and free
medical treatment for those earning less than Z$150 per
month-contributed to a 37070 increase in planned
government spending in the 1981/82 budget. International aid financed less than 6070 of total spending. Taxation had to be increased sharply (itself a deterrent to
capitalist investment), while the budget deficit increased
to almost 11070 of estimated GDP.
The result of all this has been steeply rising
prices-officially 12070 to 15010 in 1981. But rents, for
example, rose much faster than this, while the
cost of traditional beer and tobacco has gone up more
than 50%.
The government's price 'freeze' can only temporarily
offset inflationary pressures. Even that measure has
perturbed the capitalists-while the workers are now expected to put up with an indefinite wage freeze.
Particularly in the urban areas,__ the worRing people
complain that they are finding themselves worse off in
reality than two or three years ago.
This is confirmed by the recent report of the Riddell
Commission, which said that its dominant impression
was "the degree of dissatisfaction, the depth of bitterness ... and the frustration expressed by the work
force in Zimbabwe".
While balancing and manoeuvring between the contending pressures, the gov~rnment has more and more
come into conflict with the demands and struggles of the
working class.
Strikes now lead to ever harsher measures of repression. In October 1981 more than 1 000 black teachers
and nurses were arrested during 'unofficial' disputes.
Exploiting the frustration of the former guerillas, the
government has tried to play them off against the urban
workers who did not take part in the war. Thus Mugabe
threatened to throw the nurses 'into the bush' to give
them a taste of what it was like to sacrifice during the
war. ,
When a delegation representing striking teachers went
to see the ZANU Minister of Education, he sacked them
on the spot. In January 1982, 243 railway firemen who
had gone on strike were arrested.
'
In March, 553 Salisbury bus drivers were convicted

under the Industrial Conciliation Act inherited from the
days of white rule. and were given fines and suspended
jail sentences for striking.
In addition to workers in government and local
authority services, there have been repeated outbreaks
of strike action by workers in mining, industry, commerce and even agriculture-against tyrannical
employers and for improved wages and conditions.
ZANU officials, particularly, are regularly called in
by management to pacify the workers and directthem to
return to work. At the same time, the government has
been obliged to act to stop dismissals of workers taking
place without its permission.
The working class overwhelmingly supports and
wishes to strengthen the new government and the ruling
parties against the white racists" agaifIst the threat from
South Africa and against all dangers of reaction. But,
simultaneously, the working class is realising the need to
organise itself to defend its own interests against the
state, the capitalist class, and the power of the ZANU
and ZAPU hierarchies themselves.
Thus there is a re-awakening of trade union organisation and activity involving wider and wider layers of
black workers in every sector.
In an attempt to control this development. the
Mugabe government has maintained the old Industrial
Conciliation laws while preparing a new law on similar
lines. Efforts are also being made to bring trade union
organisation under the control of the ruling party
.
machine.
At the same time, the black middle-class elite has
begun to merge with the bourgeoisie. Black company
directors now abound in Zimbabwe. There is a
rapacious scramble for self-enrichment, for -positions
and perks. and for luxury homes with the aid of
building society loans.
One former ZAPU leader, for example, who became
a company director in a big concern, is also the holder
, of the 'Order of Lenin' awarded in Moscow! Nor can
many ZANU leaders resist the temptations of personal
greed. Recently Mugabe was obliged to publicly denounce the "capitalists" in his party hierarchy and
cabinet who were busy acquiring farms.

Zig-zagging
Bonapartist zig-zagging, striking blows to left and
right, will increasingly characterise Mugabe's government. The attempt to develop towards a one-party state
is inevitable for this regime, in its efforts to curb and
contain the growing contradictions.
One of the major factors threatening the stability of
the regime is the unresolved national division between
the Ndebele~speaking minority and the Shona-speaking
majority.
_
Fundamentally, all sections of the oppressed are
united in wanting to gain the land. jobs and an end to
the twin evils of black poverty and white privilege. A
policy of mass mobilisation in carrying the revolution
through would have consolidated this unity in action.
But with the revolution stalling within the limits of
capitalism, landlessness, unemployment, deprivation

and discrimination of all kinds have continued to
burden the masses. This has left fertile ground for the
re-opening of old divisions, which are played upon by
rival middle-class politicians, through the rival party
machines, in their struggle for status and position.
Mugabe has been obliged to be cautious in his moves
towards one-party rule. To avoid an explosi~e rupture
he needs to maintain ZAPU's participation in the
government, and eventually to incorporate it into his
own party. One of the problems he faced has been the
frustrated ambition of Nkomo.

Arms
Through his intelligence service, Mugabe had probably been aware for months of the build-up of arms on
farms purchased by Nkomo and other ZAPU leaders, in
preparation for a possible futu're coup. No doubt he had
also long been aware of their communications with
South African capitalists, etc.
.
Nevertheless, Mugabe initially hoped to persuade
Nkomo to abandon his independent ambitions and
. enter into a merger of the two parties. It was only when
this proposal was firmly rebuffed that he moved to raid
the farms, expose Nkomo, and expel him and his closest
aides from the government.
.
The result has been the disarray of the ZAPU leadership, with an important section favouring a merger.
At the same time Smith's RF has begun to
disintegrate, with a number white MPs deciding to side
with the ZANU government. For more than a year, even
white capitalists and former Special Branch policemen
under Smith have been taking out ZANU party cards, in
the hope of guaranteeing their futures.
Although there will be new twists and turns in the
situation, Mugabe ~i11 probably succeed eventually in
establishing a one-party system. But instead of ending
the contradictions, this will merely compress them into a
single vessel. In the long run this will lead to increased
tensions, class conflicts and ultimate splits within
ZANU itself.
Side by side with the national, class, and inter-party
divisions and tensions, there has been the acute frustration amo~g the peasantry over their unsatisfied need for
land.
675 000 African families\live on the former 'Tribal
Trust Land'-which is able to support only an estimated
200 000 families. At the same time, some 60% of the
white-owned land is either lying fallow or underutilised.
.
In the past few months, some 50 000 peasants, refusing to tolerate any longer the procrastination of the
government, have taken matters into their own hands
and occupied vacant white-owned lands.
The initial response of the government was to treat
them as squatters and threaten them with stern police
meas~res. But it was politically impossible for the
government to face a confrontation with the peasants
when it was simultaneously entering more and more into
conflict with the working class.
Fearing for its long-term survival, the government has
been obliged to threaten expropriation of white-owned
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land, even without compensation if increased aid from
the West is not forthcoming.
The alternative, as th~ new Minister of Lands put it,
was to face the danger of a "second revolution".
At first only vacant land, and then land of the smaller
white farmers, is likely to be taken over. In this way a
flight of the bigger commercial farmers from the country will initially be avoided. Likewise in finance, industry and trade the government has so far followed an
extremely cautious policy of limited or partial nationalisations, leaving the essential framework of
capitalism untouched.
But, as the contradictions in society intensify, the
government could be placed under intolerable pressures.
On the one hand it would be confronted with the mounting demands of the people for radical reforms. On the
other hand it would be faced with the stubborn
resistance to change by the capitalists, provoking still
more furious struggles by the working masses. Its only
way out would be to try and gain control of' the key
resources of the economy in order to meet some of the
demands.
Further and more extensive nationalisations within
the framework of capitalism-not only of land, but also
in finance, industry and mining-will thus become
unavoidable.
. It is Iikeiy that a slow but steady departure of the
whites will continue .. Already their number is down
from a peak of 275 000 in 1975, to below 190 000 at the
beginning of 1982. The first to go are, in the main, the
unskilled workers, clerks, and small farmers. The
managers and many skilled technicians stay on, together
with the owners of large farms and industry.
While the government consolidates its position in the
short term, the impasse of capitalism will increasingly
undermine its stability. Though this may take a number
of years to reach crisis proportions, the regime will be
obliged to develop more and more oppressive powers in
order to control the developing struggles of the working
class, and, eventually, of the peasants. as well.

Unions
The building and defence of independent unions in
Zimbabwe will form a major focus of the working-class
movement in the coming period. This could combine
with a struggle of rank-and-file youth of ZANU and
ZAPU to carry forward the demands for complete
national liberation, democracy, and socialism.
The revolution in Zimbabwe is not finished; in a sense
•
it has only begun.
It is possible that, in the longer term, severe economic'
crisis, combining with mas~ discontent against the
capitalists and their sup potters in the regime, could provoke splits in the ruling apparatus. This could leave
'- Mugabe (or his successors) with no alternative but to
move towards the overthrow of capitalism and the constitution of a proletarian bonapartist state.
The most likery context for such a process would be
the development of a revolutionary situation in South
Africa itself, with upheavals throughout Southern
Africa. But this would open the way also to the achieve-
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ment of power ,by the working class and the carrymg
through of the socialist revolution in the entire sub".
continent.
To this end the task of revolutionaries in Zimbabwe is
to bring into being links of common organisation bet-'
ween the Zimbabwean working class and the workers of
South Africa and the region as a whol~. On that roaa~
alone can all the unresolved problems of the people
finally be overcome.

Namibia
The fight to free Namibia from South African colohial rule is of the greatest importance to the oppressed
and exploited people of South Africa itself. It will lead
to a further weakening of the SA regime and ruling
class, and bring forward the day when the whole of
Southern Africa will be freed from imperialist domination.
At the same time, the struggle in Namibia highlights
very clearly how the revolution in Southern Africa is
bound together as a single process, and how each national struggle is forcefully influenced-and at times
even determined-by international forces and circumstances.
In Namibia, a country the size of France; West Germany and Belgium put together, but with a population
of only one million, the economic and military
stranglehold of South Africa is enormous. The SA
economy produces 40 times the total production of
Namibia. The turnover of just the top ten SA companies
is seven times Namibia's Gross Domestic Product!
Both under German colonial rule in the past, and
under direct South African rule subsequently, the
economy of Namibia has been grossly under-developed,
while its rich resources have been plundered.
Diamond and uranium mining alone account for
about 50070 of the GDP.
Commercial agriculture, which makes up the second
most important part of the economy, is in the hands of a
mere 5 000 (mainly white) farmers. The overwhelming
majority of the indigenous popUlation are forced to survive by subsistence production and by' the abysmal
wages of migrant labour on the mines and the white~
owned farms.
Under the ruthless state machine directed and financed by Pretoria, and the baasskap of a white settler
population of 100 000, black Namibians have been subjected to a system of oppression essentially similar to
that in South Africa. SA colonisation of Namibia has
drawn the working class of both countries particularly
close together.
As in South Africa, Namibian workers have a militant tradition of industrial <lnd political struggles
against exploitation and oppression. The political consciousness of the workers was shown as early as 1938 in
the refusal by dock-workers at Walvis Bay to offload an
Italian ship in protest against Mussolini's invasion of
Ethiopia.
'
There were big strikes by contract workers in the
1950s and 19605. The 1971-72 strike by Namibian

workers-the biggest in their history-played an important part in the re-awakening of the SA workers' movement as well.
The workers were in the forefront of the national
liberation struggle. SWAPO itself was originally founded as an organisation of migrant workers. One of its
first aims was to fight against the migrant labour
system.
However, with the delay of the workers' revolution
internationally and the weakness of the forces of Marxism, SWAPO developed under the influence of nationalist ideas, while its leadership passed increasingly
into the hands of the tiny educated black elite.
From the outset, the liberation struggle in Namibia
has confronted a very difficult strategic problem: the
disparity between (on the one hand) the power of the
repressive colonial state, founded on the might of South
Africa, and (on the other hand) the small population,
forces, and resources of the oppressed Namibiail peop l e . ' ;.
Without a revolution imminent in South Africa, how
could the colonial regime in Windhoek be successfully
fought and overthrown?
In South Africa, after the tide of mass resistance of
the 1950s and early 1960s was suppressed, there was a
lengthy period in which the hold of reaction tightened.
The decision to launch guerilla struggle was taken in this
period.
As already pointed out, in the colonial world generally the peasants, workers and youth, f~cing uhbearable
conditions, could not wait for the proletarian revolution
in the West to overthrow imperialism. Similarly' the
Namibian masses could not wait for the South AfriCan
revolution to smash their oppressor_
But while seeking every means of direct resistance to
SA rule, they have at the same time been hampered by
the lack of the clear internationalist leadership and
perspective necessary to forge the vital links of organisation and common' struggle with the rising South Africa
working class.

Guerillaism
The ideas of guerillaism gained enormous popularity
among the youth, particularly with the advances in the
guerilla wars in Angola, Mozambique, and later Zimbabwe. The victory of the MPLA, opening up the
possibility of rear bases in Angola, increased the scope
for SWAPO to wage guerilla war.
Retaining its traditional mass following in the working class and in the rural areas of the north, SWAPO
has won the support of tbe great majority of oppressed
Namibians through ,the heroism, commitment and
sacrifice of its fighters. Its, own popularity has risen
precisely as other, rival organisations have exposed
before the people the readiness of their leaders to compromise.

,..

Howeverf' as the war in Namibia has shown, guerilla
struggle itself provides no sure route to a revolutionary
victory against a powerfully entrenched enemy. I,
We have explained why, in Zimbabwe, the guerilla
war-while it advanced the country towards political in-
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dependence-proved incapable of carrying through the
and democratic, let alone the social, emancipaHon of the people. The obstacles to a guerilla victory are
multiplied ten-fold in the conditions of Namibia.
The South African state, with its massive economic
resources, air-power and heavy weaponry, has been able
to confine the guerilla conflict largely to the northern
border area of Namibia. the Caprivi strip. and southern
Angola. Using at least 50000 and up to a 100 000
troops at times, the SA forces have been able to maintain a firm grip on the towns, the transport and communications network, the commercial farming areas,
and the bulk of the countryside where the small indigenous population is widely scattered.
~ational

Intimidation
About 30070 of black Namibians are concentrated in
an area within 40-50 km of the Angolan border. Here,
the South African occupying forces rule by vicious intimidation and bloody reprisals against the people, who
suffer appaUingly in their efforts to support and sustain
the guerilla war.
By repeatedly bombing, raiding and carrying out
massacres in southern Angola-including. the invasion
of the region by heavy ground and air forces in
September 1981-the South African regime has been
able to impede the progress of the SWAPO forces and
repeatedly disrupt their lines of reinforcement and supply.
In its military policy against SWAPO, SA enjoys the
scarcely veiled support of the imperialist powers, particularly the USA.
Partly, this is for the obvious reason that the imperialists want to defend their economic interests in
Namibia, and preserve the access of the multi-national
corporations to the country's mineral wealth. Nevertheless, they have seen in Angola that continuing
economic dependence on the West, with increasing
trade and aid, has ~lIowed their continued exploitation
of Angolan oil.
'
Now that the MPLA government has consolidated
·itself, and imperialism has failed to dislodge it by supporting UNITA, the US administration has quietly
swung over towards accepting the need to recognise and
have diplomatic relations with t!;le Angolan regime.
This pragmatism was well expressed by Rockefeller,
the American banker, who said recently during an
African tour that he did not think "African Marxism"
threatened American interests.
But while imperialism may, with reluctance, be able
to come to terms with the collapse of capitalism in
subordinate countries of Southern Africa, it must strive
ruthlessly to bolster the power of capitalism over the
region as a whole.
The developing revolutionary crisis ill South Africa is
a spectre ,haunting imperialism, hecause the South
African capitalist state is the key to imperialist qomination of the entire region.
Because of South Africa's industrial strength, and the
strength of its working class, a victorious revolution
there, leading to the overthrow of capitalism, would

reverberate throughout Africa and dramatically change
the world balance of forces against imperialism.
Neither the South African state nor the main imperialist powers are prepared to accept a military victory
by the guerilla forces of SWAPO in Namibia. This is
because of the effect that would have in driving forward
the movement of the masses in South Africa, weakening
the state and hastening the development of a revolutionary situation.
If only the contending forces within Namibia itself
were involved, the military predominance of South
Africa would enable it to hold power, sustain the colonial state apparatus, and contain the guerilla war for
many years. Even so, it would not be able to defeat the
guerillas decisively or halt the resistance of the masses.
Over the past 40 years, struggle after struggle of the
colonial people has proved that the colonial revolution
is irreversible. South African imperialism cannot crush
the Namibians. any more than American imperialism
could crush the Vietnamese. The claim by the South
African military commanders that they would "win the
hearts and minds" of the Namibian people has been
shown to be a hollow boast. The cost of the war (R400
million in 1981) mounts year by y~ar, while their
military presence is more and more detested by the
population.
Nevertheless, if it was a question of Namibia alone,
the South African regime would undoubtedly attempt to
hold on indefinitely against SWAPO. But the main element in the calculations of both South African and
Western imperialism is the developing crisis within
South Africa itself. Their fear is that the South African
and Namibian revolutions may combine.
If the war in Namibia drags on for a further five or
ten years, there is an increasing likelihood that the
South African regime will have to face massive confrontation with the black people at home while the bulk of
its army is tied down in Namibia-with the danger of
each situation inflaming the other and drawing the
working masses of both countries together into a combined insurrectionary movement.
It is above all this frightening perspective for the ruling class which has induced the South African regime to
move cautiously towards accepting the proposals of the
Western 'contact group' (USA, Britain, France, West
Germany and Canada) for a Namibian settlement.

Settlement proposals
Although the settlement proposals have changed in
detair, in essence they are an attempt to bring SWAPO
leaders into government while tying them down with
economic, constitutional and other guarantees intended
to keep Namibia within the framework of capitalism.
The outcome of the Lancaster House conference, and
the survival of capitalism in Zimbabwe, has given the
ruling class confidence that a regime on a similar basis
can be sustained in ~amibia.
The SWAPO leadership, fOLits part, has· found itself
under severe pressures to accept in principle a settlement
of the Namibian conflict on such lines.
On the basis of the guerilla strategy, the alternative to
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a settlement would be the continuation of a difficult and
bloody war, with no end in sight. As happened with
Zimbabwe, the governments of the 'front-line'
states-not least Angola-are anxious to bring the
fighting to an end as soon as possible. The weight of the
Soviet bureaucracy is added to theirs.
Ever since Zimbabwe's independence, the conditions
for a settlement in Namibia have been falling into place.
Nevertheless, there are differences over important
details which have drawn out, and repeatedly interrupt,
the conclusion of an agreement.

•• Classless society"
During 1975-76, when the belief in the possibility of
an outright guerilla victory was at its height, SWAPO
had declared itself a "vanguard party" and committed
itself to the aim of a "classless non-exploitative
society". The programme adopted in August 1976 said
that SWAPO would' 'ensure that all the major means of
production and exchange of the country are owned by
.
the people".
In 1977 the SWAPO leader, Sam Nujoma, said: "We
are fighting for the mass of the workers to have direct
control over the means of production".
Such statements reflected the pressure of the Namibian masses upon their leaders, at a time when the latter
did not feel acutely the countervailing class pressures exerted on them through international diplomacy.
Subsequently the leadership, faced with the press~res
towards settlement, have abandoned all elements of
their programme which imply the overthrow of
capitalism, and are now prepared to guarantee the
preser.vation of private ownership in Namibia.
In January 1981, during the period leading up to the
Geneva conference on Namibia, the Economist disclosed details of negotiations taking place between SWAPO
and the owners of the Namibian mines:
. "A SWAPO government would want a stake in new ventures, as does 'Botswana ... but it would not bring about immediate changes in the rules covering existing mines ...
"SW APO has told De Beers it would look for an increase
in the taxation rate (currently a total of 60070 I~wer than in
Botswana) and a say in the marketing of rough diamonds
overseas." (17/1/81) .

In return, it was reported, the De Beers management
agreed to allow SWApo to operate freely among the
6000 migrant workers at Oranjemund, and also agreed
to finance a country-wide mineral survey to shoW its
commitment to future national development. At the
same time, Nujoma told the Financial Mail that
SWAPO only wanted "state participation" in industry.
An essential component of the settlement proposals at
Geneva, which SWAPO was prepared to accept, was a
guarantee against the expropriation of property.
Thus, as in Zimbabwe, the absence of working-class
control over the guerilla leadership, the inability of the
working class to maintain its own leadership of the
struggle. and the weakness of the forces of Marxism
have led to the essential basis of It revolutionary
transformation in Namibia being abandoned by the
SW APO leadership.
Nonetheless, as events in Mozambique and Angola
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showed. the question of programme is not in itself
. decisive.
One of the looming problems for capitalism in
Namibia is its own failure in the past to develop the
country, and the extreme weakness of its social base
among the indigenous people. Thus, if SWAPO had
unrestrained power in a Namibian government, the
leadership could be impelled by the pressure of the
masses towards the takeover of the economy and the
carrying through of the revolution on the lines of
Angola and Mozambique.
Realising this, the South African and other imperialist governments seek to impose, in any settlement.
a series of conditions and restraints designed to hamstring SWAPO in its exercise of power and freedom of
manoeuvre.
The crux of the matter is disclosed in a secret
memorandum of talks between the South African
government and the US State Department's Crocker in
April 1981 (which was leaked some months later).
General Malan "flatly declared ... that 'South Africa
does not rule out an internationally accepted settlement
but could not live with a SWAPO victory that left
SWAPO unchecked.' "
The SA Foreign Minister, Pik Botha, .said that in that
event "we will have to invac;le Namibia and other countries as well. It would be better to have a low-level conflict there indefinitely than to escalate it to a general
conflagration." (Star 17/10/81).
Thus, any settlement acceptable to South Africa
would be designed to check, not just SWAPO, but the
democratic exercise of power and self-determination by
the Namibian people.
While willing to maintain capitalism in Namibia, the
SWAPO leadership cannot accept a settlement which
makes it the mere puppet either of a white minority in
Namibia or of South African imperialism. Therefore,
while the general conditions for a 'settlement' of the war
exist, there is still a wide guU to be bridged before an
agreement could be reached or implemented .
Hence the protracted negotiations, interruptions. the
continuation of the war, the renewed negotiations. etc.
At present the sticking point between the parties is a
complicated voting system designed to prevent SWAPO
from gaining an outright majority in the constituent
assembly, and so oblige it to enter into a coalition.

Overwhelming
The collapse of the DTA has plainly exposed that, in
any genuinely democratic election, SWAPO would gain
an overwhelming majority. To prevent the rout of all
the other parties (of'which tnere are apparently between
37 and 42) and to maintain the division of the country
into 11 'ethnic' groups (long a basis of manipul~tion by
the oppressor) is one of the main objects of imperialism's settlement proposals.
As the fUling class knows, at the core of the question
of power, is the question of the state.
Thus in Zimbabwe, a key component of the settlement with imperialism was the maintenance of the old
state machinery largely intact, combined with the con~
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[inement of the guerillas in "assembly points". This
allowed the the new government to be constituted on the
basis of the old state.
In Namibia. the approach of the imperialists is
similar-but the conditions are dffferent. The existing
state machinery rests on the armed power of South
African forces. Were they to be withdrawn and the vaccuum filled by SWAPO guerilla forces, there could be a
rapid disintegration of any coalition government and a
development towards a (deformed) workers' state.
Thus South Africa is hastily trying to 'Namibianise'
the existing armed forces and the administration of the
state. But, having left i~ so late, it could, provide at best a
precarious basis for capitalist rule.
In the settlement talks so far. it is still far from clear
to what extent the guerilla forces would be integrated into the post-independence state.
An important part of the settlement proposals is the
exclusion of all SWAPO guerillas from the country dur. ing the transition, and, as South African forces are
withdrawn, the use of UN troops to 'keep the peace'
and cU'!'b the class struggle.
A major headache for South Africa, however, is the
prospect of a massive flight of the white population in
the event of a settlement, which would remove the linchpin of capitalism in Namibia.
Thus the process of negotiations is complicated.
Although there are strong pressures towards a settlement, this can easily falter. Meanwhile, South Africa
continues its aggressive invasions of southern Angola,
designed to reinforce Savimbi, and maintain pressure on
the Angolan government and the SWAPO leadership to
submit to South African demands.
A SWAPO government arising on the basis of such a
settlement and adhering to its terms, while it would bring the war to an end and allow the formal independence of Namibia, would be unable to solve any
of the material problems of the Namibian masses. It
would inherit a bankrupt capitalist economy without the
possibility of providing jobs or a'decent living"for the
working peopie.
Development will be possible only with massive injections of aid, and then only within severe limits. There is
already a crisis in agriculture as a result of years of
drought. Over the past year the number of cattle in
Namibia dropped from 2,5 milllion to 1,7 million while

the number of sheep declined from 6 million to 4,5
million. Between 1976 and 1980, Namibia's farm output
slumped by 32% in real terms, and probably dropped
further in 1981.
The international recession in diamonds has begun to
have a grave effect on exports. Added to that is the
plunge in the overseas market for karakul skins.
The under-development of industry is shown by the
fact that nearly half of government revenue comes from
taxes on mining. In 1981-82, out of budgeted expenditure of R888 million, the revenue account could only
find R514 million. While South Africa presently pays
Namibia's deficits. an independent Namibia would have
to finance them from aid or go to the international
bankers for loans.
Thus the country will be trapped in continuing
dependence on the capitalist West, while also dominated
economically and threatened militarily by South Africa.
All these circumstances combine to prove how closely
the future of the Namibian people is bound together
with t,he progress of the revolution in South Africa
itself. The struggle of the Namibian working class, at
the head of the mass movement, will be the key factor in
the coming period.
_
Whether or not the SWAPO leadership enters into a
compromise with imperialism, the outcome of the struggle will depend above all 'on the working class. Organising and mobilising their forces, in SWAPO and in the
trade union struggle, and fighting for the demands of all
the oppressed, the workers can drive the revolution forward. That is the only way to defend every gain against
counter-revolution, and weaken the power of imperialism over the people's lives.
In all the capitalist countries of Southern Africa, the
struggles of the oppressed are rising, and the conflict in
society is increasingly being drawn on class lines. In
every country of the region the bedrock of our
unuerstanding is the same-that the destinies of all the
peoples of Southern Africa are inextricably bound
together.
In all the developing local and national strugglesJt
will increasingly be seen that the pivotal point of all the
problems of the people is the capitalist system and the
power of the bourgeoisie in South Africa itself. To overthrow that monster. the working class of all Southern
Africa must unite!
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Chapter 8
The Nature and Tasks of
the Revolution
organisations were cautiously tested; new methods of
In South Africa, the industrial powerhouse of the
struggle were forged.
sub-continent and bastion of white privilege, the ruling
In 1979 and 1980, with a temporary upturn in the
class is faced with a rising tide of revolt. More and more
economy,
the workers once again advanced confidently
this overshadows even the greatest struggles in the
on
a
mass
scale in one area after another. New heights
neighbouring countries.
of tactical skill and maturity were revealed; a greater
The working class has recovered from the wounds of
sophistication of the workers' underground networks
old defeats, helped by the rise of a fresh generation
became clear.
harden~d from birth under the hammer of state represYet the movement was still characterised chiefly by its
sion. The new spirit of determination and confidence
spontaneous aspects; by rapid changes in the form and
which characterised the class in the 1970s was shown
focus of the struggle; by a succession of explosive but
first in the Durban dock strike of 1969. This encouraged
uncoordinated
'movements, each attracting briefly the
a national upsurge of strike action which reached its
spotlight
of
national
attention ..
peak in the Natal strikes of 1973 and. spread among the
In some places small strikes in strategically weak secmigrant mine workers in 1974 and 1975.
tors have taken on a protracted character, showing the
Th~ moveme?t of the workers stimulated the youth,
enormous determination and self-sacrifice of the
who In turn re-mvigorated the older generation. Sullen
workers even against overpowering odds. In other
resignation gave way to a new defiance.
places the strike movement has embraced whole sectors
Among the workers, demands for wage increases
or towns, drawing from the bosses and state officials a
were linked to the demand for trade union rights and
confusing combination of conciliatory and vicious
recognition as a safeguard for the future. Black trade
responses, and testing to the full the abilities of the
union membership doubled and trebled. In parallel,
workers' leaders.
there developed an increasingly militant and widespread
The centre of activity has shifted rapidly from one
movement of the youth.
.
part
of the country to another; it has turned from facIn 1976 it was the high school youth-the first generatory
struggles over wages and trade union rights to
tion of workers' children at the high schools-who seizstruggles in the townships against rent and fare ined the initiative and hurled themselves against the forces
creases-and then back again to the factory.
of the state with a burning anger unsurpassed in the
history of mass struggle anywhere.
The Soweto uprising confirmed the central role of the
working class in South African society.
Resurgence
The actions of the youth were the spark that set off
political general strikes invdlving up to a million
workers-the greatest mobilisation ever achieved so far
1980 saw the mass resurgence of the youth movement,
in the struggle for liberation in South Africa. Aimed not
centred on the boycott of the schools, but intermeshing
simply against the apartheid regime, but at the capitalist
on all sides with the rising struggles of the workers.
class sheltering behind it, these actions by the workers
In 1979 there had been 101 strikes officially recorded,
shocked South Africa's rulers more than anything that
costing the employers 67 000 worker-days in lost prohad gone before.
duction. In 1980 the figure ro~e to 207 strikes and
The murderous response of the state in 1976-at least
175 000 days. In 1981 there w\ls an average of about one
a thousand people were massacred by the police in that
strike a day, with nearly 100 000 workers involved in
year alone-completely failed to break or tame the
strike action. In October alone, 20 000 workers were on
movement.
strike in 40 firms.
In the relative lull that followed the mighty battles of
1979-81 marked a qualitative step forward also in
1976-as is always the case after great but inconclusive
worker organisation. The independent unions swelled
efforts-the workers and the youth paused to assess and
dramatically in numbers, more than trebling again to
digest their experience, before moving foward again on
over 200 000 memb~rs. As whole ~ections· of m.ig!ant
a wide front. The trade unions were taken up and exworker~ and other hnherto unorgal1lsed workers ]9med
panded as a partial weapon; political leaderships and~t~.~ul1lons. .. the more bold and militant of these
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organisations sprang to the forefront, attracting national attention.
The non-racial character of these unions has been emphasised as coloured and Indian workers have been
drawn ·towards the stren-gth in action of their African
brothers and sister~. Some unions have also experienced
a small influx of white members for the first time since
the 1930s and 1940s.
With the class issues and the class power of the
...-wOrkers strongly to the fore, this in turn has had a pro-round influence on the youth and students, searching
for a revolutionary way forward.
Increasingly, the black youth have looked beyond the
limits of 'black consciousness' ideas, emphasised the
working-class character of their movement, and sought
to cement links with the workers' organisations.
Radicalism among sections of white students has itself
been expressed in a turning towards the power of
organised labour.
The growing awareness that capitalism lies at the root
of racist oppression, and that the workers' movement
possesses the decisive power to change society, is now
the common language of discussion among the politically active youth and workers.
Further emboldened by all these developments, the
rank and file of the independent unions have raised a
constant pressure for trade union unity across the country. The Cape Town conference of unions in August
1981 marked a very important advance which needs to
be carried far further in action in the period ahead.
As the workers' movement mushrooms again and
again in the coming years, it will prove to be the decisive
rallying point for the struggles of all the oppressed
against. capitalist exploitation, white domination and
dictatorship.
Greater and greater explosions of the mass movement
in confrontation with the bosses and their state lie
ahead. The experience of these struggles will emphasise
the need for clarity of ideas, strategy aDd tactics.
As South Africa-and with it, Southern Africa as a
whole-passes further into the throes of a revolutionary
crisis, the task will be to link up all the particular struggles of the workers and the youth, in town and countryside, in mine and factory, farm, school and
township, into one combined movement with a central
direction and programme of action.
The underground organisation, co-ordination and
leadership, which will be vital in the next period, needs
tQ be built on the firm foundations of a scientific
understanding-about the nature of the enemy; about
the system's strengths and weaknesses; about the class
forces that can be drawn to our side; above all, about
the nature and central tasks of the revolution which confronts us.

Capitalism .has shaped
South Africa
To an extent unknown elsewhere in Africa, the South
African economy is based on large-scale industry and

mining, and on agriculture which is itself capitalist in
character. In a world where manufacturing industry has
become the main source of wealth in society, South
Africa has developed over the last hundred years out of
rural backwardness to enter the second rank of industrialised countries.
In 1980 South Africa's production (GDP) totalled
R62 400 million, comparable to that, for example, of
Yugoslavia or Argentina (which have similar-sized
populations). Already by 1965, manufacturing industry
accounted for nearly a quarter of GDP-more than
mining and agriculture combined.
In the context of under-developed Africa, South
Africa is a giant industrial power. With only 6070 of the
continent's population, it produces 42% of the motor
vehicles; 50% of the electricity; 74070 of the railway
trucks; and 94% of the books and newspapers.

Working class
This powerful development of the forces of production has meant the corresponding growth of the working
class. What Marx anticipated as the result of capitalist
development generally, is amply borne out in South
Africa. Society is increasingly polarised between two
classes-the capitalist class and the working class. It is
the working class that now forms the backbone of the
entire population.
With a population of 29 million people, South Africa
has approximately 9 million wage-workers. In addition,
an estimated two million workers are unemployed.
Workers and their families form the absolute majority
of the population. The black working class is the overwhelming majority of the oppressed.
Up to a million workers from surrounding countries
are drawn to the mines and farms of South Africa as
migrant workers, giving the working class a tremendous
social weight in the whole Southern African context.
From the 1930s to the early 1970s, fuelled by the long
post-war boom in the major capitalist countries, the
South African economy grew steadily, with only shortlived downswings. Production increased seven-and-ahalf times, while 'population increased three-and-a-half
times. In the 1960s, the growth rate rose as high as 8% a
year. Yet from this whole period of development, the
black workers derived few gains.
Wealth was concentrated steadily in fewer and fewer
hands. By the 1970s the richest 10% of South Africa's
population was receiving an estimated 58070 of total national income-compared with 27% in the USA!
Luxury mansions, private swimming pools, teams of
servants, lavish consumption and entertainments,
chauffeured limousines, and even private airplanes for
the 'cream' of the business' establishment became the
conspicuous symbols of capitalist success. At the same
time the wage gap between white and black, between
skilled and unskilled workers widened enormously. The
standard of living of the average white worker rose to
levels as high as those achieved by any section of the
workiQg class in the advanced capitalist countries.
At the same time, the lot of the black workers
throughout these decades was unrelieved poverty. According to the figures supplied by the Prime Minister

himself in Parliament in 1972, the average real wage of
an African factory worker only increased from R254 a
year to R276 between 1948 and 1970. And factory
workers fared better than others.
'
In the mining industry, real wages for African
workers in 1971 were no higher than they had been in
1911-and roughly 2511Jo lower than they had been in
1890! Moreover,in 1969, after years of boom, and in a
year when the growth rate reached 70/0, more than a
million Africans could find no work at all. These were
the grim conditions prevailing at the outset of the
capitalist crisis of the 1970s.
We shall return below to the features, and the consequences for the working people, of the new period of
economic decay of capitalism. Here the point is that
even under the most favourable circumstances for this
system, it could offer only growing inequality,
generalised hardship and degradation for the masses.

Industrialisation
Had the socialist revolution been carried through in
the major capitalist countries after the First World War
and then spread world-wide, Southern Africa's industrialisation-along with the colonial world as a
whole-would have been accomplished on the basis of
an integrated world plan of development, through the
harmonious co-operation of democratic workers' states.
On this socialist basis, the advancement of technology
and the production of goods and services to meet the
needs of the people would speedily have surpassed even
the most spectacular heights that the capitalist
economies have anywhere attained.
Instead, the people of Southern Africa have lived and
laboured through the modern epoch under capitalist
rule. The extent to which the industrial economy in
South Africa has grown in the epoch of imperialism has
been exceptional when compared with the colonial
countries in general.
This growth had its material foundation in the vast
reserves of gold and other minerals which allowed for
the rapid accumulation of capital and provided the
bourgeoisie with a launching pad for the rise of
manufacturing industry, commerce and capitalist
agriculture. But the necessary social foundation for the
) development of capitalism in South Africa has always
been the extreme exploitation ot the working class.
Depending absolutely on cheap labour in order to
generate profits, the capitalists and their state were able
to find and form the means of compelling and controlling labour. They have constructed a system of oppression so ruthless in its efficiency that South Africa is
scarcely equalled today as a chamber of horrors of the
capitalist world.
Understanding the process by which capitalism, in the
entire course of its development, has shaped the
development Qf society in Southern Africa, provides the
key to understanding all the tasks of the coming revolution.
On the African scale, the South African capitalist
class has become a giant. But measured on a world
scale, it came to life belatedly ana has remained a
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dwarf. In contrast with the bourgeoisie in the epoch of
capitalism's rise, the bourgeoisie in South Africa could
develop the forces of production only by stunting and
warping the development of society as a whole.
In this lie the material roots of the apartheid system,
and of all the grotesque features which characterise
South African life. From this stem the contradictions of
desperate poverty side by side with dazzling wealth; the
brutality of the capitalist dictatorship resting on white
supremacy and the national oppression of the blacks;
the tyranny of the migrant labour system and the pass
laws; the landlessness and ruin of the rural people; and
the general lack of democratic rights.

South

Africa'~

growth

under imperialism
South African capitalism has never been able to provide for the basic needs of the working people. By the
time that the bourgeoisie had established itself in South
Africa, capitalism already existed as a world system and
was already entering its highest, convulsive stage of
wars and revolutions: the epoch of imperialism. The
world market was already under the domination of
monopoly capital, and was in the process of being carved up and recarved in the competition between the imperialist powers.
Then and since, there has been no possibility in South
Africa of the development of an autonomous 'national
economy'. This is true of all capitalist countries in the
epoch of imperialism. With the development of
monopoly capitalism, the whole world economy fell
under the domination of the main industrial powers.
To accumulate wealth, the SA capitalist class has
always been compelled to buy, produce and sell commodities on the terms laid down in the world
market-terms over which it could have little influence.
The possibilities for the development of capitalism in
South Africa have been shaped within these limits.
The capitalists were fortunate that South Africa
possessed
natural
resources-gold
and
diamonds-:-which have given them special access to the
world market. But tl}e mining of gold and diamonds
could create only a limited base for capitalist development. More and more in the modern world, economic
progress has come to rest on diversified industrial production, on the manufacture of an increasing range and
volume of commodities.
Each section of the capitalist class internationally
must compete on the world market in order to increase,
or even maintain, its sale of manufactur,ed products. To
compete effectively on,the worltl market has increasingly required economies of scale-that is to say, huge concentrations of investment, using the most advanced
machinery and technique, to produce goods as cheaply ,
as possible for mass markets. On this basis, the giant
monopolies of the imperialist countries have come to
dominate not just· their own home markets, but the
world market as a whole.
The present-day society in South Africa has
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developed entirely in the shadow of international
monopoly capitalism. South Africa's dependence on the
world market is shown in the fact that its foreign trade
(which is largely with the major capitalist countries) has
for several decades amounted to one-third or more of
total production-'-among the highest ratios in the
world.
While South Africa is today an industrialised country, in its relations with world capitalism it retains many
of the features of the under-developed countries. Overwhelmingly, its imports consist of industrial products,
in particular machinery and other capital goods. Exports, on the other hand, consist overwhelmingly of
mineral or agricultural products-raw materials or
semi-processed materials. Throughout the 1970s, gold
alone has contributed more than a third of the value of
export sales. In 1980, all minerals and mineral products
accounted for roughly three-quarters.
South Africa's industrial development has only been
accomplished by the bourgeoisie on the twin pillars of
cheap labour and state intervention in the economy.
Like all the weaker sections of the capitalist class internationally: the SA bourgeoisie has been unable to
achieve the economies of scale needed to compete with
the imperialist monopolies in manufacturing. To
establish even a foothold in the market for manufactured products, they have had to seek other means of
cutting their costs. In particular, wherever possible, they
have savagely held down the wages of the workers . .
Even to develop gold-mining on a profitable basis,
the capitalists in SA from the start condemned the majority of mineworkers-the blacks-to conditions of
poverty and inhuman exploitation. It took the mighty
struggles of the mineworkers and large-scale
withdrawals of labour in 1974-1975 to achieve any appreciable increase in real wages-and then against the
background of a sharp rise in the world price of gold.
Similar pressures on profitability have governed the
development of manufacturing industry, with the
capitalists holding the wages of the workers to bare survival. Despite the Riekert Commission's claim of a 53070
increase of real African wages from 1970 to 1976
(almost all of this the product of the strike wave of
1973-74), average black wages have remained well below
even the miserly estimates made by bourgeois
economists of what it takes a family to live.

Protection
From an early stage the state intervened to protect the
development of capitalist industry./ By imposing tariffs
against some cheap imported commodities, it has
assisted the local bourgeoisie to sell their higher-priced
products on the domestic market. Light industry, in
particular the consumer goods industry (e.g. textiles),
has been protected in this way since the 1920s.
Capitalist farming, too, has been developed on the
basis of state protection, especially by means of subsidies, price fixing and negotiated export markets.
In areas vital to the growth of industry, such as electricity and iron and steel, the enormous outlays required
made it impossible for the capitalists themselves to

undertake the necessary investment. Already private
ownership and private profit stood in contradiction to
economic progress. Thus the capitalist state intervened
to build the transportation network and to construct
ESCOM and ISCOR,and later SASOL (for oil-fromcoal), FOSCOR (for chemical production) and ARMSCOR (for military hardware and munitions). Today
the state is the largest single investor and employer. 57%
of plant and machinery etc is under its control.
On these foundations of cheap labour and state intervention, capitalist production has undergone enormous expansion. But far from freeing South Africa
from imperialism, this very development has locked the
SA capitalist class all the more tightly into the imperialist network.

Integration
Despite all the endeavours of the SA bourgeoisie to
establish their 'economic independence' (one of the
principal goals of Afrikaner nationalism in the past),
economic growth in fact has resulted only in the closer
integration of the national economy with the world
economy, subjecting it all the more directly to the upswings and downswings of world capitalism.
Industrial growth in South Africa-as in all the
younger and weaker countries- has required the im}Jortatton of ever-larger volumes of sophisticated
machinery. South Africa imports 90% of the machinery
needed for production. But these imports, of course,
must be paid for or financed. Relative to imports, South
Africa's exports have generally grown more slowly'. At
the same time the prices of raw materials have tended to
lag behind those of manufactured goods, subjecting
South Africa to similar inequalities in the terms of trade
to those experienced by the whole of the ex-colonial
world.
Thus, while South Africa's exports increased four
times in value in the boom period between 1960 and
1975, imports increased six times over the same period.
To compensate· for the imbalance, the economy has
fallen chronically into debt to the major imperialist
countries. South Africa's total foreign debt amounted
to R 11 180 million, or 23 % of annual production, at the
end of 1979. Just the interest payments on foreign loans
increased from R28 million in 1966 to R759 million in
1979.
The dramatic increase in the price of gold (notably in
December 1979-January 1980, when it peaked at $850
an ounce) temporarily eased South Africa's balance of
payments difficulties and the pressures towards adverse
terms of trade. But, for reasons which we shall explain
further on, SA's gold wectlth cannot alter the fundamental and chronic ailments 6uilt into the capitalist
economy. Least of all can it overcome the dependence
of manufacturing industry on imported capital goods.
The expansion of production in South Africa has
gone hand in hand with the growth of an interlocking
partnership"'in the ownership of the means of production between the imperialist investors and the SA
bourgeoisie-English-speaking and, to an increasing extent, Afrikaans-speaking as. well. The concentra-

(
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tion of capital into fewer and fewer haO(~s has proceeded apace.
Almost from the outset, mining fell under the control
of huge monopolies, especially the De Beers company
and, later, the Anglo-American Corporation (which
later merged together). In time, with the development of
manufacturing, the monopolies moved in there as well
to take control of the most profitable opportunities. So
today in South Africa, for example, around 90070 of all
sheet and plate glass, breakfast foods, engines and turbines are produced by the three largest firms in each industry.
Of the top 100 industrial and commercial companies,
one-third are controlled by only six monopoly groups.
The Anglo-American Corporation alone controls over
600 companies involved in virtually every sector of production, and commands assets of more than R14 000
million.

Multi-nationals
Especially since the 1960s foreign investment has
poured into the country, its total rising from R3 109
million in 1964 to R22 886 million in 1979. Aided by the
banks and finance houses, bigger SA companies gobble
up their smaller rivals and enter "partnerships with
foreign investors. Even -agriculture falls increasingly
under the domination of big corporations.
More and more, the biggest SA monopolies-AngloAmerican, Barlow-Rand, Rembrandt, for example-take on the character of multi-nationals, venturing out from their base in the SA nation-state to seek
profitable avenues for exploitation around the world.
The tendency towards greater concentration and
greater integration of the productive forces within each
country and beyond national borders is inherent in
economic development itself. It is because_ of the
capitalist basis of the system that development turns into -a crushing burden on the backs of the working people.
Unless capitalism is overthrown, there can .be no
escape from the stranglehold of imperialism and
monopoly capitalism.
The very growth of capitalism has stored up huge
contradictions in the economy, which are now becoming
acute. The need of the bourgeoisie to maintain the
system of cheap labour has placed narrow limits on the
home market for the products which the bourgeoisie
needs to sell. What workers are not paid they cannot
spend! The expansion of production thus runs up ,all the
more quickly against the confines of the nation-'state,
and adds to the importance of the export market for the
capitalists.
The regime's policy of 'import substitition' has largely exhausted its effectiveness. This has been an attempt
to stimulate SA industry by barring the import of certain consumer goods and light component parts, and requiring 'a· rising proportion of 'local content' in
manufacturing. This has had some effect, particularly
in developing motor vehicle production. But the SA
market has proved too limited for import substitution to
be carried forward profitably in crucial spheres of

machine production, electronics and other sophisticated
goods which are of growing importance for economic
development.
The economies of scale necessary to make production
even remotely competitive in these fields, require a vast
and expanding market-something which neither South
Africa nor the impoverished Southern African region as
a whole possesses. Thus even the rise of South Africa as
a minor imperialist power; dominating the subcontinent, has "not released the SA bourgeoisie from the
pressures of world capitalism. They are forced to scramble out beyond their so-called 'natural market' in
Southern Africa-where they also face growing competition from stronger imperialists-and swim for their
lives in the shark-infested waters of the world market.
Even during the period of the post-war boom, when
the world market was expanding rapidly, the SA
capitalists could succeed in gaining only a limited
foothold for their manufacturing exports. Now, as the
world market stagnates in the developing crisis of
capitalism, and as competition intensifies between the
major powers, the future prospects for the development
of SA industry on a capitalist basis grow dim.
This will be the case under any government in
future-white or black-that remains on a capitalist
basis.
The incapacity of the capitalist system to provide for
the needs of the people will be more and more starkly
revealed in the years ahead. As surely as night follows
day, the decay of world capitalism, inevitably infecting
also the SA economy, will be translated into
catastrophic conditions for the masses-if we allow
ourselves to remain at the mercy of this system.

. The revolution on the land
The need to overthrow capitalism lies at the heart of
all the specific tasks facing the working people in the
revolutionary struggle in South Africa. All the accumulated historical burdens which the people bear, all
the inherited residue of colonial conquest-in the
landlessness and poverty of the masses and the national
oppression of the blacks-all these are drawn together
by capitalism and tied with a s~gle knot.
Every tendency opposed to Marxism poses the land
question as something distinct from the question of
capitalism-and hopes to solve it by some means other'
than the socialist revolution. This is characteristic of the
various black nationalist groupings, the Communist
Party and the so-called 'Trotskyists' of the Unity Movement alike. Marxism, in contrast, explains that there is
no solution to the land question in South Africa apart
from the overthrow of capitalism. This flows inescapably from the whole development ofthe economy
and the class .forces at work.
The industrialisation of South Africa has led to the
carrying through of a capitalist transformation on the
land. The effect has been to complete the destruction of
independent tribal and peasant agriculture, and to limit
increasingly the scope for small-scale farming in
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general.
Today, as a result, the overwhelming bulk of
agricultural production is carried out on the basis of
large-scale mechanised farming under the control of
capitalist landowners, companies and even multinational corporations.
Wherever modern industry has been developed on
a capitalist basis, the mass of the population have
been robbed of the land and forced as wage-workers to
the cities, the centres of industrial production. For a
long time in South Africa the nature of the capitalist
transformation which was taking place on the land was
. overshadowed by the monstrous form in which it was
imposed. Yet, as Marx explained in relation to· the
dispossession of the peasantry in Britain in the 18th century, the capitalist takeover of the land is always and
everywhere accomplished by the most brutal methods of
armed force.
.
In South Africa, the process began with colonial conquest-with the outright dispossession of the tribes
from their grazing and agricultural land by the combined forces of the colonial settlers and invading armies.
But the process did not stop there. It has been carried to
completion through the devel'Opment of capitalist
agriculture-aided by the forcible mass deportation of
millions from the land under military and police supervision.
Using as its basis the system of 'reserves' created during the period of conquest, the ruling class set aside for
white ownership no less than 87070 of the land area of
the country. Particularly in the first half of this century,
the capitalist state propped up and subsidised on this
land a class of white farmers who distinguished
themselves by their massive, gross and brutal exploitation· of black labour. The original African
possessors of the land-now prohibited from owning
it-were subjugated under the heel of the white farmers
in serf- and slave-like relationships.
The direction of development, however, was towards
fully-fledged wage labour-towards the transformation
of the rural population in the white-owned areas,
passing through various forms of 'squatting' and
'labour tenancy' "into a modern agricultural proletariat.
This development ran in step with the rise of large-scale
capitalist farming.

Mechanisation'
This process, already well under way in the 19th century, has become increasingly clear in recent decades.
Greater mechanisation of agriculture, greater concentration of land-holding in fewer and fewer hands, and
greater proletarianisation of the rural population have
been its simultaneous features.
The average investment of R43 500 per farm in 1959
rose to R317 000 in 1979, while over 100 000 jobs in
~griculture were destroyed over the saIpe period. Between 1937 and 1976, for example, the number of tractors in use on white-owned farms increased from 6 000
to 174 OOO-a graphic indicator of mechanisation.
South Africa has 40% more tractors than the rest of
Africa put together and three times as many as India.

The concentration of land-holding has taken place
particularly over the past three decades, with the total
number of (white-owned) farms dropping from a peak
of 120000 in '1952 to little over 70000 by 1981.
With the development of industry, the ruling class has
turned increasingly towards investment in agriculture
also. The demand for cheap labour in industry produced a clamour from employers for a relative cheapening
of food, and the state began to edge away from subsidising uncompetitive white farmers.
By the early 1970s, 70% of total agricultural production was coming from 11 % of the farms. Meanwhile,
the smaller white farmers have slid increasingly into
debt, falling prey to the bankers and the industrial
capitalist class. The total indebtedness of white farmers
has· almost doubled from R15 216 million in December
1972 to R29941 million in June 1979, As more and
more fall into bankruptcy, greater and greater areas of
land are concentrated in the hands of the financiers and
monopolists.

Misery
For the workers, this means only that their
generations-old enslavement to the barbarity of the
small white farmers gives way to new forms of misery at
the hands of the big agricultural capitalists.
Farm wages remain an abomination. In the Western
Cape (one of the 'better-paid' areas), for instance, the
average farm worker gets R18 per month plus a bag of
mealie-meal.
As farming becomes more and more mechanised and
concentrated, more and more of the black workers are
rendered 'redundant', forcibly removed from the farms
and 'resettled' in utter destitution in the dumping
grounds of the reserves. The current 'Economic
Development Programme' projects a further shedding
of over 200 000 farm workers' jobs by 1987.
Within the reserves-the 'Bantustans' or
'homelands', as the bourgeois plunderers mockingly call
them-the population suffers in poverty, without a plot
to till, without, water or implements, without social
amenities and, worst of all, with no hope of a job. Vast
rural slums serve as concentration camps for the
unemployed,
Between 1960 and 1980, the regime carried out the
forced removal of over a million black people from socalled 'white' land. At least another 750 000 still face
removal to the reserves under 'Bantustan consolidation'
schemes.
The basis of an independent peasantry, which only
ever existed on the most slender foundations in the
reserves, has been further eroded by the heaping up of
'surplus' population, deported and dumped there by the
ruling class, and imprisoned there by the pass laws.
Small-scale production on the land has been almost
completely ruined and eliminated in the reserves. The
eroded land and poor herds can maintain only a tiny
minority of the people at the level of bare subsistence.
The use of the term 'peasantry' to describe the mass of
the population in these areas simply empties that term
of all scientific content. The overwhelming majority of
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the inhabitants of the reserves are now part of the urban
proletariat-the families of urban workers and the
unemployed.
Capitalism has squeezed the peasantry virtually out of
existence. The significant exception to this process is the
tiny minority of land-grabbers who are the new Bantustan elite-parasites willing and able to enrich
themselves within the confines of the reserves while serving as the eager lackeys of the SA ruling class.
The task of the revolution in South Africa is both to
liberate the land for the people, and to liberate the people from those shackles which tie them to the land.
The land question is bound together with both the
national-democratic and the socialist tasks of the
revolution. On the one hand, the land question, in the
consciousness of the masses, is inseparable from the
issue of national oppression, of colonial conquest and
dispossession by the whites.On the other hand, the
development of large-scale capitalist agriculture firmly
links the land question to the need for a planned
economy-the need to free all the essential branches of
production and distribution from the anarchy of private
ownership and profit.
The revolutionary programme for the land must embrace both these sides of the qUe!ltion in ord.er to give
scientific expression to the struggle to 'take back the
land'.
The agricultural sector of the economy produces the
food on which the survival of the whole population
depends. With the massive concentration of the population in industrial production in urban areas I only largescale; mechanised farming can guarantee the necessary
food supplies for the towns.
Especially to the workers on the big farms it is clear
that combined labour in large-scale production increases output. Those who work every day with tractors, combine harvesters, irrigation schemes, crop
spraying and the numerous other applications of
modern science and technique will not want to aba!ldon
these advances. In the course of struggle, experience will
more and more show the need to seize the land from its
present capitalist owners and to reorganise agriculture
collectively under workers' control and management. A
revolutionary organisation would foster that consciousness of the workers and help to give it firm and
clear expression.

Rural poor
Nevertheless, there will be among some sections of
the rural population a hankering after land-a belief
that through access of the family to direct production
from the land a way can be found out of poverty and exploitation. A demand for land among the rural poor in
the course of the revolution can be satisfied through the
distribution of small-holdings.
This would have to be decided democratically by
committees. of the working people in the local areas. In
that way land-grabbing by the better-off can be
prevented, while the big farms in the main cropproducing areas are taken under workers' control.
For the majority of the population of the reserves, in
fact, the crux of the social issue is no longer land-for

they can see the ruin of the petty producer all around
them. For them it is now a question of the right to
work:-of a secure job and home in the town and the
right to live there in freedom with their families.
The solution of the land question-the future of the
rural population-is thus bound together with the need
to smash the Bantustan system, to end the pass laws and
migrant labour, and to solve the problem of unemployment. Only the socialist revolution, consciously led and
organised by the working class, can carry through these
tasks.
The victory of the revolution would lead rapidly to
the depopulation of the reserves, with the workers and
their families able for the first time to build a settled life
together in the towns. Thus, paradoxically, the socialist
revolution would open the way to the emergence for a
period of small peasant farming mainly in the area of
the present-day reserves-where capitalism and national
oppression have now effectively wiped the peasantry
out.
Nationalisation of the land under democratic control
is the cornerstone of a revolutionary programme on the
land question in South Africa. This would provide the
basis for a combination of large-scale state farming
under the direct control of the workers; for some
redistribution of land for small-scale production; and
for inducements towards collective farming on this
land, with state assistance in the provision of tractors,
implements, fertilisers, irrigation, etc.
The key to this whole programme is the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie and the seizure of state power by the
working class. The petty-bourgeois nationalist demand
simply for 'redivision', with which the CP also concurs,
is incapable of resolving the land question. And in fact
there is no way in which reqivision could be carried out
without nationalisation of the land, and thus ex.
propriating the capitalist class.
The historical tradition of the African people's
resistance to conquest in South Africa has been ~arried
forward from the land to the city. It does not belong,
however, to the middle-class nationalists who claim it
for themselves. Rather, the heroic traditions of Isan~
dhlwana, and the other great battles of the past, are carried forward today in the mass movement of the
dispossessed-in the resistance against forced removals,
against the enforcement of the pass laws, and against
the bulldozing of the 'squatter' camps.
The modern proletariat of town ·and country is the
true inheritor of the resistance struggles of the past.
Those struggles will find their modern expression-and
their real fruition-in the years to come, in the struggles
of the toilers to regain the mastery of their country and
all its productive forces.

The migrant la'bour
system-bedrock of
capi~alism~
From the beginnings of capitalist development in
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South Africa to the present, the migrant labour system
has been the bedrock of wage slavery.
This system came into existence in the course of colonial conquest, and was based on the 'native reserves'
into which the remnants of the dispossessed tribes were
driven and confined. The colonial rulers had shattered
the foundations of the tribal economy, but discovered
that they still needed the institutions of the tribe in order
to perpetuate their social control.
An army of occupation is too expensive a means for a
ruling class to maintain its power in the longer term. Yet
the white settler population alone,still raw, unruly and
divided within itself on class and national lines, provided at first too weak an instrument for the sure dictatorship of capital over the indigenous people.
So the mine-owners looked to the countryside to find
a pillar for their rule. Having started to separate the
African people from the land-thus creating a potential
proletariat of mass proportions-the bourgeoisie did
not want a large-scale immigration to the new towns. Instead, they wanted a system of drawing black labour to
the urban centres (primarily to the mines) under the
strictest regulation. This was the origin of the present
migrant labour system.
Originally the migrant labour system was useful to the
capitalists also for economic reasons-as a means of
compelling the family of the worker to toil on the land
in order to supplement sub-starvation wages. But above
all its purpose has been political-as a method of social
control; as a mechanism for maintaining the 'tribe'
which could not, of course, be maintained in the
township.
The reserve system was not devised by the ruling class
as a means of livelihood for the African people~of that
matter they have always shown the most callous
disregard. The purpose of the reserves has been to house
labour, and to govern it under a 'tribal' structure dictated and financed by Pretoria. The so-called 'tribal'
populations of the reserves have survived not by tribal
production but by the wages of migrant labour.
Willy-nilly, however, capitalist development concentrates the working class in large-scale production in the
towns. Capitalism in South Africa has proved to be no
exception.

Doubled
Official statistics concede that the percentage of
Africans living in- the towns doubled from 17070 in 1936
to 33% in 1970. Despite 12,5 million pass arrests in the
last 30 years, and all the other vicious measures of the
regime to halt African urbanisation and confine
workers' families to the reserves, researchers estimate
that about 50% are now living in the urban areas.·
In the process of growth, capitalism has sucked into
the cities workers from all over Southern Africa-at one
time from as far afield as Tanzania and Angola.
• .Vast concentrations Of wor kers are congregated in the
main industrial centres of the Witwatersrand, DurbanPinetown, Port Elizabeth, East London and Cape
Town. Thus capitalism has brought into being the
grave-digger of the system, which the bourgeoisie has

always feared.
Nevertheless, the migrant labour system continues to
serve the capitalists as their most vital instrument in the
oppression of the African working class. From the pass
laws written by the Chamber of Mines for the Kruger
government in 1894, to the 'Wiehahn-Riekert' strategy
of the regime today, the method of the ruling class has
not altered in its essentials: the mass of the black
workers in the cities must remain 'temporary sojourners', present only so long as they are needed to
supply their labour power.
A working class entrenched in the cities can more
easily create the stable organisations-trade union and
political-needed to struggle against its exploitation and
oppression. The mass of the African workers in South
Africa have to build their organisations against the
enormous obstacles of the pass laws and migrant
labour. Militant workers' leaders are regularly banished
to remote country districts; workers on strike are 'endorsed out' of the towns and forcibly deported to the
reserves in their thousands.

Separation
The separation of the worker from the family, and
the confinement of the latter in the reserves, reduces the
pressure on the capitalist class to concede housing,
amenities and welfare for the aged, the sick and the
unemployed. Barrack accommodation and compounds,
long hours of overtime work, hazardous conditions of
health and safety, and perpetual insecurity of
employment-these are the consequences of the system
for the migrant workers themselves.
At the same time, the extreme exploitation and oppression of migrant labour undermines the organising
power and the bargaining power of the whole of the
black working class. It provides the basis for cheap_
labour in the entire economy.
The migrant labour system is the central pillar in the
national oppression of the black people, enormously
strengthening the hand of the ruling class against the
struggle of the masses for industrial and political rights.
The migrant labour system is indispensable to
capitalist rule and capitalist profitability. No section of
the capitalist class, and none of its political defenders, is
prepared to break unequivocally with this system. The
Progressive Federal Party, for example, while weeping
crocodile tears over the evils of the pass laws, defends
the idea of influx control.
All the 'federal solutions' which the bourgeois politicians devise for South Africa have as their unspoken
purpose the maintenance of the migrant labour system,
and the defence of direCt bourgeois control over the urban industrial centres of power.
So important is migrant labour to capitalism in South
Africa that every political tendency which makes a compromise with capitalism must inevitably compromise on
the issue of migrant labour as well.
Tilere will only be one guarantee in the battles to
come that this system, the foundation stone of national
oppression and capitalism in South Africa, will be
thoroughly destroyed. That is for the working class of
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town and country to take power into their own hands,
root out capitalism and organise the new society.
It is to this end that the struggles of the oppressed
against the pass laws, forced removals, confinement in
the compounds and all the related features of the
migrant labour system must be consciously directed.
.Migrant workers are the most oppressed and exploited section of the South African-and Southern
African-working class. From the turn of the century
the migrant workers have proved over and over again
their militancy and huge potential power. The development of capitalist industry has integrated the migrant
workers more and more closely with the life of the other
workers in the towns.

Peasants
The struggles of the migrant workers have long
disproved the claims that they are 'peasants' or
'peasant-workers'. Yet these terms remain the intellectual currency of the ANC-and CP leadership (and also
of the Unity Movement fragments which falsely claim
the heritage of Trotsky).
This shows a failure to understand that the basis of
tribal and peasant agriculture has been destroyed in
South Africa and can never be restored. Consciousness
has a certain life of its own and can linger long after its
objective basis has·been removed. But the consciousne~s
of the migrant workers has been melted and recast over
and over again in the course of the most militant class
struggles, in which the classic weapon of the working
class~strike action-has been prominently to the fore.
At the same time, on the land, within the confines of
the reserves, the institutions of 'tribal' government have
been thoroughly exposed as part and parcel of the
system of national oppression. With the chiefs
transformed from leaders, advisors and representatives
of the rural communities into paid puppets and police
agents of the oppressor, the people have turned massively to outright opposition against their authority.
From the 1940s onwards, the general struggle of the
people against the chiefs signalled the historic change
which had come about in the consciousness of the
population in the reserves. The Pondoland uprising at
the outset of the 1960s marked not the beginning but a
dramatic climax of this stru£gle.
The self-organisation of the people separately from
the 'tribal' councils, and the decision systematically to
eliminate the chiefs, showed that the tribal shell could
never again be filled with a living content. The task, as
the emerging rural proletariat recognised, was to unite
with the workers' movement in the towns. Common
organisations of the settled and migrant workers
were-and are-essential.
Yet, in 1963, Congress leaders were still mistakenly
calling for the formation of separate 'peasant committees of. migrant workers in the towns'! Unfortunately,
despite all the development that has taken place since
then, this approach has never been corrected.
Instead the conception of' a mass 'peasantry' is
defended, especially by the CP leaders, in an attempt to
justify a 'two stages' approach to the South African

revolution. But in· fact, as explained in previous
chapters, even the existence of a large peasantry would
in no way justify the theory of stages.
Today the mass struggle itself is undercutting these
false ideas. The reserves are bursting at the seams and
have begun to seethe again with open resistance. Defying arrest, imprisonment and deportation, the
unemployed return again and again to the cities, seeking
work and demanding the right (or their families to
reside with them. In the growing 'squatter' settlements
of the Cape and Natal, a stubborn and increasingly
organised resistance is maintained against the assaults
of bulldozers, pass inspectors and the police.
All the efforts of the ruling class to divide the people
along 'tribal' lines, between 'urban' and 'rural', 'settled' and 'migrant' are collapsing in the face of the laws
of capitalist development and the rising consciousness
of the mass of the working class. In the coming struggles, the migrant workers will more and more come to
play a central role in the movement of the whole working class. And in the coming revolution, the liberation
of the migrant workers will provide the surest measure
of the liberation of the whole society.

Capitalist power and
'white minority rule'
Full equality and an end to all race discrimination,
freedom of movement, the right to meet and organise
freely in trade unions, the right to elect the
government-these are the immediate democratic
aims for which the oppressed people are fighting.
For the working people, these rights are not ends in
themselves but means for defending and advancing their
material conditions of life. In capitalist society a
democratic system of government can endure while the
capitalist class is able to stabilise its rule by conceding
tolerable living conditions and material improvements
to the working class. When the workers' basic demands
cannot be met, even previously 'democratic' capitalists
reveal themselves as hostile to democracy.
In South Africa, as we have shown, capitalism
depends of necessity on the system of cheap labour. The
inability of the capitalist class in South Africa to concede material improvements to the workers beyond the
most narrow limits has meant, correspondingly, the inability of capitalism to afford concessions in the sphere
of democratic reforms.
Thus every struggle of the eyer-growing working
class, even for the smallest advances, has brought it
directly up against the repressive machinery of the
state-against the police, the state officials and the army. The reliance of the bosses on naked dictatorship
against the workers is brought home daily in the class
struggle."
Over the decades, the preservation of capitalist profits and capitalist rule has required the constant
strengthening, refining and expansion of the repressive
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machinery of the state. The rapid development of the
economy during the 1960s which brought with it the
massive growth of the working class, found its necessary
counterpart in the cancerous growth of bureaucratic
and police tyranny, and in the new barbaric nightmares
devised by the Special Branch in the torture chambers of
the prisons.
Over generations capitalism has proved to be the
enemy of democracy in South Africa, and remains so.
All along, the bourgeoisie in South Africa has been
too weak to maintain its dictatorship by its own
resources alone. Indeed, without the armed assistance
of imperialism, the SA bourgeoisie would have been
unable even to create a unified state for itself.

Dependent
The Union of South Africa, which it inherited in
1910, was a state largely fashioned by British imperialism, and resting on imperialist support. Despite all
the beating of the drums of 'national independence' by
sections of the SA bourgeoisie, their state remains today
dependent in critical respects on reinforcement by world
capitalism.
Even today, the claims- of the ruling class to
'independent' arms production qr to the 'independent'
development of nuclear power fail to conceal its continuing military and technical reliance on the major
Western powers. And equally apparent is the continuing
political support which imperialist governments provide
for the South African capitalist state.
\
But, in contrast with those colonies where there was
very little economic development, support from beyond
the borders of South Africa has been an insufficient
basis for the ruling class to construct and stabilise its
dictatorship over the rising working class. Capitalism
has been compelled to seek a social footrest, within the
popUlation of South Africa itself.
Over the generations, the bourgeoisie has cultivated
the support of. the white middle class and the white
labour aristocracy against the black workers, setting the
whites apart and granting them privileges and an
elevated status over the black people. In this way the
capitalist dictatorship in South Africa became consolidated as the system of apartheid-of national oppression and white privilege.
The raw material for the system of national oppression lay in the old colonial situation itself-in the conquest of the indigenous people; in the existence of a
white settler community on the land and in the towns; in
differences of culture and language; in the importation
of skilled whites earning wages many times the wages of
the unskilled blacks.
But this raw material of prejudice and privilege was
systematically moulded and developed by the capitalist
class and its successive governments. The divisions
withi,n society were deliberately hardened and deepened
so as to bring into being the modern apartheid system
with all its savage refinements. In the process the emerging black middle class also was subjected to many of the
burdens and humiliations that are the lot of the black
working class.

,

.Both the strength and the weakness of the capitalist
class in South Africa is revealed in the character of its
social base.
On the one hand, the support of the white middle
class and the white aristocracy of labour has given the
SA capitalist class generations of political stability-and
even a certain room to manouevre within the domination of imperialism. Out of these white layers the army,
the police force and the state bureaucracy have chiefly
been filled, and factory foremen and supervisors drawn.
Stampeded behind barriers of racial privilege they have
formed a bastion of reaction, millions strong, against
the mass of the working class.
At the same time, the racist character of capitalist
rule-directed of necessity against the entire black
population-reflects the weak position of the South
African bourgeoisie.
In the older capitalist countrjes of Europe, where
capitalism arose out of petty production over a long
period of time, broad layers of the middle class provided the initial buffer for the bourgeoisie against the
emerging proletariat. Only with the transition to imperialism did the capitalist class begin to extend the base
of its support among the upper layers of the working
class. We have explained already the conditions in
Europe which made this process necessary, and possible.
In South Africa, on the other hand, the late but
meteoric development of capitalism rapidly polarised
society between the monopoly capitalists on the one
hand, and the l11ass of the working people on the other.
From the start, the middle layers of society were
relatively insignificant. No room existed for a middle
class to develop a substantial role in production. This
was especially true of the black middle class which,
from the beginning, was stunted in its development.
The social weakness of the middle class ruled out the
possibility for the bourgeoisie to rest its rule simply on
this layer. The bourgeoisie turned increasingly towards
the development of its dictatorship on the basis of the
divisions of, race, with the cultivation of a white
aristocracy of labour to supplement the white petty
bourgeoisie.
Wherever it exists, capitalism engenders lines of competition and division among workers which cannot be
overcome by purely spontaneous struggles. It is precisely the development of class-conscious leadership within
the ranks of the workers' movement which is needed in
the struggle to bring about the unity of the working
class. The weakness of the forces of Marxism in South
Africa and internationally left scope for the bourgeoisie
to carry out its policies of divide-and-rule with deadly
effect upon the working class.
Yet the creation of a privileged section of the working
class-the whites-did not fake place without conflict.
At every stage the bourgeoisie was obliged to balance its
need for a stable basis of support among the whites
against the imperatives of profit.
Racial protection of jobs, access to c9llective bargaining mechanisl1ls, increased material welfare, have only
been extended to the white workers with reluctance.
This has only been done-as is clearly shown by events
from the 1890s to 1922 and from the 1930s to the
1950s-to ward off greater dangers from 'the mass of the
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workers (the blacks), only in conditions of economic advance for capitalism, and only on the terms laid down
by the ruling class itself.
The privileges granted to the white workers were
preceded by the repression of their sectional class action
(most decisively in the crushing of the 1922 Rand
Revolt). Conversely, those layers of the white working
class· who were denied special treatment by the ruling
class-such as the women garment workers.during the
1930s----remained open to a programme of struggle on
the basis of working-class unity.
A crucial role in this system of'rule has been played by
the reactionary leadership of the white workers'
organisations. From the treacherous, vacillating
'liberals' such as Anna Scheepers to avowed reactionaries such as the racist Arrie Paulus, these leaders
have consistently collaborated with the capitalist class in
maintaining the divisions of colour and privilege within
the working class and in supporting the regulation of
trade unions by the state.
It is this elaborate structure of class collaboration that
forms the foundation of what appears as 'white minority rule'.

Capitalism .and national
division
As the forces of production have developed, as the
strength and the militancy of the black majority of the
workers have increased, the ruling clas~ has been forced,
at greater and greater cost, to try to strengthen its base
of support and deepen the divisions within the proletariat. In this process, white racial privilege and the
acute national oppression of the African majority have
been only the most extreme poles in the general
capitalist policy of divide-and-rule.
Among the oppressed, Indian has been separated
from Coloured, and both from the African masses.
Among the Africans themselves, divisions have been
created or reinforced between previously existing
'tribes'; and wedges driven in an increasingly systematic
way in an effort to separate the migrant workers from
the settled urban population.
At the same time, to prevent any form of leadership
from emerging that might serve as a rallying point for
broader masses of the workers, the ruling class has attempted likewise to fragment the black middle class into
the same ethnic and 'tribal' categories that have been
devised for the fragmentation of the working class.
To permit the breaching of sectional barriers at any
level of society would be to expose them in the eyes of
the workers and render them useless as instruments of
division. Likewise, if political freedom were extended to
even a privileged minority of blacks, this would inevitably ~harpen the demand of black workers for the
same. Black middle-class politicians would come under
pressure from the workers to voice radical demands
within the bosses' parliament.
Since the early colonial period, the geographical

fragmentation of South Africa and the creation of the
African reserves has been a central component in the
system of division and oppression. While the development of the South African economy has brought about
greater and greater integration and inter-dependence of
all parts of the country and all sections of the population, the South African ruling class had to double and
treble its efforts to separate and fragment.
But the tide of history cannot be rolled back. Bantustan 'independence' and the stripping of the African
people of their legal status as South African citizens is
. only the latest, extreme measure of the ruling class to
shore up an apartheid system whose foundations are
cracking. These new 'states' are a fiction, having no
economic viability, no basis of allegiance among the
people, and totally dependent on the South African
state for survival. They will be swept away in the revolu-,
tion to come.
Similarly all the newfangled ideas of bourgeois politicians and academics for various kinds of 'federalism',
'confederalism', 'consociation' and the like, are merely
utopian alternatives to the established methods of division and control. All are conceived for the same purpose. Advertising these schemes under the slogan of
protecting minorities against 's~amping' by the majority, the bourgeoisie seeks only to avoid its own swamping
and crushing by the working class.

National liberation and
workers', power
Grinding poverty side by side with astronomical
wealth, the destitution of the rural masses, the migrant
labour system, the grip of imperialism on the country's
economic and political life, brute dictatorship, national
oppression, white privilege, the fragmentation of
society; all these are the fruits of the present economic
and class system'in South Africa.
The struggle to remove these burdens is inseparable
from the struggle of' the black working people for
democratic control over their lives.
Marxists join uncompromisingly in every fight for nationalliberation, equal rights, majority rule, and all the
, democratic demands raised by the oppressed in struggle.
At the same time Marxism brings to the struggle the
understanding that, to carry through the democratic
transformation of society, capitalism must be overthrown.
•
Because national oppression is fundamental to
capitalist rule in South Africa, the struggle of the oppressed people for national lioeration strikes at
capitalism's very roots. The demand of the black people
to govern themselves comes in conflict not only with
'white minority rule', but with the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie. This determines the character of the South
African revolution.
Forty-seven years ago Leon Trotsky, while exiled in
France, wrote a letter in answer to questions addressed
to him by a group of supporters in South Africa. He
I'
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pointed out that he was only slightly acquainted with
South African conditions, and in relation to some issues
he had been misinformed. But his central passage on the
standpoint of Marxism in the national liberation struggle in South Africa would require only changes of terminology and detail to bring- it fully up to date:
"Three-quarters of the population of South Africa (almost
six million of the almost eight million total) is composed of
non-Europeans. A viCtorious revolution is unthinkable
without the awakening of the native masses. In its turn,
that will give them what they are so lacking today-confidence in their strength, a heightened personal consciousness, a cultural growth.
"Under these conditions, the South African republic will
emerge first of all as a 'black' republic; this does not exclude, of course, either full equality for the whites or
brotherly relations between the two races-depending
mainly on the conduct of the whites. !lut it is entirely obvious that the predominant majority of, the population,
liberated from slavish dependence, will put a certain im,
print on the state.
"Insofar as a victorious revolution will radically change the
relation not only between the classes but also between the
races and will assure to the blacks that place in the state that
corresponds to their numbers, thus far will the social
revolution in South Africa also have a national character.
"We have not the slightest reason to close our eyes to this
side of the question or to diminish its significance. On the
contrary, the proletarian party should in words and deeds
openly and boldly take the solution of the national (racial)
problem in its hands.
"Nevertheless, the proletarian party can and must solve the
national problem by its own methods.
"The historical weapon of national liberation can be only
the class struggle."

These long-neglected words are more relevant than
ever to our movement today.
The struggle for workers' power holds the key to the
national liberation of the black people. Marxism stands
for the carrying to completion of the most thoroughgoing revolutionary struggle for national liberation,
consciously linking it to the overthrow of the
bourgeoisie and the creation of a democratic workers'
state. Only by these means can the national and
democratic aims of the masses-including the aims of
the majority of the black middle class-be achieved.
It is through the overthrow of capitalism that the root
causes of racial domination, division and privilege can
be eliminated. Thus, too, the way will be cleared, within
an undivided South Africa, for the unity of all the South
African people as a single Qation.
At the same time, in a, democratic workers' state, all

minorities and national groups would have the right to
their own languages and cultures, without discrimination.
The victory of the workers' revolution will both carry
to completion all the national and democratic tasks and
begin the process of transition to socialism.
Yet the revolution in South Africa will not stop at the
Limpopo River. All the countries of Southern Africa,
by one me,\ns or another, will be embtoiled in the conflict in South Africa. Likewise the defeat of the South
African apartheid state and the South African
bourgeoisie, under the combined weight of the Southern
African working people, will shake all these countries
from top to bottom.
The socialist revolution will extend throughout
Southern Africa, and will spur on the struggle of the
masses against the decaying capitalist regimes
throughout the continent.
For the people of Southern Africa it will mean the end
of imperialist domination. For the countries of the
region now under capitalist rule, it will mean the end of
wage-slavery and the rise of democratic workers' states.
For the people of the workers' states of Mozambique
and Angola, it will mean the end of their extreme isolation and a way forward out of poverty and bureaucratic
rule.
The Marxist programme defends the right of the people' of the various countries of Southern Africa to independent states of their own. This, right will not be
diminished by the Southern African character of .the
socialist revolution which impends. But at the same time
it will be the revolutionary duty of the South African
working class, in the, course of the struggle and once in
power, to offer to their neighbours a union of Southern
African workers' states, in which the resources and industrial power of the whole sub-continent may be
shared for the common progress of all.
That unity, attainable only between' workers'
democracies, would be a giant stride for all the peoples.
Together with the advance of the workers' revolution in
the industrialised capitalist and Stalinist countries, it
would open the way to a socialist federation of all
Africa and advance all humanity towards a socialist
world.
These are the revolutionary possibilities a~d tasks
with which the struggle in South Africa today is pregnant. By these means and these alone will our struggle
end capitalism, achieve the national emancipation of the
South African people, and transcend the antiquated
, barriers of the bourgeois nation-state.
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;Chapter 9
The Crisis 01 the System
The social and political crisis that has racked South
Africa since the early 1970s has its foundation in the
crisis or a system of production which is increasingly
unable to provide for the most basic needs of the
population. '['he mounting intensity of resistance to the
apartheid dictatorship is sustained by the mass of working people who- more and more must struggle in order to
J
survive.
The bourgeois economists measure the health or
sickness of an economy by the criterion of capitalist
profit. They are blinkered by the~narrow needs and interests of their class. The demands of the population as
a whole enter their comprehension only as a 'problem'
for the system and a potential threat. Their world is
populated by inhuman forms-of statistics, margins,
flows and balances.
The Marxist approach, in contrast, concerns itself
with the ability or inability of an economic system to
provide for the people as a whole the goods and services
which are needed for a decent life. How will
developments in the economic situation affect the
strengths and weaknesses of the capitalists in their battle
to retain power? It is from this point of view that we
study economic facts and figures.
1974-75 was a turning point, not only in world
capitalism, but also in the development of the South
African economy.
Between 1961 and 1974, production in SA grew on
average at the rate of 5,5070 a year. But in 1975, against
the backgrouQd of the world crisis which had set in, the
growth rate fell to 2%. In 1976-77 it was under 2%. In
1977-78 there was an absolute drop in production of
0,25070.
Thus the dependence of South Africa on the state of
health of world capitalism was sharply demonstrated.
For a country with a rapidly growing population, with·
the majority sunk in poverty and already afflicted by
large-scale unemployment, the effect was devastating.
In the factories and on the construction sites lay-offs
and redundancies became commonplace. Black
unemployment quickly rocketed to two million-and by
1976 was rising by 30 000 a month.
Because of the lack of any real unemployment benefit
for the workers, the effect on working-class families was
to force them to feed and support more people on fewer
incomes. In the cities and the rural areas poverty,
hunger and homelessness tightened its grip.
Meanwhile the capitalist disease of inflation continued to infect the economy. Prices rose, while people
had less to spend.
In the workplaces, the bosses fought to raise profits
by forcing longer hours and harder work out of fewer

workers-and for lower real wages. Because of the
threat of unemployment, industrial struggles became
harder for workers to sustain. The trade unions faced an
uphill struggle to defend their members, as the organised labour movement passed into a period of lull.
According to calculations by the chief economist of
Barclays Bank, there was an average drop of 17% in the
real income per person, taken over the whole SA
population, in the three years after 1974. By 1977 , living
standards were below those of 1969.
It was against this background that the intolerable
burdens and tensions mounting up in the body of society broke furiously to the surface in the Soweto uprising
of 1976, and the nation-wide movement of the youth
and workers that followed.
But the crisis of capitalism does not develop in a
straight line, and in the case of South Africa its course is
particularly convoluted.
The cycles of the SA economy tend to run about 12-18
months behind the advanced capitalist countries. The
partial recovery of world trade from 1976 onwards
eventually began to have its effect on the growth of
South African exports.
Moreover, the turmoil in the international monetary
system (explained in Chapter 3) led to dramatic leaps in
the price of gold. At the end of 1979, it reached $800 an
ounce, and then eased to an average of $615 in 1980. As
the producer of half the world's gold, this meant an absolute bonania for South African capitalism.
Stimulated in this way, there was a strong recovery of
growth in the SA economy-just as the industrialised
countries were once again sliding into recession.

"Golden decade"
Feeling immediately the upturn in production, and
sensing the new wealth bulging the pockets of the
employers, the black workers began flooding into the
trade unions again and launched waves of struggle for
higher wages and industrial rights.
For their part, the capitalists became drunk with profits and proclaimed the 198.0s a "golden decade" which
would usher in prosperity, peace .and happiness for all
South Africans! These were heady days of ruling-class
confidence in their ability to bring about reforms of the
system without endangering the continuation of their
....
own rule.
But this euphoria, in which the liberals particularly
were caught up, showed an utter blindness to the
realities of their own class system. For the mass of
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working people-the blacks-the very years of boom,
from 1979 to 1981, have been years of record unemployment, record homelessness, record price rises and record
poverty.
A study carried Qut'by a researcher at Witwatersrand
University found that, in Soweto for example, the. real
incomes of black families declined by about 20% between July 1978 and December 1980. In the latter year,
the share of net national income which went to blacks
was proportionately less than in 1975.
In fact, in 1980, all employees together got 7,7% less
of the 'national cake' than in 1979-and 1980 was the
peak of the capitalist boom!
With a growth rate of 8OJo in 1980, there was a
meteoric rise of profits for the hosses. The Anglo
American Corporation, for example, reported a 64%
increase in the year up to March 1981. In fact, the
Financial Mail commented that any company unable to
increase its earnings by more than 30% or 40% was in
danger of being laughed off as an under-performer!

Worsen
Yet, for the working masses, conditions continued to
worsen atrociously. From 1977 to 1979 unemployment
rose further by an estimated half million, and continued
rising through 1980.
In Mdantsane, for instance, 35% of the population
were unemployed in 1981; two-thirds of the people were
earning R25 per week or less; and there was an average
of 15 people per house.
Conditions in the rural areas have grown even more
hellish. An organisation called 'Hunger Concern'
estimated in 1980 that 50000 children would die of
hunger that year. Today more than half of the 2-3 yearold children in the Ciskei are malnourished. Half of
black children in the rural areas of the Transvaal are
under-weight. Infant mortality in some Bantustan areas
is put at 400 per 1 000 in the first year of life.
Doctors at King Edward Hospital in Durban report
that nearly half of the children admitted during the past
16 years suffered from nutritional deficiencies, and a
quarter of these died of chronic malnutrition. Now, the
onset of cholera in epidemic proportions in several
reserve areas provides further graphic proof of the
nightmare conditions facing the mass of the people
. ..
under capitalism.
If there was ever a time when capitalism could have
ushered in reforms and raised the living standards of the
working people, the past few years of boom would surely have provided that opportunity. Its utter failure in
this regard is conclusive proof of the incurable sickness
of the capitalist system.
Why could the swelling wealth of the bourgeoisie not
go to improve the life of the people as a whole? This is
an essential question for our movement to confront,
and to explain .
•The answer lies in the class system on which South
African society is based; in the system of private ownership of the means of production, and an economy
governed by the Jaws of private profit.
The pressures of this system, now in decay interna-

tionally, make it impossible for capitalism in SA to produce and distribute the goods and services needed by the
mass of the population for a decent life.
In our epoch, investment in large-scale manufacturing is the key to economic prosperity. Under capitalism,
investment takes place not on the basis of social need,
but only where the capitalists are confident of reaping
future profits. This is the inherent law of their system.
Capitalism can no more escape these constraints than a
fish can choose to live out of water.
We have already shown, in chapter 8, how because of
the pressures of world capitalism, the system of the
capitalists in SA and their "success" has necessarily
been built on the exploitation of cheap labour. They still
depend absolutely on cheap labour; but increasingly this
system is caught in its own contradictions.
Cheap labour has severely limited the domestic
market: the majority of workers are not paid the money
to buy the goods which increased investment would pro- .
duce. At the same time, as world capitalist production
slows down, as the purchasing power of workers
everywhere is slashed by the capitalist class, as competition between capitalists for the remaining markets intensifies, the South African capitalists face increasing difficulties in exporting.
In other words, the narrow limits of the domestic
market, coupled with the unfavourable climate for
manufactured exports in the world market, means that
there is relatively less and less scope for the investment
of capitalist profit in industrial development in SA.
Profit-making for the SA bourgeoisie is becoming
more and more dependent on gold and other minerals;
on speculation in property; on stock-market manipulations; on currency deals; and on loans and investments
abroad.
Already by the early 1970s, this relative lack of opportunities for profitable investment was becoming apparent in SA, as the declining world market imposed a
corset especially on manufacturing industry; Gross
domestic fixed investment continued rising (from 22070
of Gross Domestic Product in the 1960sJo 27% in the
1970s)-but this increase was almost entirely in the state
sector.
.

Investment
Real fixed investment in the private sector grew at an
annual average rate of only 0,7% in the 1970s, compared with 7,7% in the 1960s-and the bulk of this was
in mining, not manufacturing. The bourgeoisie was increasingly. unsure of finding markets for manufactured
products.
In the mid-1970s, as the world recession bit deeper,
gross fixed investment inoSA plunged. It fell by 7,5% in
1976-77; by 6% in 1977-78; an'd again by 5% in 1978-79.
Despite expansion in the mining industry (particularly
gold and coal) private fixed investment dropped overall
by 10%, 1%, and 11% during the same years. In the
crucial metal and engineering industry, investment fell
31 % in 1978, while in iron and steel it fell 72%.
Although economic activity began to recover in SA
towards the end of 1977, it was only in mid-1979 that
the four-year slide of investment was halted.
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Taking the 1970s as a whole, the surplus generated in
manufacturing grew at a slower rate than for industry as
a whole, and little more than half the rate in mining.
The rate of growth of fixed investment in manufacturing also lagged well behind 'mining, construction and
electricity.
Private sector investment rallied during the recent
boom, rising by 22% in 1980 and an estimated 12070 in
1981. But now a new downturn in the economy has
begun, with some of the bourgeois economists expecting
an absolute fall in investment once again in 1982.
With the economic growth rate for 1982 falling to
about 2%, there will be an especially fast drop in the
manufacture of consumer goods.
Foreign investment in SA industry is likewise expected to'stagnate this year, because a lower rate of profit is antiCipated. In fact, the rate of return on foreign
investment in SA has been generally falling since the
1960s, when this country was the most profitable for
such investment in the world.
For the American bourgeois, South Africa has returned a lower rate of profit on investment than the world
average.
British capitalists have recently been given a sombI:e
prediction of likely returns on their purchases of SA
shares in 1982. While this is expected to be 28% in mining, industrial shares are thought likely to yield them
only 9%. By comparison, their rate of return from
Japan is expected to be 22070, Hong Kong 39070, the USA
16%, and even the UK itself 13%.
Despite the advantage of cheap labour, SA capitalism
has been falling further behind the major industrialised
countries. Thus the Financial Mail (1/1/82) reveals that
the growth of productivity in South Africa has averaged
only 0,3% per year in the period 1972-1980. In Japan,
the comparable figure was 3,0%; in West Germany
2,7%; in the USA 1,9%; and even in sin~ing Britain it
was 1,5%. (In the same period Taiwan's productivity
grew by 6,8% per year!)
If this trend continues, it suggests a dire prognosis for
SA capitalism.

Trade
Already, because of the relative feebleness of SA's
manufacturing industry, the country's foreign trade has
been slipping further and futther into deficit. Imports
of manufactured goods (especially machinery and heavy
vehicles) have risen at a much faster rate than exports,
particularly during the boom.
In 1979-80 the rise in the gold price more than compensated for the difference, and SA began 1981 with a
surplus of about R3 billion on the balance of payments.
(I.e. it was owed more by other countries than it owed to
them in respect of the previous year's deals.) But by the
end of the 1981 financial year this is expected to have
turned into a deficit of R4 billion!
In 1982, the slowing down of the economy is likely to
cool the growth of imports but still leave a year-end
deficit of a further R2 billion.
The whole situation highlights the lag of SA's
. manufacturing industry, and the economy's increasing

dependence on the world price of gold and on finding
markets for the increased export of other minerals.

The new downturn
The new economic downturn which has set in in SA is
likely to continue right through 1983, especially if the
current recession in the USA delays and weakens the
new world upturn.
Again a period of lay-offs and redundancies, together
with slow industrial growth, will lead to a spiralling of
unemployment. Inflation is forecast to continue at
almost the same rate as in 1981. Th us there will once
again be catastrophic consequences for the real wages of
the working class, and for the poverty of the masses.
The bourgeois economists-well-fed dogs yapping at
the gates of their masters-are already warning that
consumers will have to "pull in their belts". Meanwhile,
the Standard Bank complains of "excessively high consumer spending" in 1980 and early 1981-this in a
period of mass impoverishment and starvation!
The incurable disease of inflation continues to shrivel
the pay-packets and gnaw at the measly pensions of the
working people:An overall inflation rate of 15-16% last
year swelled to 20-30% for township-dwellers. Since
1976 the price of chickens and tea has more than doubled, eggs have doubled, and sugar has gone up more than
three times. In 1980-81 there were astronomical increases in the price of meat (70%) and in rents
(30-40%). There is no prospect ·of relief from further
rises in the new recession.
While for the working people inflation is a life-anddeath concern, for the capitalists it represents a danger
to the stability of their system. For instance, a rate of in·flation higher than SA's competitors makes it harder to
sell South African goods abroad, tends to weaken the
Rand, and would cause the economy to lag further and
further behind.
Internationally the bourgeoisie is pre-occupied with
the problem of inflation. In SA, as in almost all
capitalist countries, the ruling class and the government
have adopted stringent monetary policies in the hope of
curbing inflation.
In Chapter 3 we dealt with the effect of government
spending in pushing up prices. What is noteworthy in
South Africa is the high rate of inflation against the
background of the most miserly state expenditure on the
welfare of the majority of the population.
Between 1977 and 1981, despite all the rhetoric of
'reform' by the regime in the face of the insistent
demands of working people, real expenditure on housing and other social needs in fact fell without interruption.
The 1981-2 budget contained a 40% increase in spending on ,the military instruments of repression. Overall,
however, government spending rose by only 2% in real
terms."
Fundamentally because of the narrow basis of
domestic industry and the cheap labour economy, the
sources of tax revenue to the government are relatively
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small. Any major expansion of services would have to
be paid for by deficit financing, and thus lead to rampant inflation.
.
The fall in the gold price to around $400 an ounce in
1981 meant a decline in tax payments by the gold mines
amounting to a drop of 401170 from 1980. Thus, even the
stingy budget of 1981 meant a deficit of R2,7 billion
which could not be covered by taxes. Total public debt
rose to R19,9 billion, involving interest parments by the
state of Rl,48 billion a year.
The 1982 budget reveals even more starkly the
squeeze on government spending with the gold price
lowered and the world economy in recession. Overall
spending in re&l terms is budgeted to fall. Yet, even
though tax rates have been raised, the budget deficit will
again be over R2 billion.
Thus rises in certain areas of government spending,
such as ·education, will be more than cancelled out for
the people by rising prices, taxes and unemployment.

Inflation
Given a socialist transformation of South Africa,
with the nationalisation of the means of production and
the organisation of a planned economy under
democratic control, it would be possible to undertake a
massive programme of public expenditure on health,
education, housing and welfare, without this leading to
inflation. But on a capitalist basis, any significant expansion of government spending in this direction would
send inflation through the roof.
This would be the situation facing any government in
the future, including an ANC government, if it remained on a capitalist basis. This is a constraint operating independently· of the existence of the apartheid political
system.
Thus, in 1981, the East Rand Administration Board
had an amount of R34 million 'idle surplus' which it
wished to spend on housing but could not, because of
curbs imposed by the Treasury on public spending to
limit inflation. At the time, the official housing shortage
in the ERAB area was 21 000 units.
While the housing needs of the people are growing
apace, the capitalist system is less and less able to
finance the building of homes. The government admits
an official housing shortage of 160 000 homes in urban
African townships today. In greater Durban, for example, half a million people (one-third of the population)
are living in shacks.
According to a conference of the SA Institute of
Housing in September, 75% of the black population
will be living in urban areas by the year 2000. Some
three and ahalf million houses would have to be built at
a cost of R30 000 million to accommodate them. The
achievement of this is absolutely ruled out on the basis
of capitalism.
The abysmal condition of education in South Africa
is. a further example of the impasse of capitalism. In
1981 barely 10% of the country's workers had Standard
10 or higher. 30% had no education at all, and 36% had
only primary school education. Despite a 51 % increase
in spending on black education, allocated in the last

budget, there is still discrimination of 10 to 1 in the
spending on the education of white and black children.
A massive shortage of skilled labour has accumulated
in the economy. There are now at least 20 000 artisan
jobs unfilled, despite a big increase in white immigration. In 1980 only 82 blacks were registered as apprentices, and this figure is considered unlikely to have risen
above 1 000 in 1981.
Now the capitalists are baying for further spending
curbs in'the hope of attacking inflation. In recession as
in boom, they can mount this attack only by lowering
still further the desperately poor conditions of the working class.
.
Thus the Financial Mail (1I1182)-an organ of the
supposedly liberal capitalists!-demands policies of
greater austerity and says that this will be possible to impose because trade unions are weaker than in Europe
and because the state carries no heavy social security
obligations. In short: "Hold the workers down and kick
them while we can!"
Whether 'liberal' or 'fascist' in their individual consciences, the SA capitalists are compelled by the logic of
their economic system to inflict further savage hardships on the mass of the working people. With profits
falling during the recession, the employers will lose no
opportunity to slash .at the real wages of the working
class. The plight of the hOfI\eless, the pensioners, the
jobless and the hungry will inevitably grow worse.
This is the economic perspective for South Africa,
despite the confident predictions of the bourgeois of
fresh prospects for profit-making in the course of the
1980s.
Capitalism is torn by internal contradictions-but
does not face imminent collapse. Although it is impossible to make a definite prediction, the mining companies
are anticipating future rises in the gold price as high as
$1 000 an ounce by 1987. In other sectors of mining
(especially coal, where output could double in the
course of the decade) production could undergo sustained advance.

Chronic
If, overall, imports continue to rise faster than exports, South Africa's chronic balance-of-payments problem will persist. This is indeed the most likely perspective, given the general stagnation of the world market
for exports and SA's undiminishing dependence on the
import of machinery from overseas. But in and of itself
this would not precipitate economic collapse, as the
foreign bankers are likely to remain willing to cover
South Africa's deficits for a considerable period.
Nevertheless, it is" indicative of the lunacy of
capitalism that the government is obliged to borrow vast
sums abroad at the very time that massive profits
generated at home cannot be fully invested in production.
The profits 'deluge' in 1979-80 led to massive excess
liquidity th the SA economy-large sums of money
sloshing around in the banks and flooding the financial
markets, unable to find avenues for profitable, productive investment. It was for this reason-and because the

huge increase in the money in circulation was leading to
runaway inflation-that the government was compelled
to dismantle exchange contNls and allow the
bourgeoisie to send its money abroad.
The movement of capital from. South Africa overseas
is likely to be an increasing trend on the part, especially,
of the mining monopolies. The Anglo American Corporation, for example, which recently bid for control of
Consolidated Gold Fields in Britain, is also investing
heavily in Latin America, the USA and elsewhere.
The crisis facing South African society is rooted in the
contradiction between ,the imperatives of the profit
system and the needs of the people.
The working people cannot eat the gold, the share
certificates and title deeds which make up the wealth of
the capitalist class. While the mass of people suffer in
want of housing, education, hospitals, decent wages,
facilities and, above all, jobs, the bourgeoisie is sitting
on an enormous heap of gold which it cannot devote to
social spending and which it is less and less able to invest
for productive purposes.
Indeed, as production becomes more mechanised,
even the investment which does take place is less and less
able to provide jobs for workers. ~
Between 1960 and 1969, the rate of increase of capital
stock per worker employed was 2,4% per year; and it increased at 4,3070 per year between 1970 and 1977. Thus a
given amount of invested capital created fewer and
fewer jobs.
Total employment grew by only 3% in the whole
period from 1977 to 1980-a rise of about 150000 jobs.
Yet it is admitted that 200 000 jobs a year would have to
be created just to stop unemployment rising.
This would need a consistent growth rate of 6% or
more without interruption. That was beyond the
capability of capitalism in SA even during the spectacular boom years of the 1960s. As in the 19705, so too
in the 1980s, the crisis of capitalism as a world system
bars the way to such development.
.
Capitalism in South Africa, along with world
capitalism, is passing into its death agonies. The disease
of the system, explained by Marxism, is reflected in
South Africa in the growing disparity between parasitic
wealth and mass impoverishment; between the growing
sophistication and fantastic potential of the productive
forces, and the sinking of the working population into
destitution.
'

Absurdities
The impasse of ~Rpitalism as a social system of production is perhaps summed up in South Africa by a ruling class which attempts to launch a television industry,
and a special television channel for 'black~'-when the
mass of the bla-:k urban population do not even have
the benefit of electricity!
Similar and more intolerable absurdities will be more
and more'revealed in the coming decade. As the sickness
of capitalism weighs down more and more ruthlessly on
the condition of life of the masses, so the resistance to
tyranny, to poverty, to homelessness and low wages will
mount. The deluded hopes of the liberals and reformists
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for the achievement of 'peace' between the classes qn a
capitalist basis will be shattered. Through all its twists
and turns, the class struggle will inexorably rise in intensity.
Our people-the oppressed working people-have no
choice. For the sake of survival, we are forced to take
the road to revolution.

The regime in crisis
r

I

The new era of economic decay of capitalism, and the
hammer-blows of mass struggle, have driven the regime'
into the gravest political crisis in its history. Features of
this crisis are the growing dissension, class division and
turmoil among the white population generally, together
with division and confusion in the ranks of the ruling
class.
As Trot sky' put it, the wind blows the tops of the trees
first. Often the first indication that a revolutionary
storm is brewing can be seen in the splits which emerge
at the top.
Fundamental divisions in the ruling class are an indication of the fact that capitalism has no way forward-that the bourgeoisie can neither continue to rule
in the old way nor find a new and stable basis for its
rule.
Divisions always exist within the bourgeoisie, as they
do within all classes. Different sections, or fractions,
among the capitalists contend for policies most
favourable to their particular interests. But in conditions when capitalism in general is advancing, despite
the political squabbles between the opposing sections of
the ruling class, there exists at root a firm cohesion
among them ..
Thus in the 1950s and 1960s, for example, while
policidifferences were intensly disputed within the ruling class, while the 'liberal' big capitalists publicly condemned the extreme racist policies of the Nationalist
government-all sections of the class became basically
more and more reconciled by the success of the regime
in containing the movement of the black workers and in
securing the profitability of capitalism as a whole.
Every worker who has taken strike action knows the
readiness of even the most 'enlightened' employer to relyon the police and officials to repress the workers.
Compared with the past, however, the divisions in the
bourgeoisie from the mid-1970s have taken on a new
significance. On the surface, there has appeared a
greater unity than ever before between big business and
the leading spokesmen of the government, with the
emergence of the 'verligte' or 'reformist' element within
the Nationalist Party and the'cabinet: But in reality the
whole ruling class has never been mOre deeply disunited
internally.
The capitalists are consumed by doubts and fears at
every step. Like a gang of thieves chased by an al.lgry
crowd up a blind alley, they discover to their desperation that neither retreat nor advance vffers any way out.
The established methods er undiluted baasskap; of·
white supremacy and police dictatorship, have proved
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insufficient to hold down the black working class. Yet,
as the bourgeoisie now realises, to attempt to change
their method of rule would require reforms which their
economic system cannot sustain, and which would spur
on the onslaught of the mass struggle against them.
It is the rising power of the workers which underlies
the crisis of the system.
Against the working class, the ruling class would like
to extend its social base by incorporating as collaborators growing sections of the black middle class to
curb the movement of the workers. The liberal wing
strains in this direction.
But to be able effectively to do this, the ruling class
would be obliged to extend to the whole (or at least
most) of the black population democratic, wage and
welfare concessions which would threaten the very
foundations of capitalism. Simultaneously, given the
explosive latent power of the working class, the
. historical weakness of the black middle class makes
them too feeble an instrument for the sure domination
of capital.
Moreover, the bourgeoisie cannot afford to weaken.
its established basis of support among the white middle
class and labour aristocracy. The cohesion of the state
apparatus depends on this. Yet every move towards
'reform' raises among the white middle class and
workers well-grounded fears that their privileged position will be whittled away.
.
The ruling class thus finds itself entangled in hopeless
contradictions. Hence its own irreconcilable splits, its
zig-zags and paralysis.
Its inability to solve these contradictions impels the
bourgeoisie towards destruction, and soCiety as a whole
towards the socialist revolution. '-.
Without a doubt the bourgeoisie faces today, as never
before, the pressing need to reform. But in SA today
there is fundamentally no way out of the impasse of
capitalism. The bourgeoisie can undertake no concerted
reforms and can give no -convincing lead. Racism is
bound to fester in the impasse of the capitalist economy
and the decay of the social order. It will be reinforced
among wide sections of the whites in their rearguard actions to defend old privileges.

'Reform'
Brought face-to-face with its own political bankrupt- .
cy, the capitalist class nevertheless contrives to hide this
fact from public view. Using its control of the major
section of the press', big business continues to strut
about as the champion of 'reform'. Private enterprise is
advertised as a 'force for change'.
The very economic system which has brought South
Africa to its present condition is offered as the basis for
.
a new society!
The essential barrier to change has been said to be the
right wing of Afrikanerdom-the 'verkramptes'. The
country's future is said to depend on the outcome of the
battle for pre-eminence between the 'verligtes' and the
'verkramptes'. The capitalist press preoccupies itself
with every shift in the balance of forces between them.
Every compromise on the 'verligte' Botha's part, every
temporary stalemate, is attributed by the liberals solely

to the power of the 'verkramptes' .
Thus the capitalist class diverts attention from its own
incapacity to change, and mystifies the fundamental
crisis of the system.
Capitalism has depended historically on white
domination in SA-and will continue to do so. The
wishful thinking of the 'liberal' bourgeoisie, served up
in tons of newsprint, cannot alter the harsh realities of
class power on which capitalist rule depends. If this is
temporarily hidden from the masses, the grindi.ng
pressure of the class struggle will inevitably expose it
more and more.
The crisis of the Nationalist Party government merely
gathers together in especially concentrated form the
elements of the crisis of capitalist rule itself. This is
because for an entire generation the NP has been the
historical instrument of white domination which has
provided the main pillar of the system of bourgeois dictatorship ,in SA .

Class division among the
whites
The wish of the bourgeoisie to introduce changes or
adaptations in the existing system of rule has resulted
not only from the untamed movement of the black
workers. It results also from the fact that capitalism,
over time, has found it more and more difficult to pay
the cost of maintaining its old basis of white support.
Even before the crisis began to bite in the 1970s,
cleavages began to widen between capitalists and white
workers. Shortages of skilled labour, created by the
rapid growth of the economy in the 1960s, led to erosion
of the 'job colour bar' which has protected the position
of the white aristocracy of labour:
Increasingly, the capitalists have sought to fill 'white'
jobs with trained black workers. This has most often
taken the form of job fragmentation: artisans (mainly
whites) are replaced by a number of semi-skilled
workers, each doing part of the former skilled worker's
job. In every case the same work is done by black
workers at a lower rate of pay. This is how the
capitalists interpret the 'rate for the job'!
. Usually the white workers have been promoted into
supervisory or white-collar jobs. While apparently raising their status, the effect has been to weaken their
bargaining position as they cease to perform work central to the process of production itself.
The sharpening of the economic crisis has driven a
deeper wedge between the.capitalist class and the mass
of the white population~ The capitalists have been obliged to undermine not only the job privileges, but also the
standard of the living of the white middle class and
labour aristocracy as a whole.
Many small businessmen and farmers, already
operating on >the margins of profitability, at the mercy
of finance and monopoly capital, have been pushed to
the edge of ruin and beyond. For example, the abandonment by whites in the past few years of some 4 000
farms in' the Transvaal, and 600/0 of those along the
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Botswana border, has been the result mainly of
economic bankruptcy.
At the same time, in their battle to raise protir rares
and maintain competitiveness on the' world market, the
capitalists are intent on lowering the cost of labour. The
relatively high wages paid to whhe workers are considered a 'luxury' which the economy is now less able to
support.
Already leaders of white trade unions, such as Bornman of Yster en Staal, complain that their members
have lost 23070 in purchasing power since 1975. White
teachers have responded angrily to the fall in their real
incomes extending over several years. Civil servants
complain that since the early 1970s pay increases have
fallen at least 40% behind the rising cost of living.
Attacked in this way, the white workers and salary
earners have inevitably begun to respond. The organisations, especiall}, the white trade unions, which have
served in the past as vehicles of concession and control
from above, have been the first instruments through
which the white workers have attempted to mount
resistance.
At the same time, however, the white workers find
themselves severely weakened in the.s:onfrontation with
the employers by the effect of' decades of classcollaboration. There is always a bitter price to be paid
by workers for collaboration with the class enemy.
After a long postponement, and in a confused way, the
white workers are beginning to discover that price.
While the black workers have proved (for example in
the motor industry and in engineering) that militant and
united action can secure impressive gains, the white
workers discover the feebleness of their tiny, racially exclusive organisations. As the crisis worsens, the ageing
bureaucracy of the white unions find it more and more
difficult to reap rewards for their members from collaboration with the ruling class. Having no alternative
policy to cling to, they look increasingly absurd and
pitiful before their own rank-and-file.
It is only with the greatest reluctance that allY of these
unions have turned to struggle. Here the Mineworkers'
Union has made the rilost noise-not surprisingly, since
the rupture of the old 'pact' of class peace between the
white bosses and white labour has been clearest in the
mining industry since the late 1960s. But despite the
belligerent bluster of Paul us. and his racist clique, the
Mineworkers' Union-an organisation of excJusivist
privilege-has only shown its in.effectiveness in its confrontation with the bosses' Chamber of Mines.

Reactionary strike
The reactionary strike in March 1979, called by the
Mineworkers' Union leadership in an ("ttempt to
preserve job reservation intact, was an unadulterated
failure. Even the union's membership failed to give
general support to the strike-let alone the remainder of
the white workers on the mines.
The white Confederation of Labour (and the. racist
trade unions in general) are a blight on the whole labour
movement and on their own members-but no alternative is offered by the 'pragmatic' leadership of the

Trade Union Council of South Africa. In place of the
extreme racism of the Confederation, which the TUCSA leaders consider suicidal, they have nothing to propose to the more privileged workers except to follow the
lead of the so-called 'progressive' bourgeoisie.
This means accepting capitalist attacks on their living
standards without any perspective of future advancement. Already in 1975 the TUCSA leaders were rushing
to sign a so-called 'anti-inflation' pact with employers
and the state, and were urging their affiliates to restrict
wage demands to less than the rate of price increases.
It is little wonder that all these capitulators to
capitalism can offer nothing but gloom to their
members. While Grobbelaar of TUCSA was wailing impotently about the 'inevitability' of rising unemploy, ment, Paulus declared that 1980 marked the beginning
of the end for the white worker!
With the power of the white unions dwindling, and
with the Nationalist government less and less willing to
come to the aid of white workers in their confrontations
with employers, these workers have turned their attention increasingly to the political plane, along with many
disgruntled white teachers, farmers, small businessmen,
dominees and Afrikaner intellectuals. Out of this current there has emerged an extreme reactionary opposition to the Nationalist government.

Splits in the Nationalist
Party
In the Nationalist Party there is an ever-widening gap
between the leadership and the rank-and-file members
and supporters.
The NP has always been a bourgeois party, representing from the outset the aspirations and class interests of
the emergent Afrikaner capitalists. Its historical 'mission' has peen to promote the development of a class of
Afrikaner industrialists, financiers and mine:owners as
partners with the imperialist and English-speaking
capitalists in the exploitation of the working class.
The Nationalists' rise to power, however, depended
on the ability of the leaders to mould together a coalition of small farmers, urban middle class and workers
under the banner of the 'volk'. The cement for this
coalition was the guarantee of material privileges, protection of jobs, higher wages and the provision of social
welfare for whites. It promised the defence of the mass
Qf the whites against, on the one hand, the pressures"of
big business, and, on the other h'aQd, the rising demands
for equality from the black lllfljority .•
But nothing stands still. The very 'success' of
Afrikaner nationalism-the achievement of wealth and
power by the Afrikaner bourgeoisie, the exhaustion in
this sense of the original aims of the Nationalist
movement-has undern1ined the class coalition on
which it was built.
Economic growth, especially during the 1960s and
early 1970s, has led to the social and economic integration of the Afrikaans- and English-speaking
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bourgeoisie, weakening the cohesion of Afrikaner nationalism. The upper layers of the middle class have
been drawn together, and separated more and more
from the lower layers of white society.
Not only has the class division in the Nationalist Party opened into an unbridgeable gulf; the commanding
stratum of the state apparatus has increasingly been
consolidated and refined as the reliable instrument of
big capital.
This is most noticeable in the case of the army, where,
since the 1960s, the' old general staff have been
systematically retired and replaced by' a new and
politically more flexible generation of officers to carry
out the policies of the bourgeoisie.

White parliament
For more than a deca~e, behind the backs of the
white population, the limited racial 'democracy' of the
white parliament and of the Nationalist Party itself has
been whittled away. The focus of decisions has shifted
more and more from parliament to the executive, and
within the executive from the cabinet as a whole to a
narrow ministerial clique.
In the 1970s the secret cabal of Vorst'er/Mulder/van
der Bergh became notorious. Today Botha manipulates
a variety of cabinet committees, playing off rivals
against each other while concentrating executive power
more and more firmly around his own axis with General
Malan.
This bonapartist development in the character of the
regime stems from the growing need of the capitalist
class to concentrate the levers of power more directly in
the hands of their own chosen agents, more and 'more
out of reach of the white electorate as a whole. As their
old social base in the white population becomes less and
less compliant and more and more unstable, the ruling
class can only elevate the state machinery further above
society, while resting its rule ever more directly on the
military and police apparatus.
This is the purpose behind the attempt to transform
parliament by various constitutional amendments into a .
mere talking-shop. It is also one of the key reasons for
Botha's attempts to restructure government around a
collection of racial councils and committees at so-called
'presidential', 'con federal' and 'cabinet' levels, giving
freer reinto bourgeois manipulation from the top.
Thus the hostility of the pourg,eoisie to
democracy-which has been the lifelong experience of
the black population-is now reflected also in the attempts to water down the effect of the franchise of the
whites.
The growing crisis and instability of the regime is
clearly reflected in the processes taking place in the Nationalist Party. The rank-and-file is feeling the pinch
economically, and is gravely worried by the uncertain• ties of the political situation. But the 'verligte' leaders,
expressing the need of the capitalist class to 'adapt or
die', are obliged to commit heresies against the enshrined racial 'principles' of old party dogma, as they grope
in search of new policies.
'Afrikaner nationalism' in the mouths of the leader-

ship has become a mere defensive cry for maintaining a
semblance of unity-for papering over the widening
class chasm that has opened in the ranks.
As their economic position comes under attack and
their privileges begin to be eroded, many among the
small farmers, urban petty bourgeois and workers who
make up the majority of Nationalist Party members
react in a backward-looking rage and panic. 'Reforms'
and 'concessions' to the blacks-pathetic as these hav~
been-are seen as the root cause of their problems! This
offers a fertile field for the ambitious demagogues of
the ultra-right.
,"
For a whole period in the past, the conferences of the
NP and its parliamentary caucus served the leadership
as clearing-houses where capitalist policies, secretly formulated by the Broederbond hierarchy, were translated
into the language of the white electorate and rubberstamped.
Political struggles, where they occurred at all, were
generally muted by the conditions of economic boom
and hidden behind closed doors. Then, as the crisis
deepened, the forums of the Party became the arena
where conflicting interests were bitterly vented.
Gradually, however, as vital parts of the party apparatus were gathered into the hands of the 'verligtes',
even the NP conferences increasingly became hollow
shells, with many ordinary delegates either not bothering to attend,or walking out in frustration and anger.
Again, however, the process has not run in a straight
line. While the Cape and OFS divisions of the NP are
now under 'verligte' control, the Transvaal Party
machinery has served as a base for the 'verkrampte'
counter-attack. This is because, from the outset, the NP
organisation in the Transvaal has been more directly
under the influence of the lower layers of the middle
class, while the Cape NP was always in the hands of the
rich.

IVerkramptes'
By capturing the Transvaal leadership, Treurnicht
emerged as the rallying-point fof'verkramptes' within
the Nationalist Party. This, however, did not halt the
Party's loss of membership and electoral support.
The 1981 white election saw a 14"70 swing to the ultraright HNP, which, while it gained no seats, attracted
200 000 votes. One-third of all white voters in the
.
Transvaal voted HNP!
In the face of this development the 'verligte' wing of.
the NP retreated. Their problem was summed up in the
words of the Minister of Manpower, Fanie Botha: "The
government must ha¥.e the total trust of the country's
(white) workers. It would not have come to power if it
did not have that trust."
Biding his time in the face of the verkrampte upsurge,
P .W. Botha back-pedalled on all his promises of reform.
Then in February 1982, taking advantage of a temporary ebb in the verkrampte tide to forestall Treurniches advance within the NP, Botha staged a
showdown with Treurnicht and routed him in his
Transvaal s t r o n g h o l d . ,
Driven out of the NP but with.an important foothold
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in parliament, Treurnicht and his followers will serve as
a rallying point for the forces of ultra-right racism. This
will continue to put pressure on the regime, forcing
Botha and his successors to constantly adapt their tactics to the mood of the most reactionary whites, whom
they cannot afford to alienate completely. More Nationalist M.P.s, anxious for their seats in the next election, could well crumble towards the right.
The capitalist class at the present stage are pinning
their hopes on Botha's attempts to manoeuvre between
the con flicting class pressures in society. The last thing
they want to see is a government. that would provoke the
black people into generalised resistance and threaten to
plunge the country into racial civil war-at a point when
the ruling class is by no means confident of winning
such a war.
If Botha is able to hold the bulk of the NP together
for the time being, this is because most whites are afraid
and demoralised at present before the awe-inspiring
power of the black mass movement, and hope to
postpone for as long as possible the inevitable confrontation.
'Maybe' Reagan and Thatcher will come to their
assistance; 'maybe' moderate black leaders will prevail;
'maybe' .... While \his mood of fearful hesitation persists, Botha may continue to command if not their confidence then at least their passive support-for as long
as he seems able to safeguard their exjstence in privileged, sheltered suburbs.
.
But this precarious balance could change very rapidly.
under the pressure, of events.
Social crisis is generally characterised by splits and
polarisation between the classes, within the ruling class
and also within lhe middle layers on which the ruling
class leans for support. The present drift to the right
among the whites has its,counterpart in the rise of the
'liberal' PFP at the other end of the narrow, white
political spectrum.
Since the mid-1970s there has been a steady growth of
PFP support especially among the better-off, more
educated sections of the white middle class. In their
eyes, the PFP is the party of compromise with the forces
that threaten them, of 'gradual change' towards some
miraculous stability-in a word, of 'evolution' instead
of 'revolution' .

Swing
Thus in the recent period the swing towards the HNP
has been matched by a swing of similar numerical proportions towards the PFP.
But the policies of the PFP can hold no attraction for
the vast majority of whites. Beneath all the rhetoric of
'peaceful change' the PFP stands purely and simply for
the protection of capitalist interests at all costs. It cannot meet the demands of the black people-but white
workers and lower middle-class are deeply suspicious
that it could and would compromise their privileged
position in an effort to reach agr~ement with black
leaders.
It is thus towards the right that the fears and frustrations of the broad mass of whites will tend to find ex-

pression within the existing political framework.
In the next chapter we will deal with the conditions
for the growth-and for the defeat-of white reaction
in the context of the unfolding revolution. Here the
point to stress is that the potential threat of the ultraright inside and outside the NP constitutes a growing
problem for the ruling class and the regime.
Although, under the pressure of the mass movement
in the coming years, there will be new lurches and zigzags by the regime in an attempt to adapt the system,
fundamentallY it is paralysed by these internal and external contradictions.
In turn, the more the regime reveals its own impotence, the greater will become the volatility among
the whites. Under conditions of social and economic
crisis, with no alternative visible to them, extreme racist
and reactionary tendencies will be strengthened.

Ultra-right
Over the past stormy decade, ultra-right groups have
proliferated-from the HNP to the National Conservative Party, Aksie Eie Toekoms, the Wit Kommando,
the Kappie Kommando and the Afrikaner Weerstand
Beweging.
Also among English-speaking whites, there is a
development towards the right. An estimated 28070
already support the Nationalists, and a significant
minority even the HNP and the A WB.
The 'liberal' English press deluded itself when it
pointed to the shambles at the founding conference of
Aksie Eie Toekoms as a sign of the impotence of the extreme right. That organisation was the 'brainchild' of
fogbound intellectuals, without the slightest idea where
they were going or how to gf(t there.
Far more serious and-dangerous are the organisations
which base themselves on a per:.verted 'class' appeal to
white workers and the lower middle class. It is the
hallmark of a fascist movement to combine rabid appeals to 'blood' and 'culture' with pseudo-'socialist'
demagogy directed against big business. This is the
stock-in-trade of both the HNP and the A WB.
"Wassenheimer" has come to replace "Hoggenheimer"
in the agitation of today's ultra-right.
'
The A WB, with its open use of Nazi symbolism,
uI:Iiforms, storm-troopers, etc., has recently.had notable
success in attracting Afrikaner and even some English
youth, and in recruiting among the lower ranks of the
army, police and civil service.
Now it is most likely that all these reactionary forces
will be over-shadowed in the short term by Treurnicht's
party or drawn behind it. CQmbined with the incapacity of capitalism to sustain reforms and improvements in the living conditions· of the masses, the
revolt of the right-wing adds an enormous political
obstacle to change.
The government can no longer tame its white constituency by the meth'bds of the past. Sharp shocks, sudden turns, division and fragmenta\ion will be more and
more the features in the political camp of the whites.
From the long-term perspective of revolution, this
situation can be turned (given correct policies) into an
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immense advantage for our movement.
At the same time, even in the short run, it will more
and more expose the hopeless incapacity of the present
regime to usher in any fundamental change.
Today, even the smallest changes are barred by the
fear of the regime of provoking the right wing.
Thus the recommendations of the De Lange Commission (or a single educational system for all races is
dismissed out of hand. The desire of the Stellenbosch
students for a referendum on a proposal to open the
university to blacks is blocked from above and the
scheme cancelled. Botha's own lap-dogs in the
'President's Council' have their recommendations on
Pageview and District Six humiliatingly vetoed. The
regime cracks down ruthlessly on the black families who
have breached the Group Areas Act by moving into
empty accommodation in 'white' areas. At the same
time the general intensity of repression ag~inst workers,
'sqtultters', etc., is stepped up.
Thus the pious liberal hopes of 'reform from above'
lie in ruins. Time and' again those hopes will be
revived-only to be shattcred by new retreats and lurches to the right on the part of the regime. It is a sign of
the times that the Broederbond, which previously
booted out those of its members who supported the
HNP, has recently been obliged to rescind the expulsions!
Capitalism has created in South Africa the monster of
white racism. For generations it has served the
bourgeoisie as the means of maintaining its dictatorship
over the working masses-the blacks. Now the black
working class is rising to its feet and hammering at the
gates for liberation. The bourgeoisie can neither give up
its instruments of repression nor survive by them alone.
It can neither slay the beast of reaction nor satisfy its appctites.
Thus the ruling class is caught in the terrible contradictions of its own making. These are contradictions
which only a socialist revolution can resolve.

white election was confined mainly to the better-off-lO
the upper layer of the white middle class, professionals
and the business elite. The PFP has n,ever had a significant base among white workers or the lower middle
class, and can never gain one. This section of the whites
can never be attracted to any programme of democratic
change-however half-hearted-which is put forward
on the basis of the capitalist system.
Simultaneously, the PFP is in the process of a subtle,
but nonetheless significant, evolution towards the right.
There was always a tension in the Progressive Party between the 'humanitarian' and 'liberal' emphasis most
prominently represented by Suzman, and the more
'pragmatic', business-oriented wing led by Eglin. which
controlled the party machinery. Heavily financed by
Oppenheimer, the latter systematically built the party as
a pressure-group of big-business interests, with a platform in parlIament.

PFP
The amalgamation with the 'Young Turks' emerging
from the disintegration of the UP and the formation of
tlt'e PFP has accentuated this development towards
pragmatism and readiness to compromise. The PFP has
no prospect Of ever winning an election and forming a
government. This reality is more and more governing .
the manoeuvres of its leadership, while at the same time
causing confusion in its lower ranks (particularly the
more idealistic youth section).
Under the leadership now of Slabbert, the PFP is projecting itself as a potential partner in a coalition government with the '~erligte' Nationalists. At the recent congress of the PF'p, Slabbert went so far as to spell out
conditions for such a coalition. At the same time, he
defended the South African military, and attacked war
resisters among the youth, on the incredible pretext of
maintaining the SADF as a strong force for the purpose

of ensuring 'peaceful change'!

The bankruptcy of
compromise
As far as the mass of black people are concerned; it
has long been clear that the regime, for all its declarations of intent, and all its commissions investigating
'change' in every field, has been able to produce only
the most trivial gestures of reform-sops in the maip to
the tiny layer of black businessmen, potential homebuyers and the like. Even this layer is driven to dist~ac
tion by the constant frustration of its hopes. Meanwhile
the experience of the masses has been of the constant
tightening of the screws.
, But it is not only the so-called 'verligtes' 'of the
government who expose their impotence to change. Few
among the black population now believe in the ability of
any 'alternative' white party-of which the PFP is the
most notable-to accomplish change.
The gain of, votes and seats by the PFP in the last

Thus is the 'liberalism' of big business revealed.
But even liberals of the 'old school' can no longer
evade the implications of the impasse of the SA
capitalist system. Wedded to the' politics of 'free enterprise', more and more aware that this is im;ompatible
with a democratic society, they are obliged to turn their
backs on the ideals of liberalism itself.
Thus Alan Paton executes a right-about-turn. and
comes out publicly against his own former policy of
'one man, one vote'. Quoted in the Sunday Times
(15/11/81), he declares: "The concept of majority rule
is purely hypothetical (!). If it were imposed (!!) on the
country tomorrow it would mean the end of white South
Africa and the end of "mud) of the prosperity of the
country. "(!!!)
•
.
,
This is symptomatic of the inevitable bankruptcy of
all 'liberals' and all 'democrats' who base themselves on
the capitalist system. The importance of this lesson
should be ..hammered home in the propaganda of our
movement in order to ensure that its implications are
fully understood by all activists and clearly explained
among the masses.
Unable to hide its nakedness in the realm of political
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change, the big business establishment turns instead to
proclaiming the need for private enterprise to 'take the
initiative' in reforms on the social plane. But the endless
new organisations of the liberal bourgeoisie, such as the
Urban Foundation, quickly reveal themselves as little
more than benefit agencies mainly for the purpose of
promoting the black elite, and intended to defuse the
militant mood of the majority.
Increasingly, it is to middle-class elements among the
blacks themselves that the bourgeoisie is forced to look
to carry the banner of 'peaceful reform' and compromise before the working people. The ruling class
looks not simply for puppets but for leaders who can
mobilise a measure of support among the masses and
whose authority can be turned to controlling and
disorienting the movement of the workers.
The strategists of capital seek black allies who may
sincerely loathe the existing system, and who may give
voice to radical opposition to apartheid, but who at the
same time fear the workers' revolution as a 'fate too
ghastly to contemplate'. .Because many of these
elements themselves suffer oppression at the hands of
the state, they can gain for a time a certain authority
among the people. The less conscious workers, particularly, can temporarily fall under their spell.
But under the impact of the struggle, such 'leaders'
must inevitable expose themselves as' agents of the
enemy, betraying the real interests not only of the working class, but also of the black middle class, whose oppression cannot be ended without the seizure of power
and the socialist transformation of society under the
leadership of the organised workers.
The most conservative middle-class figures have
already exposed themselves as outright lackeys of white
supremacy, resting as they do on the Bantustan
machinery of the apartheid state. Helping to exercise the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie over the working people,
Matanzima, Sebe, Mangope and the other !lantustan
puppets, as well as the collaborationist Coloured and
Indian figureheads, are already deeply hated by the
masses. Only the repressive machinery of the state protects them for the time being against retribution.

Camouflage
Meanwhile Gatsha Buthlezi, the Coloured 'Labour'
Party leaders, and others of this kind, have maintained
a posture apparently to the left of the Matanzimas, etc.
They have been able to camouflage their essentially conservative policies of compromise and negotiation, by
means of verbal denunciations of the regime and
hypocritical appeals to the masses. But in the face of
every militant mass struggle-as was clearly shown in
1976-these 'leaders' rush to restore 'law and order' in
co-operation with the authorities.
Again, it is the state repression of the masses which
alone has so far'enabled these elements to weather the
storm o(the class struggle, and survive the penetrating
criticism especially of the revolutionary black youth.
The most ambitious of the opportunists has undoubtedly been Gatsha Buthelezi. Mouthing heroic
phrases about freedom, pretending to stand for national

liberation, and waving the colours of the ANC, in reality he has made himself the willing agent of the
bourgeoisie and imperialism in their efforts to prevent
the revolutionary overthrow of the SA state.
Buthelezi has some support among the oppressed
people-but this is mainly confined to the older generation among Zulu-speakers, and to the least-conscious
workers who have not yet been drawn into struggle.
Even this following is maintained only by his careful
balancing act, but is at the same time constantly undermined by his inability to deliver any material improvements to the people.
The essential theme of his speeches when addressing
mass meetings is the military might of the SA state.
Claiming to be its implacable enemy, he maintains that
it cannot be forcibly overthrown. Instead he offers the
illusion of 'peaceful change' and compromise as a supposed alternative to revolution.
At the same time he has been skilful enough to equip
himself with a greater force than oratory. Using the
Bantustan apparatus in KwaZulu, he has been able,
with big-business aid, to construct the Inkatha organisa~
tion with several hundred thousand members. This is in~
tended to impress the population with his 'authority', to
give him a bargaining lever with Pretoria, and to con~
vince the ruling class that he can be relied on to control
the masses.

Inkatha
At the head of Inkat!1a is a loathsome middle-class
mafia, which uses its control of employment, housing,
etc., under the Bantustan machinery to blackmail people into membership and intimidate them into obedience. The Inkatha leadership relies on backward prejudices to whip up violence and terror against its opponents. Under the shield of the SA state, Buthelezi has
been engaged in building an armed corps specifically for
use 'against insurrection'.
Yet Inkatha is full of contradictions. It is riven with
class division and held together by fear and ignorance.
For most of its working-class members, it is the only
legal avenue allowed for political organisation and mass
activity. Thus Inkatha's viability depends absolutely on
the maintenance of state repression over the masses in
South Africa as a whole.
Even in the short term, the intensification of the mass
struggle must produce rumblings and rifts in Inkatha,
with deepening divisions between its collaborating
leadership and its working-class rank-and-fiIe. In the
longer run, the crippling of the SA state in a revolutionary situation by the explosive force of the mass
movement, will also blow the lid of Inkatha.
There will be a mass gravitation of the Inkatha
membership to link up with a national revolutionary
movement. This will inevitably gather behind the banner of the ANC7 In these conditions Buthelezi could
move verbally far to the left, in a, bid to retain his
authority in order the more effectively to obstruct the
movement. But it is more likely that he would be cast
aside and trampled to dust by his own former sup-
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porters.
On the other hand, if the ANC leadership were to
repeat its recent error of dignifying Buthelezi by apparently co-operating with him, he could succeed in
covering his treachery with a 'revolutionary' mantle
precisely at the most dangerous hour.
Meanwhile Buthelezi (as he is well aware) remains a
key element not only in the strategies of imperialism,
but also in the 'total strategy' of Botha and Malan.
Unless they can incorporate him in their 'constitutional
dispensation', designed to divide the oppressed people
along ethnic and· regional lines, the entire obnoxious
scheme will remain obviously lifeless .
. Behind the scenes, emissaries from the government,
PFP leaders, the Urban Foundation, Oppenheimer and
the big business establishment, together with agents of
the US and other imperialist powers, labour to involve
him in their various plans to obstruct the struggle of the
oppressed. If Buthelezi so far avoids more blatant collaboration, it is not from any personal aversion to compromise. Rather it follows from the inherent rottenness
of all the ruling-class schemes and their inability to bring real freedoms and material improvements to the
working people.

Buthelezi understands that to ensnare himself
prematurely would quickly strip away even the narrow
basis of support he still has in sections of the African
population. Thus he must continue to balance
precariously, and wait in hope for a more favourable
opportunity.
Buthelezi is a particularly cunning and treacherous
exponent of the bankrupt policy of 'peaceful change'
and of illusions ina 'negotiated settlement' of the conflict between oppressed and oppressor, exploited and
exploiters in South Africa. But among our people there
are, of course, others who hold to these illusions quite
sincerely, out of ignorance, confusion or fear.
In the course of the coming years, as society polarises
and the mass struggle mounts, the.bankruptcy of compromise will more and more clearly be revealed. 'There is
no middle way, and only conscious traitors and
deceivers of the people will be left proclaiming that
there is.
Instead, the oppressed working people will rally more
and more to the task of preparing their forces for the
revolutionary overthrow of the regime, the ruling class
and the existing state, as the only means of reforming
and rebuilding society.
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Chapter 10

The Struggle for Power
There is no country where the movement of the op·
pressed working people to transform society faces more
formidable obstacles, or a more vicious and entrenched
enemy, than is the case in South Africa. That the strug·
gle for liberation has proceeded tJlUS far-that the
regime and the ruling class already face so serious a
political crisis at so early a stage in the decay of their
system-is testimony to a resilience, courage and
fighting capacity of the workers and youth that can
seldom have been equalled anywhere.
The growth of the independent unions, the efforts
towards trade union unity, the drawing of the youth
towards the forces of organised labour, and the raising
of the banner of the ANC in the ranks of the mass
movement, are all indications of the growing clarity of
political consciousness and purpose among the oppressed. Also indicative is the overwhelming recognition,
particularly by the younger generation, that armed force
is an unavoidable necessity in the struggle to overthrow
the regime.
.
The developing awareness in the ranks of the workers
and youth-now ever more openly expressed-that the
capitalist system lies at the root of oppression, marks an
immense stride forward in the clarity of understanding
of our revolutionary tasks. Yet this also raises more
sharply than ever in our movement the need to clarify a
range of questions of programme and strategy in order
that the forces of the struggle may be united for the
overthrow both of the racist regime and the system of
exploitation which has created it.

The struggle for
democracy
The demand for a democratic system of government
stands at the forefront of the struggle of all the oppressed. It is written in the boldest letters on the banner of
the black working-class movement, and in any revolutionary programme must be first on the order of
business.
, Yet it is not separate from the essential social tasks of
the revolution. It does not stand apart from the pressing
urgency to end unemployment, low wages, poverty,
hunger and homelessness.
As explained in previous chapters, a democratic society cannot arise and survive in South Africa on the foun-

dations of capitalism. There can be no genuinely
democratic state in our country unless the state of the
racist and capitalist dictatorship is dismantled, shattered, "smashed"-to use the term of Marx-and the
economic basis of society transformed. A 'democratic
state' in SA can be none other than a state in transition
to socialism-a state of workers' democracy.
For all the efforts of middle-class theoreticians, the
democratic aspirations of the working people cannot be
accommodated in a separate historical 'stage' of 'national democracy', leaving the socialist tasks of the
revolution unfulfilled.
This reality of our struggle is inescapable and does
not depend on the willingness of political leaders to
recognise it. It follows from the inner laws of the productive system-capitalism in its epoch of senile decay.
It rests on the class structure of our society and the
relentless action of class forces upon each other, which
can no more be ordered to halt than the wind and the
waves.
The general historical explanation for this reality has
been most brilliantly set out, many years ago, in the
works of Trotsky on the theory of permanent revolution. In these works he expounded, not only the essential ideas and method of Marx, but also that of Lenin in
the Russian Revolution of 1917.
As explained in previous chapters, these ideas provide.
the key to all the processes of world history in the
modern epoch. They are an annihilating answer to the
Menshevik and modern-day Stalinist theory of revolutionary 'stages'.
But the same Trotsky, in his book The Permanent
Revolution, stated that "every attempt to skip over real,
that is, objectively conditioned stages in the development of the masses, is political adventurism."
In this there is no contradiction. The mass of working
people learn from the experience of life and struggle. It
is through struggle that all illusions in fllternatives to the
socialist revolution are stripped away. It is through patient and persistent work in every struggle of the
workers and of all the oppressed.that 'a revolutionary
tendency can gain majority sU(lport for its ideas.
Thus, in the Russian Revolution of 1917, the central
task set out by Lenin for the cadres cif Bolshevism was
to "patiently explain" to the working class in action the
need to prepare their forces for the seizure of state
power.
A democratic system of government in Russia on the
basis of capitalism was historically ruled out, for the
reasons summarised in Chapter 2. Yet the masses did
not enter the revolution with this understanding.
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After February 1917 the reformist leaders-the Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries-hoped to
"stabilise democracy" without the overthrow of the
bourgeoisie. The masses trusted these ieaders; and the
latter entered into coalition with the capitalists.
, The struggle of the workers and peasants had begun a .
process of democratic revolution in Russia-which
would not be successfully completed until the working
class took power. By striving to halt this process at a
'democratic stage' the Menshevik and Social Revolutionary leaders in effect were willing to leave the, fate of
the revolution at the mercy of a capitalist class that
could in no way live with democracy.
Bankrupt through and through, this pqlicy could not
halt the struggle of the classes or reconcile their conflicting interests. The illusions, and indeed treachery, of the
Menshevik and SR leaders could not impdse 'stages' on
the revolution which were objectively impossible. Yet
their policies brought a crisis in the revolution itself-to
the extent that the masses had not yet passed beyond the
"stage" of trusting them.

Bolsheviks
Had it not been for the existence of the Bolsheviks,
their correct policies and tireless work, the poor
peasants and working class of Russia would inevitably
have suffered a bloody, counter-revolutionary defeat.
The patience of the Bolsheviks had nothing in common with passivity. They did not tail behind the consciousness of the masses; they did not suspend criticism
of the liberals and the reformists; they did not tamely
wait for the illusions of the workers in the latter to
'spontaneously' disappear. They explored and exploited
every opportunity, in action with the workers, to explain the tasks, to strip away illusions and expose the
danger in every false idea.
"
Thus they succeeded in arming the proletarian
vanguard, and through it the wider masses' of the people, with a clarity of purpose, programme and strategy
to save the revolution from defeat.
In our movement in South Africa, these same lessons
are vital to absorb, if the ANC is to succeed in leading
the people to victory in the struggle for the democratic
transformation of our society.
Those who follow t,he political method of Menshevism-such as the 'Communist' leaders today-have
never accepted these ,lessons of the Russian Revolution,
and so fail to apply'them to the SA situation. Since the
myth of "two stages" has been imposed as a dogma of
Stalinism, the inheritors of that tradition have found it
impossible to discard.
Underpinning the 'stages' approach is the assumption
that the black working class in South Africa cannot rise
to class consciousness-cannot comprehend the need to
overthrow capitalism-until after racial oppression has
be~n eliminated. In the literature of the SACP this is .
seldom openly asserted-but the real views of writers
are often more plainly revealed in those moments when
the pen 'slips' than in slicker passages.
"Can the black workers realise their class aims, when
the society rubs their faces so deeply in their national

oppression that their eyes are blinded?" writes the wellknown 'Toussaint' (The African Communist, No. 72,
1978, p30), and vigorously shakes his head.
His idea is false to the marrow. It ignores the inseparable connection between racism and capitalism in
our country. It displays quite a bit of contempt for the
black working class and, if we may say so, a certain
distance from the workers' actual life which may itself
contribute to a certain ... 'hlindness'.
As even the bourgeois writers are now forced to
recognise, conditions in SA are irresistibly drawing
black workers and youth towards socialist ideas.
So the Johannesburg Star (4/5/79) laments:

I

"The steady drift towards communism/Marxism/socialism on the part of South Africa's blacks is an
ominous one. In the long term it poses a greater threat to
peace and prosperity in South Africa than does black nationalism, black consciousness or the black battle for
political and economic equality. This trend has been confirmed by three major surveys which show that the majority
of urban blacks prefer to call, themselves communists,
Marxists or socialists rather than capitalists ... "

Nevertheless, the maturing of class-consciousness
among the masses is not something which can be left
complacently to its spontaneous evolution. Consciousness is determined by conditions, by the experience of life-but consciousness also lags behind experience.
Engels emphasised that, in a time of revolution, the
working class learns more in the space of a few weeks
than in decades of 'normal' life. Yet this process of learning is uneven. The most advanced layer of the
'class-those active in the organised movement in
previous years-enter the revolution with a more
developed understanding of the tasks than the broader,
more passive layers who are flung into action in a
revolutionary crisis for the first time.
The consciousness of the former may run ahead of
the ratter. At the same time the fresh contingents of the
workers, new to battle, may leap ahead of their more experienced comrades in boldness and vigour in the heat
of action.
In the turmoil of a revolution all the forces in society
shift and heave like volcanic lava in flux. A revolution is
an extended process and sequence of engagements,
clashes, tests of strength and tests of will between the
opposing classes. But every process has its turning
points, its moments on which the entire outcome may
depend.

Clear conclusions
The victory or defeat of a revolution can
depend-and in the case "of th,e SA revolution will undoubtedly depend-on the ability of the mass of oppressed working people to draw clear conclusions out of
the experience Of struggle, and unite their forces for the
overthrow of the state and the tasks of transforming
society.
Precisely because of the accelerated pace of events;
the inevitable turmoil and confusion; the unevenness of
consciousness prevailing and its tendency to lag behind
events-precisely for these reasons a correct readership

of the whole movement with clear and scientific
policies, becomes the indispensible key to rallying the
forces of the struggle to carry through the revolution.
In South Africa, where the enemy is so formidably
fortified and entrenched, the entire outcome will turn
on the question of leadership.
Among our people there is a burning class hostility
towards the capitalists. The daily struggle for survival;
the conflict with the bosses in the factories, mines and
on the farms; the obvious dependence of the bosses on
the state; the direction of state repression more and
more against the organisations of the workers; the stark
gulf between rich and poor; the ostentation of the black
business elite (whose wealth is no less conspicuous for
being small); the growing awareness of revoll.!tions in
other countries and the rise of the workers' movement
of West and East-all these raise the consciousness of
the SA working class of the need for socialist revolution, and give confidence in the possibility of its victory.
The mass of our people, including the overwhelming
majority of workers, at the same time attach enormous
importance to the struggle for the vote and other
democratic rights, which have been gained in some form
in many other capitalist countries .•
This is not, as Stalinism asserts, because the workers
cannot identify the capitalist enemy. The point is that
most workers believe that the attainment of democratic
rights will make it possible both to end racist oppression
and to get rid of the tyranny and exploitation of the
bosses-thus allowing the material' conditions of life to
be transformed.
If trust is now placed in too abstract a conception of
'democracy'; if it is not yet clearly seen that for
democracy to be made concrete the working class will
have to establish its own democratic state power-this is
because direct experience of bourgeois democracy has
been denied to the majority in South Africa.
The Mensheviks/Stalinists assert that the path to a
revolutionary working-class consciousness requires that
the workers should fir-st achieve bourgeois-democratic
rights, in order to discover the inadequacy of these in
the fullness of time.
But in South Africa the experience of the working
class in action will be that such rights cannot be secured
while the existing state remains undefeated, while the
working class has not yet established its own state
power, and while the capitalist class remain the owners
of production.

Unavoidable
It is unavoidable that the working class as a whole
must pass through this experience of struggle in order to
draw all the necessary conclusions. This process wiJI be
an "objectively conditioned s~age in the development of
the masses" (to use Trotsky's expression). It is in this
sense, and this sense alone, that our revolution wiJI pass
througn ·'stages'-as the consciousness of the working
class is clarified through the manifold experiences of'
battle.
Precisely as consciousness and confidence advance,
tne mass movement will rally country-wide'i,n the effort
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to remove the regime of white domination. All the tasks
of the revolution will at first be tied together in this
. '
knot.
Nine-tenths of a revolutionary consciousness is
already provided in the experience of life of the oppressed working people. The remaining one-tenth-so far
possessed by only fairly small forces of cadres in the
movement-is a clear grasp of the necessity to'dismantle
the entire machinery of the capitalist state and replace it
with democratic organs of a workers' state, resting on
the power of an armed people.
This understanding will become. generalised in the
mass movement in the coming period of revolution, only to the extent that it is systematically explained; to the
extent that ideas are combined with experience, and
theory shown in practice to be correct.

Opposed
But the exponents of the 'two-stage' theory of revolution stand resolutely opposed to such development.
They obscure with 'theory' the inescapable need for the
working class to p~epare for taking power in order to
secure a democratic' society. Refusing to accept that
democracy requires a workers' state, they must lead the
revolution up a blind alley if their ideas are followed.
Because the two-stage idea is put forward today in the
name of 'Communism', it possesses an immense potential power to confuse and divide the working class. It inhibits the workers' learning from experience and
distracts them from !heir goal. Therefore it must be
resolutely opposed, criticised, and defeated within our
movement, by exposing it for the danger it represents.
At the same time, as Trotsky emphasised in his letter
to South Africa back in 1935, nothing could be further
from the policy of Marxism than to diminish the importance of the struggle for democracy, for nationalliberation and majority rule.
For the very reason that the capitalist class is compelled by its own needs to be the mortal enemy of
democracy, of genuine liberation for the blacks, the
mass struggle for democratic rights is charged with an
explosive revolutionary force.
Carried consistently to its conclusion, clearly linked
to the social dtmands of the working class and sustained
in action by their organised I,lower, it opens the bridge to
the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the carrying
through of the sociali~t revolution.
Whatever awakens the consciousness of the working
class of their own power to change society is progressive; whatever dulls that consciousness is reactionary.
Thus the method of Marxism~is not to posture, raising
fals~ hopes of liberation ftoJll above. Rather it is to
strive among the working ped'ple in struggle for the taking of power into their own hands.
In the struggle for socialism, Marxism stands in the
front rank of the democratic struggle. That is the
bedrock of all our policies, strategy and tactics.
,
. Against the nationalist rhetoric which serves to blind
workers to their class aims and dulls their sense of class
power, Marxism stands uncompromisingly for the c1ass-
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consciousness, class unity and internationalism of the
proletariat. But it is only as the most resolute tendency
struggling for national liberation and democracy that
Marxism will defeat the influence of petty-bourgeois nationalism and Stalinism within our movement.

The ·alliance of
democrats'
It follows that Marxists take an approach to the
building of the forces of revolution which is different
from the approach of the exponents of the 'two-stage'
theory.
We must oppose any attempt to separate the struggle
for demo~racy from the struggle for workers' pow~r. It
is the task of the working class to unite all the oppressed
around its own organised'strength and action.
It is the task of all comrades of the ANC, and of all
revolutionaries in the ranks of the trade unions and the
youth and community organisations, to *ork to build the
forces of the working class anhe conscious basis of the
democratic movement against the regime. The key question
is working cla:ss leadership of the stroggle, the power of its
organisations, and the programme on which it carries on
the fight.
We are in favour of the broadest possible alliance of all
who are prepared to unite in action against the state. If
there existed a mass peasantry in SA, we would champion
its demands and support every effort to link its forces to the
fullest extent to the struggle of the working class. As it is,
we strive to gather the black working people of town and
country together into a single movement.
Behind this movemt!nt must be drawn all those elements
of the black middle class, as well as all those whites, who
are willing to break decisively with the regime and with the
pressures an~ interests of the ruling class. "Unity in Action", the slogan of the ANC for 1982, is a slogan which
every revolutionary would fully support.
To the above we would attach only one qualification by
way of explanation. This is that the working class must not
be hamstrung in its alliances; not curbed in advancing its
own clCl$s interests and material demands; not held back
from action for fear of "frightening away" the middle
class; and not constrained"by the leadership in the struggle
against capitalism on the argument of observing "the
limits" of the so-called "democratic stage"''Democracy' is a very wide term, and a very large sack into which many conflicting interests can be stuffed. On the
part of the working class the greatest vigilance is necessary,
because behind the cover 'of 'democracy' lurk cUQning
elements and agents of the capitalist class, who seek to use
a 'broad democratic alliance' as a means to frustrate the
struggle of the workers for democracy and socialism.
The 'alliance of democrats', much discussed in South
Afri.;a over the past year, is presented as' a front of
black workers, youth and middle class, together with
democratic-minded whites. To such a combination of
forcl!s a number of workers' organisations have readily
given support.

But is it only these forces which have been involved?
It is necessary for all comrades to examine this front
critically, and to make a sober assessment of its composition, policies, and direction of development.
Clearly its ~mergence has resulted from the crisis of
the ruling class and the new mood of confiden~e among
the oppressed masses, which has filtered through also to
the middle class. Above all, the rise of the black youth
movement and the impressive gains of the independent
unions have cleared the way for this phenomenon.
Nevertheless, it is not working-class organisations
and leaders who predominate' in the 'democratic
alliance', but leaders of the middle class.
Aided by platforms provided by the Church, the
press, etc., they define the aims of the movement solely
in 'democratic' terms. They assert the possibility of a
negotiated settlement of the conflict in South Africa,
and call for the support of the people solely to this end.
As long ago as 1852, writing on the defeated revolution in France at that time, Marx dealt with the
character of the 'democrats' of that period. The sharpness of his language reflected the danger which their
false approach represented to the workers' struggle, and
the vigour with which it needed to be exposed. It will be
apparent that these remarks retain a considerable
relevance to our situation today:
" ... because the democrat represenis the petty bourgeosie,
a transitional class in which the interests of two classes meet
and become blurred, he imagines he is elevated above class
antagonisms generally. The democrats admit that they are
confronted with a privileged class, but assert that they,
along with all the rest of the nation, form the people. What
they represent is the right of the people; what interests 'them
is the interest of the people. Therefore, when a struggle approaches, they do not need to examine the interests and
positions of the various classes. They do not need to weigh
up the means at their disposal too critically. They have only
to give the signal for the people, with all its inexhaustible
resources, to fall upon the oppressors.
"If in the sequel their interests turn out to be uninteresting
and their power turns out to be impotence, either this is the
fault of dangerous sophists, who split the indivisible people
into different hostile camps, or the army was too brutalised
and deluded to understand that the pure goals of
democracy were best for it too, or a mistake in one detail of
implementation has wrecked the whole plan, or indeed an
unforeseen accident has frustrated the game this time.
"In each case the democrat emerges as, spotless from the
most shameful defeat as he was innocent when he went into
it, fresh in his conviction that he must inevitably be victorious, taking the view that conditions must ripen'to meet
his requirements, rather than that he and his party must
abandon their old standpoint."
(from The Eighteenth Brumair~ of Louis Bonaparte)

Goals
The ~'pure goals of democracy", in Marx's ironical
phrase, are the very goals today espoused by the black
middle-class leaders in the alliance of democrats in SA.
Hoping in the name of "the people" to elevate these
goals "above class antagonisms generally", our
democrats conjure with phrases and hope to evade the
actual struggle of the classes which is sharpening all the
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time in the body of society.
. Rather than "weigh up the means at their disposal too
critically", rather than confront the problem of how to
shatter the extremely brutalised armed power in the
hands of the oppressor class, they rest their case on a
general appeal to 'principle', and trust. that the
necessary conditions will ripen, that 'reason will someday prevail' in South Africa, to bring a non-racial and
democratic society about.
The futility of these ideas, and the impotence of those
who advance them, will be more and more revealed to
the mass of the people who move into action and confront the forces of the state in the coming years.
However, it would be a mistake to under-estimate the
damage which these elements can do to the
movement-especially as they are reinforced on the one
hand by· the uncritical endorsement of the Stalinists,
and, on the other hand, by the assistance of the liberal
bourgeoisie.
The utopian ideas of the middle-class democrats cannot liberate the workers, nor can they liberate the black
middle class itself. They can only serve as a vehicle for
transmitting the interests and the influence of capitalism
into the ranks of the movement.
No matter how hard, or how sincerely, the middleclass leaders strive to present their 'independence' from
the class antagonisms in society, in practice they cannot
escape the class divide. Unwilling 1'0 break decisively
with capitalism, they cannot avoid expressing the standpoint of the liberal bourgeoisie.
In so doing, they unavoidably violate also the very
democratic principles which they proclaim.
So it is, for example, that Bishop Tutu, one of the
foremost spokesmen of the 'democrats', has already
hastened to assure the capitalists that it would be quite
acceptable to merely "phase out" the pass laws, in
.
order to "avoid chaos"!
In other words, the working-class black majority
must agree to submit itself to continued dompas inspections, arrests, endorsement out, etc., for the sake· of the
stability and peace of mind of the bosses! One may ask
which of "the people" gave Bishop Tutu the democratic
mandate to make such a compromise.
This is only an early exarnple of a trend that will
become much more pronounced later-the readiness of
the middle-class leaders of this type to compromise the
democratic struggle in order to satisfy the demands and
pressures of the capitalist class.'

Attack
To take another example-that of Dr. Motlana: a
man who himself has endured detention and banning as
a result of his radical views. While proclaiming the unity
of the people in the struggle for democracy, Motlana
has not hesistated to use the platform of the bourgeois
press to make a blatant attack on the aspirations of the
working Class for equality and socialism. (See Sunday
Express, 5/10/80.)

"Our blackness," he correctly observed, "will not
create housing, or efficiency. It will not answer the problems of food and jobs, Or the needs of progress."

The answer, he maintained, is for blacks to work
harder within the capitalist system! The problem, apparently, is not capitalism itself, but too little of it; not
competition, but merely unequal competiti"on. " ... For
God's sake, let. there be real competition," declares
Motlana.
"Let those who have ambition"-individual, private,
capitalist ambition-"work to fulfil it and not hold
back because they do not want to wander too far ahead
of the pack."
" ... In the cities the man who becomes a manager is
jeered at," complains the good Doctor. " ... It is false to
opt out of the quest for personal improvement-in
school, in university, in the workplace-because this
personal improvement means becoming part of the socalled unacceptable middle class." (!!)
" ... There are people who are waiting for a socialist
regime to lead them to the land of milk and honey. To
these people I say: You are idiots .... Too many of our
people are simply bone lazy. Too often we blame the
system for our own failures ... " And so on and so forth.

Privilege
Or. Motlana's complaint against the system 'in South
Africa is essentially this: it bars, through race
discrimination, the advance of the individual black to
levels of privilege, status and income equal wi~h the
white establishment. Om~ of his specific compiaints,
most often voiced, is that his children could not attend
the best (white) private schools, nor his family take a
house in the most opulent (white) suburbs, as would
befit their wealth and prestige.
Of course racial discrimination of every kind is
abominable. And if society is to be structured on
privilege, privilege should at least be 'equal'!
But the whole point, for the working class, is not to
abolish the present inequalities of privilege only to
reconstitute privilege on new foundations. It is to end
the system of privilege entirely!
How far will the Doctor ally himself with the working
class-with the black majority-in this. democratic
struggle?
We would not expect Or. Motlana to forego his
democratic right to express his own ideas, or articulate
his own private interest-"uninteresting" as this undoubtedly is to the mass of the people. But nor should
Or. Motlana expect, in the name of a 'broad democrat'ic
alliance' that the working class must subordinate its .interests, its ideas, its demands, and its independent ",'
organisations to his heartfelt desire to maintain the
capitalist system.,
For the majority of the black' middle class, there is
less and less room with everY'passing year for this kind
of self-delusion with capitalist ideas. The majority, indeed, have become barely separable in salary, social
position and social outlook from the proletariat itself.
For black teachers, nurses, social workers, university
students, even small shopkeepers and many from the
upper layers of the middle class as well, it will become
increasingly clear that there is no way out of their oppre~sion on the basis of capitalism.
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The assumption of the StaliI1ists-which, oddly
enough, they share with the ultra-left-that the middle
class cannot be won to a struggle for socialism, is false
through and through. It is up to the working-class
movement, to the workers' organisations specifically. to
champion the interests of all the oppressed classes and
undertake their tiefence against the regime and the ruling class.
Unity in the struggle is not created by 'agreeme,nts',
words, formal assurances, etc. It is created by the power
and dynamism of forces in action. The workers' movement, industrial and political, is the only force that can
show the way forward in action to a new society free of,
racism and exploitation. The middle class can be won to
the programme of proletarian revolution.'
But the key condition for this is the rise Qf the
workers' movement to its full potential, the building of
the workers' organisations, and a clear and conscious
programme linking the struggle for democracy to the
socialist transformation of society.
The struggle for democracy is at root a struggle for
workers' organisation and for workers' power. This
road offers the only real way forward for all those in the
'alliance of democrats' who are entirely genuine and
prepared to wage a consistent struggle for democratic
aims.
.

The trade unions
In the years of dark reaction in the 1960s, state repression destroyed most of the unions of black workers and
reduced the remainder to little more than benefit
societies for their members. Yet this victory of the state
was short-lived.
Since the early 1970s, the renewed upsurge of the
workers' movement has led to a vigorous re-emergence
and expansion of independent non-racial unions. More
than any other single factor, this has changed the
political situation in SA.
In the development of every capitalist society, the
self-organisation of the working class marks an historic
turning-point. . It provides the basis for ending the
manipulation of the working class by other classes,-and
opens the way for the workers to assert their social
power.
\
For this reason trade unions-which are the most fundamental form o( working-class organisation, based at
the point of production-have also a long-term political
significance.
They are the ultimate line of defence of the working
people ~gainst the forces of bourgeois reaction. They
are an important guarantor of every democratic advance. Their part in the revolutionary transformation of
society is indispensable. In the future society freed from
bourgeois ownership and control, they form the basic
in~truments of democratic workers' control and
management of the economy.
In building the independent unions, the working class
in South Africa has begun to rise up as a "class for
itself" (as Marx put it); a class aware of itself as a class,

and asserting through its own class organisations its
own interests and demands.
Already in SA the rise of the independent workers'
_ movement has produced an underlying change in the
inter-relationship of all the classes. Let us take one small
but significant fact to illustrate this.
Only a few years ago, it was the practice of middleclass nationalist leaders among the blacks to dismiss the
idea that the working class constituted a social force in
its own right. Essentially, they asserted, "the workers
are blacks." But today the AZAPO leaders, for example, find it necessary to turn the thing upside down.
"All blacks are workers!" they exclaim.

Social force
It is not necessary here to go into the accuracy of this,
or the purpose behind it. The point is that an historic
change has come about in class relations when the mid, die class demand to be included in the definition of a
worker. Even unconsciously they are indicating that
they have no future apart from the workers' movement;
that the working class is the social force of the future.
The rise of the workers' movement has meant a
dramatic change in the situation confronting the regime
and the ruling class. The inability of the state to control
the workers by the established methods of repression
alone has been the most important factor in
precipitating the political crisis of the system. The turmoil in the policy of the government is most clearly
shown in its repeated, fruitless efforts to find alternative
means of curbing the unions.
Without the independence of the trade unions, they
would be unable to sustain their resistance to the vicious
pressures of the regime.
Many who are unfamiliar with trade' unionism ask:
what is this 'independence' which the non-racial unions
claim? By independence is meant that the workers
organise themselves as a definite class to fight for their:
own interests, and exclude from their ranks as far as
possible the forces, influences, ideas and agents of all
other classes .. By these means they do not free
themselves from external pressures of the bourgeoisie
and the state-but they insulate themselves internally to
a considerable extent from alien class pressures which
may divide their ranks.
It is precisely because of the new unions' insistence on
independence, that the ruling class has found it so difficult to obstruct their progress and ensnare them into
policies of barren compromise with the regime. ,
The central strategy of the regime in dealing with the
unions-shown in the successive schemes devised by the
WiehahnCommission after careful discussions with the
bosses-is to undermine the independence of the unions
by squeezing them into the straight jacket of state
regulation and control. The aim of the new Labour
Relations legislation is to .exert upon the union leaders a
relentless, insidious pressure in opposition to the
democratie pressure exerted by'their worker rank-andfile.
In order to resist manipulation by the state, in order
to defend the independence and democracy of the
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unions, the most courageous and far-sighted of the
workers' leaders have maintained a vigorous opposition
to the registration system and have conducted campaigns of education on the issues among the membership at large.
But in many of the unions the strategy of the ruling
class has been unwittingly aided by mistaken policies
and reformist ideas on the part of the leaders. These
ideas weaken the unions' resistance to the state and can
lead them into dangerous traps.
It is of the utmost importance for the whole trade
union movement to base its policies on a clear perspective of the revolutionary crisis now beginning to unfold.
It is characteristic of reformist trade unionists that
they conceive of union strength as a means of striking
some sort of harmonious balance between the workers
and th.e employers-of accommodating the workers'
movement within the capitalist system. They seek
cautiously to limit the aims, demands and tactics pf
their organisations within these bounds.
But this approach is very short-sighted, is based on an
illusion, and will ultimately show itself to be bankrupt.
If the ruling class now lacks the means to crush the
unions, that does not mean at all that it can come to
terms with the existence of an independent trade union
movement in the longer run.
Those in the unions who have advocated compromise
with the state's industrial relations system on the argument that this will help to consolidate and secure the
trade unions as permanent institutions, protected by
law, have been making a fundamental mistake. They are
likewise mistaken when they draw parallels with the
historical rise and gradual strengthening of the trade
unions in the advanced industrialised countries of imperialism.
The working class in Western Europe,' North
America, etc., was able to consolidate its unions and
gain a steady series of social reforms particularly in the
post-war period-a period of economic advance of
capitalism which now, in those very countries, has come
to an end. It is for this reason exactly that socialdemocratic reformist ideas are being broken down
throughout the capitalist world under the impact of
economic crisis and the grinding struggle of the classes.

Reformism
Because of the strength of the working class in the industrialised West, and the accumulated 'fat' of
capitalism, this situation of social decay and class
polarisation will be long extended. But ultimately, the
working class will be able to defend its trade union
rights only by successfully carrying through the socialist
revolution.
How much the more is this the case in South Africa!
Here, no basis has ever existed for social-democratic
reformism as far as the black majority of workers are
concerned, .and no basis for it can ever come into existence.
•
The reformist illusions which exist among some officials within the non-racial independent unions have no
material basis in fact. Their reformism stands on a most

fragile footing, and will not survive the mounting
pressures of the struggle.
The state itself has not delayed in issuing the first warning to the workers of what is to come. The recent arrest
of hundreds of union activists, and the government's
threat of political show trials for union leaders, has
spelled out a vitally important lesson for all who have
eyes to see and ears to hear.
Of course the government has been skilful in beginning with selective attacks; in seeking to divide the union
movement by picking first on some of the more militant
leaders. (Almost the entire leadership of SAAWU, for
instance, has been imprisoned.) As a result, some officials in other unions could make the grave mistake of
believing that more timid and conservative policies will
enable them in the long run to remain unscathed.
But the essential point to stress is that the stepping up
of state repression against the unions is the inevitable
result of the impasse of the economic and political
system in South Africa-of the inability of the ruling
class to exist side by side with a vigorous, flourishing,
independent trade union movement of the mass of the
black workers.

United
The ranks of all the independent unions must be
united in the struggle to defend the victims of the renewed crack-down by the regime. The leaders of every
union ought to whole-heartedly commit themselves to
mobilising the maximum forces of the working class
(rallying to its side also all classes of the oppressed and
all democrats) in an active campaign on this fundamental question of union rights.
It is no answer to seek refuge in an attempt to steer
the trade unions clear of "politics". That was the argument reflected quite recently in statements, for example,
by some FOSATU leader~. But as the FOSATU unions
have found, they themselves cannot be defended by
such means- especially if they are to continue to advance in numbers and fighting strength.
The decision of the leadership of all the main independent unions to join in the call for a half-hour
general strike after the murderof Neil Aggett is a sign of
what will hopefully be a continued recognition that the
fate of the unions cannot be separated from the political
·struggle.
As more and more in the non-racial unions are openly
acknowledging, th~ trade unions will be able to fulfil
their tasks as trade unions only by joining forces in the
entire struggle of the working people to transform society.
In the rise -of the organised workers' movement, the
ruling class has experienced the early tremors of an approaching earthquake.
Despite magnificent gains in numbers, especially during the past two years, only about 70/0 or 8% of African
industrial workers are so far in the unions. Yet what an
effect this has prolluced! Even the mighty industrial
struggles of the recent period have resulted in only
about one-tenth the loss of production per thousand
workers as compared, for example, with Britain and the
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USA in the same years. Yet this already sends shivers of
fear down the spine of the ruling class.
We have only to contemplate the organisation of the
majority of the black workers into the trade unions to
see the perspective lying ahead of this movement, and to
define its tasks.
Lenin's old prognosis that, if more than a minority of
workers were unionised, a revolutionary conflict with
capitalism would inevitably open, will be fully borne out
in South Africa.
The way forward for the independent unions is indicated in the efforts already under way by the leaders
of most of these unions to form a united front-notably
at the Cape Town conference in August 1981. This unity
will be carried forward successfully in action to the extent that all its participating unions engage in vigorous
efforts to organise the unorganised and join in common
campaigns.
In the trade union struggle, as in every struggle, the
only real unity is unity in action. This requires the fullest
combination and co-operation of the ranks of all the independent unions, not only at the top, but also at the
local, regional and industrial levels.
Above all it is the migrant workers-the hard core of
the industrial working class-who are pouring fresh
forces into the organised labour movement. To an extent unknown in SA history, migrant workers are
vigorously demanding trade union organisation.
In the existing social networks of the migrant
workers, connecting the cities to the reserves and the
reserves to the capitalist mines and farms, lie the means
through which a mighty, militant trade union movement
can continue to be built in the coming years.
By decisively turning to the task of organising
migrant ,workers in their tens and hundreds of
thousands, the existing independent unions can muster
the power to defend themselves against the ruthless
pressures of the state. The rapid rise of SAAWU,
especially in the Eastern Cape, and the advance of the
GWU and other unions, has no~ been unconnected with
their 'success in organising migrant workers.
It is not accidental, at the same time, that in unions
where the reformist current is notable, there has been a
tendency to tUfn their back on the organisation of
migrant workers. But, given the opportunity, migrant
workers will flood into all the unions, and will in any
event continue impatiently to demand to be organised.

Strains
The new period of economic downturn in South
Africa has already begun to place new strains on the
trade unions, and heavy obstacles before them. In a
period of rising unemployment, lay-offs and redundancies, industrial struggles are exceptionally difficult to
mount, and may tend to decline. In such a period, also,
the employers seize the opportunity-with the vigorous
aid of the state-to attack the previous gains of the
unions and mount waves of repression to take advantage of any weakening in the workers' organisation.
For this reason there cannot be any smooth, even,
steady advance of the independent unions. But, at the

same time, so vast is the untapped potential for organised labour, that it should be quite possible for these
unions together to set themselves the target of one
million members in the course of the next year.
Defence of the unions against victimisation and
repressive laws; the demand for a national minimum
wage of RlOO for all workers-united campaigns on
issues such as these can provide a rallying point for hundreds of thousands of yet unorganised workers at this
time.
No matter how savage the state reaction in this period
of economic downturn may become, it will not have the
consequences of the 1960s. It will not shatter the union
movement. Then the ruling class and the state were able
to consolidate their position on the basis of a political
defeat of the mass movement, followed by a sustained
period of economic growth.
Now the camp of the ruling class is itself in chaos; the
ecoQomic perspective for capitalism is gloomy; the
nightmare of poverty, hunger, joblessness and
homelessness will mount. The enormous confidence and
resilience of the masses would take a whole series of major defeats to crush. That is not the perspective for the
period ahead.

Upturn
Whatever the difficulties of the coming two or three
years, at the first upturn of the economy there will be a
renewed flood of industrial action and a pouring of
thousands upon thousands of fresh workers into the
unions.
Nevertheless, it is absolutely correct for all activists in
the unions to give the most careful attention in this
period to the necessary means for the defence of their
organisations. The solution does not lie in retreat. It lies
in sustaining the efforts both to build the workers'
organisations and to consolidate their foundations at
the base.
Organisations made up only by a dynamic central
leadership and a mass following can readily be
decapitated by the state, as repeated experience in South
Africa has shown. Precisely those organisation's which
have had the most spectacular growth would have to
give the greatest attention to consolidating their foundations through meticulous organisation and training of
leadership in the factories themselves.
At the same time, in every factory and other
workplace, the workers' organisations need to lay down
firm underground foundations. A mighty tree stands
because of the depth and breadth of its roots beneath
the soil.
Underground organisation is 9ften taken to mean the
conspiratorial activities 'of small groups. Techniques of
secrecy are, of course, vital. But the effectiveness of
underground work depends on its ability to become
mass work-through the conscious activity of the
workers in or,sanising themselves not only openly, but
also secretly from the bosses and the police. In this way
the open work in the unions can be sustained.
The defence of the trade unions in these times, and
their preparation for future advance, depends to a great
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degree on the carrying out of these tasks, combining
legal and illegal work. it is to these tasks also that comrades of SACTU ought to devote ~heir attention. It is
through these means that the forces of the independent
unions will be most effectively cOOlbined in time with
the political movement of the working people, as it
gathers under the banner oUhe AN~.
. So too the organised workers can begin more effectively to fulfil their task of spearheading the forces of
liberation, in drawing all the oppressed to their side-as
they have already begun to draw the militant black
youth.

The youth movement
Throughout the struggles of the past decade, the
black youth has marched in parallel with the upsurge of
the workers. The younger generation, fresh and full of
vitality, untouched by the defeats of the 1960s, has
acted as a constant spur to the mOV;ement as a whole.
For the black youth, struggle is the only alternative to
the gloom that obscures their future. The system can offer them no better prospect than racist oppression,
miserable and inferior education; unemployment; lack
of housing, transport and recreational facilities; poverty, crime and social decay.
Through the events of 1976 and subsequently, the
black youth have gained tremendously in experience ..
Teenagers have learned more in months of struggle than
adults double their years who had not been involved in
action. Children barely six and seven years old have
. confronted police dogs and bullets, the harsh realities of
life already shaped in steel in their young minds.
The central focus in the awakening movement of the
youth has been the struggle in the schools. The fight
against Bantu Education has been a fight against
education-for-enslavement against an education
system designed for no other purpose than to perpetuate
the cheap labour system.
. In mounting the struggle over education, the black
youth have been brought face to face with the realities
of the entire structure of SA society, the murderous
power of the state, and the capitalist system which it
defends.
.
Through the experience of struggle, the youth quickly
realised that, while they have special concerns and interests, they are not a separate class in society. For the
majority, who are in any case the children of working
parents, their problems are bound up with those of the
whole black working class.
Moreover, because youth lacks a vital role in production, its explosive anger can easily be dissipated-like
steam escaping into thin air. They need the piston
engine of the workers' movement to concentrate their
struggle and give it a material force.
Already during the struggles of 1976 the youth were
! confronted with their inability to change society by their
; own efforts alone. Instinctively they turned towards the
workers. In the desperate situation, they tried at first to
order and bully workers into action. This led to in-

evitable friction and clashes which were, of course, fully
exploited by the state.
But no movement progresses without mistakes, which
new situations and untested tactics make unavoidable.
In South Africa the dynamism and determination of the
black youth enabled them to learn and correct their
method with amazing speed.
The political general strikes of August and September
1976 succeeded because the youth turned to explaining
their case to the workers in a serious and disciplined
way. In 1980, from the start of the renewed schools
boycott, the students struggled side by side with the
older generation of the working class. Student-parent
committees were formed to discuss and co-ordinate tactics.
At the same time, then and since, school and university students have involved themselves actively in supporting the strikes and boycott actions launched by the
workers. They have helped to organise bus boycotts and
rent struggles, and have taken the lead in community
work.
In this way the stature of the youth movement has
been raised immeasurably in the workers' eyes. An
historic gain has been made; the basis has been prepared
for the youth movement and the workers' movement to
unite their forces in action.
As the youth movement has grown, learned and
changed in action, so too the outward expression of its
political ideas has changed. In the late 1960s and most
of the 19.70s, the anger and militancy of the youth was
expressed in the ideas of Black Consciousness. In fact,
until fairly recently, the youth movement itself went
under the title of the Black Consciousness Movement.
Contained within the BCM was the immensely progressive force of a new generation searching for a
revolutionary road. In the high ideals of its activists, in
heroism and self-sacrifice, it has known no equal.
Yet the weaknesses of method, perspective and programme also contained within the BCM from the beginning, brought it within the space of a decade to a situation of stalemate, confusion and disintegration.

Self-reliance
InitiallY, the attention of the youth was concentrated
on denouncing the bankruptcy of liberal reformism and
the blatant collaboration of the Bantustan servants of
the state. The youth argued the need for action, unity
and self-reliance on the part of the black people. In this
period, Black Consciousness was at its height.
Many high hopes were placed in the ability of Black
Consciousness to embrace the aspirations of all the
black people in one nationalist· movement, and cut
across sterile divisions which, had bedevilled political
organisation in the past.
Yet the wider the youth movement extended, the
more it moved into action, the more it sought the practical means of expressing its revolutionary aims-the
more inadequate the ideas of Black Consciousness
became.
On the central question of the SA revollltion-the
link between the struggle for national liberation and the
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need to overthrow capitalism-the BCM as a whole proved unable to reach a consistent stand. All the conflicts
that developed within it had this issue at the root. Lacking a scientific grounding and a conscious working-class
base, the main Black Consciousness organisations remained under the influence of middle-cJass ideology,
which bolstered the standing of middle-class leadership
,
within their ranks.
Under this leadership and ideology, the Black Consciousness Movement could powerfully voice the
general mood of black frustration and anger. But it
could not develop a coherent programme, build a
unified organisation, or link itself organically to the
movement of the workers.
The inability of the Black Consciousness Movement
in general to recover from the bannings of October 1977
indicated essentially that it had been superseded by
events, and that the mass movement had outstripped its
limitations.
Significantly those new or surviving 'Black Consciousness' organisations which remain under middleclass leadership, and within the confines of nationalism,
have been unable to develop as a national force and
have remained riven with internal political differences
and confusion.
It has been particularly among the high-school
youth-those rooted in the life and outlook of the working class-that the inadequacies of Black Consciousness
ideas have been most rapidly discovered. In their case,
the slogan of "black power" represented from the
outset an undeveloped and imprecise striving towards
workers' power. Their nationalism (to quote a phrase of
Trotsky's from another context) was the "outer shell of
an Immature Bolshevism".
In linking their action and their future more and more
consciously to the rising movement of the adult
workers, they also began breaking through the limitations of this political shell. The direction taken by
AZASO, for instance, at its July 1981 conference, is an
outstanding confirmation of the ability of working-class
youth to rapidly draw conclusions from the experience
of struggle, and cast a beam of light ahead of the entire
movement.

Linking
\

Nonetheless, the youth still face formidable difficulties in carrying their movement forward in the
period ahead. It has proved exceptionally difficult to
build a single national youth organisation linking all
parts of the country together. This is not only because
of the savagery of the repression; it is also because the
building of the workers' movement is still at a relatively
early stage.
It is very important for the youth, in approaching
their own tasks, to assess the stage that the stru~gle is
passing through, its direction of developmer
lid its
• future perspective.
It will be possible to build a mass revolutionary youth
movement in South Africa only by linking this effectively to the workers' movement, as the youth arm of the
latter.

But the organised workers' movement is still at a
relatively early stage of development. Only its foundations are being laid-in the building of the independent
unions.
One of the tasks of the youth is to link their efforts as
closely as possible to the progress of the unions, and to
actively work to encourage trade union unity in action
nation-wide.
Yet the youth need more than this-they need unified
political organisation to express their demands and concentrate their energies. Having moved beyond Black
Consciousness, having found their class roots in common struggle with the workers, black ~orking-class
youth have also sensed the political direction which the
class as a whole must inevitably take.
Therefore they are gravitating more and more openly
to the ANC.
However, without concrete workers' organisation in
the political field the youth still face formidable difficulties in giving their movement an organised cohesion
and' firm base.

Eager
It is in the nature of youth to be impatient with
obstacles and to eagerly leap ahead of the sometimes
lumbering labour movement. There will be a continuing
elastic relationship between the progress of the youth
movement and the development of unified workers'
struggle. It is particularly in a period of economic
downturn, when I heavy pressures weigh down on
workers' action, that the youth may spring prominently
to the forefront of struggle. 1976 was just such a
period.
'
But again and again they will experience the need to
link their action with that of the organised workers. In
the political struggle these two sides of the working-class
movement-the younger and older generations-will
fully combine only as the workers and their children
work together to build and transform the ANC as a
mass organisation above all of their own class, its
fighting spirit and fighting demands.
The high-school youth of the 1970s and today is really
the first generation of the workers' children to have
gained a high-school education in any form. The opportunity of the youth to read and study ideas, particularly
the ideas of Marxism, is a precious advantage which
must be put at the disposal of the whole movement.
With the necessary willingness to learn from the adult
workers, the youth at the same time can play a vital role
in carrying revolutionary ideas the length and breadth
of South Africa-into the unions, into the factories,
mines and onto the !arms.
The youth mov~ment can tackle, together with the independent unions, the task of organising the
unemployed. This is an absolute necessity both to defend the trade unions and to prepar~ the necessary
forces for the coming revolution.
Also, It has now become possible for the black youth
to turn towards white school and university students,
and open the way to their involvement in common action. It is one of the gains of the Black Consciousness

..

'
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period that black working-class youth will coMidently
be able to assert their own predominance, leadership
and demands, and require the co-operation of the white
youth on their terms.
There is an unremitting ferment on the white campuses, while for white school-leavers too the future has
become very insecure, clouded by military conscription
and the knowledge that the storm of revolution is brew~.
In the late 1960s and 1970s, the opposition of the
black youth to the involvement of whites-one of the
fundamentals of Black Consciousness-was an expression of the revolutionary determination of the youth.
Although in an unclear way, they wanted to break all
channels which served to dilute their militancy; which
communicated compromise with the oppressor and concessions to the ruling class. In moving beyond Black
Consciousness, the black workin'g-class youth has not
dropped its vigilance. But now that can only find scientific expression in the ideas of Marxism, and be maintained by the assertiveness and power of working-class
orgallisation.
In carrying out their tasks in the coming period the .
black youth will need that revolutionary determination
and vigilance all the more-to prevent any dilution of
the fighting capacities of the movement and the frustration of its democratic and socialist aims.

-

Building the' ANC
The central strategic and political task before us is
summed up in the slogan advanced by Inqaba ya
Basebenzi: "Build a mass ANC on a socialist programme!"
It is only as a mass organisation, above all as an
organisation of the black working class, that the ANC
will be able to marshall the forces for the eventual armed overthrow of the racist and capitalist state.
It is only on a clear socialist programme tbat the ANC
will be able to maintain the unity of the working class
and all the oppressed in action, and carry through the
transformation of society on which our liberation
depends.
In SA today there is a huge gravitation of popular
support among the oppressed towards the ANC. Its flag
is raised at mass meetings and funerals; its imprisQned
and exiled leadership is publicly honoured; its programme is openly quoted and extolled.
To understand the basis of this support, and to
translate it into concrete organisation, we have first to
confront an historical paradox.
In the re-awakening of the political movement of the
1970s, which was spear·headed by the youth, the ANC
was not to the fore. In fact the youth were distinctly
critical of the ANC at that time.
They pointed to its origins as an organisation of conservative, middle-class Africans which devoted itself to
petitioning for equal rights. Although the ANC had
gained a mass following by the 1950s, the youth looked
back on the decades of previous struggles and associated

the'ANC with the defeats suffered in those days. Tiiey
also noted the absence of effective underground ANC
organisation from the country since the mid-1960s. And
when, in 1976, they marched into the teeth of gunfire
from the police, they asked why the ANC, after 15
years of preparing armed struggle, was not able to provide arms for the defence of the movement.
Yet, in the course of the last five years, while the
curve of the Black Consciousness movement has plummeted, the popular following of the ANC has shown a
meteoric rise. While the inadequacies of all the middleclass leaders active within the movement in South Africa
have been increasingly exposed in the mounting waves
of mass action, the acclaim for leaders jailed and exiled
by the regime has risen steadily.
There are a number of factors combining to produce
support for the ANC. But at. the root of it all is an
historical law which is working itself out also in most, if
not all, capitalist countries. This is that, when the mass
of the workers turn to struggle, they turn first to the
established, traditional organisations associated with
their struggle in the past.
The main reason for this is the need for the means of
uniting their forces in action. In South Africa as much
as anywhere, the workers understand that without unity
they cannot conquer. The working people have need of
one political organisation in which their forces may
'
combine.
It is not a sentimental but a practical matter. The
black working people of SA have no alternative but to
go to the ANC and make it their rallying point.
The ANC is chosen precisely because of its· long
history and because of the mass following it gained in
the 1950s and early 1960s. It is chosen because, in the
years since, in comparison with its rivals, it has maintained its cohesion and political continuity. It is chosen
for the very reason that its leaders ar~ jailed and exiled;
that it is persecuted by the enemy; and that it has been
seen to make no· compromise with the oppressor.
And it is chosen as the foremost of the organisations
which have recognised the need to prepare armed force'
for the struggle against the regime.

Vehicle
In the ANC the workers invest their hopes of overthrowing not only white supremacy, but also the power
of the capitalists and the problems of poverty and exploitation. Thus, at least implicitly, the working class
turns to the ANC to find a vehicle for social revolution.
Its confidence in this regard is mign.tily reinforced by the
long-standing involvement, anQ present predominance,
of the SA Communist Party within th~ ANC leadership
in exile.
The force of the working class will pass through the
ANC. It Will take the flag of the ANC and march with
it down the road of revolution.
And where the workers go, there too go the youth.
That too has now acquired the force of a social law in
the SA revolution.
As the mass movement swells in the coming years, as

every part of the country is drawn into action, there will
be a flood-tide of mass support for the ANC. Already
sensing this, black middle-class leaders of every stripe
are painting their boats in black, green and gold in the
hope of riding at the head of the tide.
But exactly as the working class takes the ANC and
makes it its own, so it will exert within the ANC its own
insistent pressure and revolutionary demands.
It will not flock to the ANC-as some imagine-like
sheep. Rather it will carry into the ANC its classconsciousness, knowledge of organisation, confidence
and assertiveness won through its independent struggles
in the trade union field especially.
The task of conscious revolutionaries is to work to ensure that the ANC is indeed built as an effective vehicle
of working-class struggle, in which working-class
demands predominate, which is democratically controlled by the working people, and which is capable .
ultimately of leading their revolution to triumph.
We must prepare now with the greatest urgency for
the hundreds of thousands, and indeed millions, who
will pour into the ranks of the ANC in South Africa as a
revolutionary situation matures. Therefore it is
necessary now to press ahead with the formation of
ANC committees in every workplace and locality, in
every mine compound, on every farm, in every village,
at every university and high school.
Such committees are essential if the ANC slogan of
"unity in action" is to be made concrete in the period
ahead.
In and through such committees the work of political
education can more effectively be carried on; policy
issues democraticaliy discussed; leadership at various
levels developed and tested; and the tactics of the movement co-ordinated and critically assessed.
On the one hand these committees would form
underground links with the trade unions, and the youth
and community organisations. On the other hand, l~nk
ed together and centrally co-ordinated, they would provide the means of transmitting, testing and
democratically correcting policies of the central leadership.
,
.
In the last analysis, nevertheless, it is the perspective,
policy and programme of the leadership, for the
guidance in action of the whole movement, which will
prove decisive.
.
The test of a scientific policy is whether it comes to
grips with the forces anQ obstacles which our movement
will confront as the revolutionary crisis in South Africa
unfolds. .
.

Bonapartist dictatorship
In the previous chapter, dealing with the crisi, d the
system, we pointed to the increasingly bOf. ';artist
cltaracter of the regime.
Because of the rising intensity of the struggle of the
oppressed, especially of the black workers; because of
the divisions and disintegration setting in in the camp of
the whites; because of the impasse of capitalism and the
divisions and confusion in the ranks of the· ruling

class-the executive power of the government has
bec~me more and more elevated into a monstrous dictatorial power standing over society.
All the factprs which have produced this development
will be dramatically accentuated as South Africa passes
further into revolutionary crisis.
An important element in our perspective must be the
analysis of this development and its implications for the
struggle.
The outward appearance of a bonapartist regime is
one of strength. It is headed by a 'strongman'. It
presents itself to the population as a Goliath whose
power is 'invincible'.
But, for all that, a bonapartist regime is basically a
regime of crisis. It stands on brittle feet. The more the
ground shakes beneath it, the more it may 'perfect' its
dictatorship-but the more .its o~n downfall is
prepared.
The dictatorship in SA has, of course, important
features which distinguish it from bonapartist regimes
in other capitalist countries. By comparison, it has today a relatively firm foothold, based on a substantial
section of the population-the whites. Generations of
racism, white domination and entrenched privilege
mean that the process of political disintegration among
the whites will be long drawn-out.

Overthrow
At the same time, the dictatorship is weakened by its
almost total lack of social support among the blacks,
even in the uppermost layers of the middle class. Its
weight presses on the black people with the point of a
sword.
To overthrow it, the oppressed working people have a
two-fold task: On the one hand, we have to crack and
tear away its political foundations among the whites.
On the other hand, we have to organise our own forces
to break the 'sword'-to shatter the military and police
power of the state. In this the strategy of the revolutionary struggle can be summed up.
It is one of the characteristics of the dictatorship in
SA that its bonapartism has become accentuated
precisely as the ruling class has found it necessary to attempt to move in the direction of 'reforms'. The more
the government has proclaimed its eagerness to 'adapt'
the system and to 'remedy the grievances' of the people,
the more the people have felt the whip and jackboot of
repression.
It is symptomatic of the crisis of the ruling class that
its promises of change must become ever more hollow
and infuriating to the oppressed, while the methods of
repression which it has already found inadequate
become ever more brutal and -brazen.
The point is not simply that the regime is cynically
dishonest in its promises of reform; the essential point is
that its inability to reform fundamentally makes such
cynicism unavoidable. It is quite an irony that the
government"Of Vorster was presented at first as a move
away from the diehard baasskap of his predecessors. To
this day, ultra-right wing ·whites continue to regard
Vorster as the arch-betrayer of Afrikanerdom!
It is characteristic of a bonapartist regime that it ap-

pears at first to be 'all things to all men'-in the case of
SA, all things to a\l whites. In fact its prestige and
popularity initially rise the higher, the more acute are
the tensions between the very forces on whom it contrives to balance. Conflicting hopes are all invested in
the same figure. This was the basis' of the exaggerated
popularity which Vorster at one time enjoyed among the
whites.
But it is equally the case that bonapartist rulers, as
they prove their inability to satisfy anyone, can swiftly
fall into unpopularity and contempt among their former
admirers. In the case of the SA regime, we have seen the
beginning of what will probably be a sequence of
changes of personnel as government leaders disappoint
their followers and fall from grace.
In the first years of his rule, Vorster contrived to
balance between the opposing class pressures and
tendencies within the camp of the whites, leaning this
way and that in his efforts to reconcile the increasingly
irreconcilable. Under the mounting pressures there and
in society at large, the regime was reduced to nearparalysis. Unpopular on all sides, VQrster lost his grip as
the big bourgeoisie and their press orchestrated the 'Information Scandal'.
In place of Vorster, Botha came to power, elected as a
'strong, dynamic leader', supposedly capable of unifying the NP and the regime. But, even more rapidly than
Vorster, the 'reformer' Botha found himself balancing
uneasily between the same conflicting pressures; lurching from crisis to crisis, from reformist rhetoric to
paralysis; and stepping up the most vicious police
repression of the black workers and youth.
Botha has been more shrewd than his predecessor in
basing his personal position directly on the commanding
stratum of tlie military. He accurately foresaw that
direct involvement of the military would more and more
become the feature of the SA capitalist regime.
Nevertheless, while this trend will continue, it is probable that the conflict and polarisation of society will
exhaust the capacities of each individual leader that rises
to prominence, so that he too finds himself discarded
like a squeezed lemon.

Pressure
Various, usually unpredictable, incidents and circumstances may precipitate the ~uccession in each case.
But it is the relentless pressure of the class forces upon
each other which is the underlying cause.
At the same time, the general tendency will inevitably
be towards a more and more extreme dictatorship, a
regime of a more and more openly bonapartist
character. attempting to maintain its grip to an everincreasing extent by military and police means.
The paradox is that the heads of the government,
while tightening the screws of repression, will at the
same time privately harbour the desire to seek a
'negotiated .settlement' even with the ANC. They are
drawn towar~s this both by the incapacity of their
repressive measures to crush the mass movement, and
by the political pressures exerted on them by the big
bourgeoisie.
The desperate hope of the latter is that they may
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somehow ensnare the ANC leadership into participation
in government on the basis of an agreement which
allows capitalism to survive ..
Not daring to express this openly, Botha has allowed
his mouthpiece, Beeld, to say it for him. In August
1981, the editor of that paper stated that the SA government should prepare for eventual negotiations with the
ANC. He regarded these as "unnecessary at present".
but argued that eventUal talks must be built into the
government's political strategy. "It must be said
outright that a day will come when a South African
government will sit at the negotiating table with the
ANC."
Referring to the horror of most of the white electorate
at such a prospect, he resorted to a Biblical quotation:
"I still have many things to tell you but you cannot bear
it now"!

'Verligtes'
It is one of the delusions of the 'verIigtes' and the big
capitalists whose interests they represent, to believe that
the essential obstacle to change is the attitude of rightwing whites. It is as a means of dealing with the problem
of the right wing that the bourgeoisie is more and more
openly raising the idea of a 'verligte dictatorship' as the
supposed means of ushering -in a programme of fundamental reforms.
In general the capitalist class prefers a parliamentary
form of government if that is capable of securing and
defending its class interests. Through parliament the
bourgeoisie can impose checks and balances upon the
executive, while at the same tirr..e exerting its economic
and political influence directly behind the scenes. The
power of the state is something which the bourgeoisie
both needs and fears.
When the working class cannot be ruled by any other
means, the bourgeoisie is prepared for the most ruthless
measures of blood and iron, for which an openly
military dictatorship may be necessary. But the
bourgeoisie has many experiences of burning its fingers
with military dictatorships, because the elevation of the
state apparatus in this way adds to the relative
autonomy of the latter, and makes its more difficult to
subject directly to the capitalists' own control.
Thus, in the SA bourgeois press today, the idea of a
'verligte dictatorship' put forward by sorp.e academic
writers is still met with official editorial disapproval.
But the idea expresses the 'logic' of the situation in
which the bourgeoisie itself is trapped.
It feels the need, and will feel it increasingly, for a
more effective dictatorship intended both to curb the
rebellious ultra-right and to hold down. the black working class. From this position Of 'strength' they would
hope eventually to negotiate a 'new dispensation' with
the ANC leaders.
'
But the development in the direction of a more and
more openly military dictatorship will itself not free SA
capitalism from its g;owing contradictions.
How is a 'verligte' dictatorship to introduce reforms
which fundamentally capitalism cannot afford to sustain? Its incapacity in this regard will only the more
clearly reveal that the bourgeoisie itself is the main bar-
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rier to change.
And the army and police officers would have serious
difficulties in using the military force at their disposal
against whites, when the' very whites whom they must
seek to curb make up the ranks of the police and army!
In the event of a serious reactionary revolt headed,
for example, by the HNP or A WB, the state apparatus
could well prove incapable of effectively dealing with it.
Instead, the state apparatus could begin to fall apart in
the hands of the government if they attempted to use
military force against whites. Indeed, to forestall such a
development, the very 'verligte' dictatorship would be
likely to compromise and lurch to the right.
The more the revolutionary crisis in SA deepens, the
more the tendency of the regime to zig-zag will become
pronounced. The very same incompetence, empty
rhetoric of reform, paralysis and unredeemed repression
of the blacks now characteristic of Botha's regime will
repeatedly be carried to greater and more intolerable
heights.
It is possible that out of this situation in the coming
years Treurnicht might find himself in a position to
form a government. But then, thrust into the role of
defending capitalism, he would find himself subjected
to essentially the same pressures as the regime before
him had faced. He too would be compelled to balance
between the needs of big business and the rabid white
racism whose appetites he has done so much to arouse.
But in the longer run the most likely perspective will
be the development of a military or semi-military
regime.
The rise of this dictatorship will be like the horrible
pus-head of a boil, squeezed up by the inflamed tensions
in the body of society. All the pressures will become·
concentrated on one point.
While it is conceivable that both the bourgeoisie and
the ultra-right might conditionally support the development of a military dictatorship initially for their own
conflicting ends, neither would be satisfied by it. And
the seething struggle of the black masses would continue
to mount, driven on in repeated waves by their
unbearable conditions and determination to resist oppression.
Such a dictatorship, by concentrating all the evils of
the system in itself, will also concentrate the task of the
revolutionary struggle and direct all forces of the oppressed towards its overthrow. The ultimate weakening
of this regime, the disintegriltion of its social base, the
increasing tu(moil among the whites, and the determined rallying of the forces of the struggle against it will

open the revolutionary situation in South Africa.
That is the most likely perspective of development in
South Africa over the next five, ten, or possibly more
years.

ble of struggle. It will subject to a decisive test every
class, every organisation, every programme and every
leadership. In its fires all but the finest metal will be
consumed.
A revolutionary situation will be the time not only of
the greatest opportunity for the working people, but
also the time of the greatest danger. It will unerringly
expose, and ultimately threaten to punish with ferocious
counter-revolution, any confusion, false policy, vacillation or half-measures within the camp and among the
leadership of the· oppressed.
A clear and correct political strategy-and, flowing
from this, a correct military policy-will be essential for
the victory of our movement. The cornerstone of a correct strategy is a clear grasp of the social transformatIon
to which a victorious revolution must consciously lead.
What kind of society awaits us in SA? To this question
some 'leaders' answer lightly: "Just fight for
democracy, and then the people will decide."
Truly, the people will decide. But their decision will
not be made in the manner 'of a free selection. Social
systems are not chosen and discarded as one picks shoes
in a shop. The decision will be made in the heat of struggle, in the remorseless clash of contending classes.
Tlie forces of the freedom struggle need to enter the
battle with as conscious a conception of the victory we
are fighting to achieve as the conception that our
enemies have of the defeat that they are trying to inflict.
This cannot be left to the final hour.

Vital
In the trade unions, in the youth and community
organisations, in the ANC-a meticulous and critical attention by all comrades to questions of policy, strategy
and tactics is vital for the success of the struggle.
Similarly in the case of the young comrades who (particularly in exile) have gone into the ranks of the Communist Party in the hope of finding there a vehicle for
socialist revolution.
Once the revolutionary tasks are understood. it is a
matter of elementary loyalty to the struggle to strive
where necessary to correct the policies of the leadership
in order to prepare the movement for the work it has to
do.
A careful consideration of the policies put forward by
the ANC leadership indicates that they have not adequately come to grips with the objective character of the
South African revolution, and do not put forward the
task of overthrowing the bourgeoisie. A major influence
in this regard has been the erroneous approach of the
leadership of the SACP.
0
The programme of the Communist Party: adopted in
1962 and still its programme today, shows how deeply
rooted the CP leadership has remained in the ideas of
'two stages', despite all experience:
"The immediate and imperative interests of all sections of
the South African people demand the carrying out of ... a
national democratic revolution which will overthrow the
colonialist state of White supremacy and establish an independent state of National Democracy in South Africa.
The main content of this revolution is the national Iibera<

Workers'
revolution or
.
bloody reaction
The coming revolution in South Africa will draw
millions-primarily millions of workers-into the cruci-
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tion of the African people ...
"It is in this situation that the Communist Party advances
. its immediate proposals before the workers and democratic
people of South Africa. They are not proposals for a
socialist state. They are proposals for the building. of a national democratic state."
Nonetheless, the CP and ANC leadership have been

compelled to recognise that the goal of national liberation is incompatible with the maintenance of the present
economic system. So far, however, this recognition has
been hedged about with ambiguity and qualification
because of the unwillingness of the leadership to confront the fact that a workers' state is the necessary condition for liberation.
The "complete political and economic. emancipation
of all Our people" is declared to be the goal of the struggle, in the document Strategy and Tactics of the ANC
adopted at Morogoro in 1969. There the point is made:
"To allow the existing economic forces to retain their interests intact is to feed the root of racial supremacy and
does not represent even the shadow of liberation."

Quite so-although there is a curious vagueness here
in failing to identify "the existing economic forces" as
the capitalist class and the capitalist system; and a no
less curious qualifying word, "intact", which serves to
blunt any implication that the task of the movement is
to overthrow and expropriate the bourgeoisie.
Further' on in Strategy and Tactics we get the
clearer-but yet not so clear-statement of what will be
necessary if a "people's government" is to meet the
economic needs of the mass of the oppressed:
" .. .in our land this cannot be effectively tackled unless the
basic wealth and the basic re.sources are 'at the disposal of
the people as a whole and are not manipulated by sections
or individuals be they White or Black."

Certainly-but is the capitalist system to be ended? Is
private ownership of these resources to be abolished? Is
a planned economy to be instituted on the basis of nationalisation of the main productive forces? The document is silent.
How can the "economic emancipation" be accomplished? We say: by a revolution led by the working
class and resulting in the creation of a workers' state.

Formula

I

Strategy and Tactics concedes only a "special role" to
the working class as a "reinforcing layer", and leaves us
merely with the following formula to comfort our concern:
"This perspective of a speedy progression from formal
liberation (what is that?) to lasting emancipation is made
more real (!!) by the existence in our country of a large and
growing working class whose class consciousness complements national consciousness."

That is all there is to it! Thus, in the end, one is still
left wandering about in the fog of the two-stage approach.
In later writings, particularly by the more left-leaning
of the CP leaders, we find formulations which on the
surface may seem indistinguishable from the ideas of
permanent revolution. Most influential of these writers
has been Joe Slovo, whose approach is echoed from

time to time in the pages of The African Communist.
In his well-known article on tile question, "South
Africa-No Middle Road" (published by Penguin in '1
1976), he comes to the conclusion:
"If ... the liberation struggle should bring to power a
revolutionary democratic alliance dominated by the proletariat and the peasantry (which is UII the agenda in South
Africa), the post-revolutionary phase L:an surely become the
first stage in a continuous process along the road to
socialism: a road which ultimately can only be charted by
the proletariat and its natural allies."

Apart from the question of the peasantry in South
Africa, already dealt with, this formulation has a broadly attractive sound, and has been eagerly seized on as
proof that the CP leadership is consciously preparing a
struggle for socialism. But what is notable about comrade Slovo's article is that he refuses to put forward the
concept of a workers' state and is not prepared to abandon the "national democratic state" formulation of the
CP programme and other texts.

Deceptive
His only reservation about the term 'national
democratic state' is that it "can" become a source of
theoretical ambiguity "if used abstractly". But surely,
since the term fails to specify the class basis of the state,
it is inherently abstract and deceptive.
If the point is to avoid ambiguity, why not call things
by their proper name, and advance a programme of
struggle for a state of workers' democracy?
Lenin was even more blunt-he called it tIle dictatorship of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie.
The reason Lenin was so meticulous in correcting formulations, and so ruthlessly intolerant of ambiguity,
was because he knew what a multitude of practical errors can be hidden behind superficially attractive words.
In the last analysis it is not the words which are
decisive, but the clarity of purpose with which the working class organises and guides its practical struggle.
Political terminology should be used not to cloud difficult questions, but to cast on them a glaring light. A
political approach which does not break with the twostage theory remains imprisoned within it, no matter
how its boundaries may verbally be stretched.
Comrades in the SACP ought to draw these questions
to the attention of their fellows, and insist on clarification from the Party lea,dership. So far the leadership has
shown itself completely unwilling to break with the twostage theory and all its implications, because they have
remained cemented within the intern~tional tradition of
Stalinism.
This is a problem which' the rank-and-file of the
SACP will find themselves increasingly having to c~n
front.
Any political approach which fails to come to terms
with the need for workers' power unavoidably leaves a
cover for attempts to compromise with the bourgeoisie.
The acute danger of this, especially in a country like
South Africa, is that compromise with the bourgeoisie
will also mean compromise with the bourgeois state
machinery, and will leave the most dangerous forces of
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reaction undestroyed.
It is essential that the ANC conducts the fight on the
basis of a policy and programme for consciously carrying the revolution to its decisive conclusiQn: Victory can
only be decisive once the bourgeoisie has been completely overthrown and its state machinery utterly destroyed.
We must therefore combat all ambiguity on this question, and ensure that the central questions of policy are
settled in our movement before the crucial battles
against the enemy.
The state which we are up against is a formidable
machine, armed to the teeth with almost every conceivable instrument for the mass destruction of human
life. The professional staff of'the military, police,
prisons, courts, Bantu Administration, etc., are schooled in brutality and,hardened in the practice of it day by
day.
The task is to shatter this machine. How is that to be
done?

State
The commanding stratum of the state, its brains and
its backbone, are not sufficient to run the apparatus of
repression and hold down the majority of the people.
The state needs flesh and blood, muscles and sinew-a
social force of hundreds of thousands to obey the orders
of the rulers and carry out their bloody will.
Thus in a revolution-and no less in our revolution-the problem of shattering the bourgeois state apparatus is 90070 a political problem and Qnly 10%
military. That is not to neglect the military side of the
question, and we shall return to the matter below. But
(he essential point is to so divide, demoralise and
weaken the human forces on which the bourgeois state
relies that its weapons of destruction cannot be effectively used to crush the working people. '~
Those who view the state simply as a state of white
supremacy, might pose the strategic task in this way:
unite the blacks and divide the whites. However, once
we identify the class character of the state, and see it
fundamentally as the instrument of the capitalist dictatorship, then we can also pose the strategic task more
scientifically.
The task, on the one hand, is to unite all (he oppressed in action round the organised workers' movement, in
a struggle for workers' power. On the other hand, it is
to 'strip the bourgeois naked,' to deprive it of its social
armour, to divide the whites on class lines, and to
neutralise or draw over to the side of the revolution
substantial numbers of the white workers and middle
class.
It solves nothing to set our sights merely on winning
over 'democratic' or 'freedom-loving' whites. Revolutions are not fought out on the basis of individuals and
their ideas, but on the basis of class forces. Unless we
can break the ability of the state to rely on the support
of the' white workers and middle class we shall leave a
n/onstrous apparatus of repression in the hands of the
ruling class, ready and able to wreak savage destruction
upon our people.
.
We dealt in the previous chapter with the rise of the

forces of ultracright reaction, based on the blind discontent of the white workers and lower middle class. We
cannot politically defeat those forces by an appeal merely to 'democratic' principles. We shall need armed force
to defeat them, certainly, just as we shall need it to
defeat the state. But politically, we shall need to present
to the majority of white society an alternative pole of attraction~in the form of a mighty,- organised, classconscious fighting force of the black working people,
showing the way to a new order of economy and society.
Rampant as the forces of white racist reaction may
become, they are affected by an inherent weakness and
instability. The ultra-right dreams of restoring an age
whose basis has been eroded away by the river of
history. They can have no confident perspective for the
maintenance of their privileges or the triumph of their
ideas.
Interna'tionally, the forces of fascism are hopelessly
weak and in pathetic decay. The workers' movement is
overwhelmingly powerful, and rising. The decades of
advance of the colonial revolution; the awakening of all
Africa to struggle; the victories, however limited, in the
revolutions to the north of us; the fiery courage of the
black youth in SA, the rising strength of the' black
workers' movement and the deepening crisis of the
apartheid system-all these pound out the message that
the old order is doomed. Even tprough the thickest of
white skins, this fact is beginning to be felt.
The fanaticism of the ultra-right feeds on blind
desperation. But it can offer no real solutions to the
white workers, middle class and youth whom, for a
time, it may attract to its banner. If we approach the
question correctly, we can divide and shatter these
forces of reaction, and in so doing also crack the racist
foundations of the state.
To many in our movement it may today seem a
simpler or shorter route to call merely for the support of
white democrats and to eagerly welcome the soot-Ring
assurances of' the liberal bourgeoisie of their own
'democratic' intentions. But we know these 'intentions'
to be in contradiction to the essential class interests of
the bourgeois. We know we can expect only treachery
from the liberals. But, worst of all, we shall be failing to
tackle the essential task.

False
It is a false policy to seek to ally our movement with
the liberal bourgeoisie as a means of dealing with the
problem of reactionary whites. If we take that ap. proach, we shall get nothing but deception from the
bourgeoisie-and we shall all the more surely cement
the white workers into tbe camp<of reaction, thus leaving the state apparatus intact. ,
It is simply not possible to win the majority of whites
to a 'democratic' programme which remains in the blind
alley of capitalism. It is only by showing the way to a
socialist demecracy which can offer -a convincing
perspective of security and advancement for all people,
that we have any prospect of breaking the hold of reaction.
It may be argued that that will be a very difficult thing
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to do. The point is conceded. Our revolution will not be
short of difficulties. But the opposite strategy, the
plausible idea of a 'democratic coalition' on the basis of
capitalism-is an utterly impotent policy which can lead
only to disaster.
Of course it would be utopian to imagine that the
mere proclamation of a socialist programme could lead
to any significant number of white workers crossing to
the side of the black workers and social revolution. It is
the organisation of the black workers as the decisive,
conscious force of revolution, the arming of the mass
movement and its adoption of a socialist programme,
which alone can draw the whIte working class and middle class in"any significant numbers to our side.
Much has been written on the theoretical 'impossibility' of winning over white workers. It would
take a book to go into those writings and show where
they go wrong. But what may be noted here is the calm
complacency with which especially the academics draw
such conclusions. T.hat is not an attitude shared by the
black workers.

Approach
Year in and year out discussions continue in factory
meetings, in workers' committees, in discussions in the
trade unions Over the correct approach to take towards
the white workers. For black workers this is from beginning to end a practical question of struggle. The pQint is
how to deprive the bosses of their social support.
At the same time the black workers have no naivety in
respect of the problem. The rise of the independent
unions as organisations of black workers shows that the
mass of the proletariat will have no truck with white
privilege or the domination of their organisations by
those with interests counterposed to the mass. But the
determination of almost all the independent unions to
assert their character as non-racial unions is a brilliarit
testimoQY to the level of understanding and of classconsciousness prevailing in their ranks.
Indeed, the recent success of NAAWU(a FOSATU
union) in winning over white members at Volkswagen
from the extreme right-wing Yster en Staal is a small but
powerful example of what can be done. Even the ones
and twos, let alone the fives, tens and twenties of white
workers who can be persuaded now to join in common
organisations of struggle with their black fellow
workers, begin the process of undermining the social
foundations of the bourgeoisie and lead towards the
eventual disintegration and smashing of the forces of
reaction.
The entire ruling class must look upon the develop~
ment of workers' unity hetween black and white with
the utmost horror.
Undoubtedly immense difficulties are involved in
translating this method into practice in the pOlitical field
in a programme capable of winning over significant
numbers df. whites.
While always upholding the need for unity of workers
of all races and all countries, Trotsky warned in his letter to South Africa that "the worst crime on the part of
the revolutionaries would be·to give the smallest conces-

sions to the privileges and prejudices of the whites.
Whoever gives his little finger to the devil of chauvinism
is lost."
The unswerving stand of Marxism for workers' unity
in South Africa-for the unity of the workers of all
races in struggle against the bourgeoisie-contains no
grain of compromise with white arrogance, paternalism
or privilege. Workers' unity in South Africa will be a
revolutionary unity-or it will prove to be no unity at
all.
Our movement's task is to mount its attack against
white domination, racism and discrimination without
falling into the snare either of black nationalism or fatal
policies of compromise with the liberal bourgeoisie. Put
the other way round, the task is to develop the struggle
against the capitalist class, for policies of workers' unity, workers' power and the socialist revolution without
diluting in the slightest the demands of nationalliberation of the black people.
This is a difficult course to steer. But if we run
aground on the rocks awaiting us on either hand, the
consequences for our movement and for our people will
be appalling.
If we do not deprive the ruling class and the state of
the social forces on which their murderous power
depends, then-even if eventually we were to succeed in
overthrowing them-it would be at the cost of millions
of corpses (mainly black corpses) and rivers of blood. It
would be at the cost of laying waste the human and
material proc:iuctive forces on which the progress of our
society depends. What sort of liberation would that be?
If we have harped so much in this document on a
single theme-on explaining the errors of the 'twostage' approach-it is because in the end all questions of
policy, strategy imd tactics turn on this.
The danger of illusions in the idea of a 'national
democratic state', of attempting to constitute
democracy on the foundations of capitalism, of remaining open to the thought of compromise with the liberal
bourgeoisie-is that it leaves the menace of reaction
undestroyed.

Counter-revolution
If the black workers' movement is held back in South
Africa by mistaken policies of limiting itself to a 'national democratic stage'; if it is prevented from forcibly
expropriating the bourgeoisie and bringing the main
productive forces into common ownership; if it is
obstructed by its leaders from arming itself, smashing
the existing state, and constituting its own organs of
workers' democracy in their place,-then the ground will
be prepared for counter-revol,ution.
As the Chilean revolution showed, even in the most
favourable circumstances, when reaction was paralysed
by the force of the workers' and peasants' struggle, and
government passed into the hands of the workers'
leaders, a bloody ..counter-revolutionary defeat was
nevertheless suffered. This was because the Socialist and
Communist leaders accepted assuraIlces from the
military and other officers of the capitalist'state that
they would 'respect democracy'-Le. during the time
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when they could do nothing else but 'respect' it.
-"The working class was constrained by its own leadership from arming and taking state power into its own
"
hands.
Inevitably, confusion and. frustration of the revolutionary movement resulted. As economic chaos followed the attempts of the new regime to carry through
social reforms without decisively smashing capitalism,
as the middle class in frustration swung away from the
government, so the way was prepared for the forces of
counter-revolution, headed by the 'democratic'
generals, to strike. Fifty to a hundred thousand of the
.flower of the Chilean proletariat were slaughtered in the
result.
.
How much the more dangerous, and how much the
more bloody in its consequences, would be a simil.ar
development in South Africa!
Therefore the questions of theory and perspective
which we are discussing here are not abstract questions,
not questions of phrases, but issues on which the very
fate of the people will depend.
The capitalists and their system are stricken with an
'. incurable illness. But no ruling class passes into oblivion
without a desperate fight. The historical persistence of
the bourgeoisie has been colossal. World-wide, human
society is passing through the epocp of transition from
capitalism to socialism. Time after time, in many coun.tries, capitalism has been driven by the working class to
the edge of extinction. But time after time, when it has
been permitted to recover for a period, it has wreaked
new havoc on the working people, reinvigorating its
system out of mass privation, brute dictatorship and
war.
In South Africa, the recovery of the bourgeoisie from
a revolutionary crisis would necessitate the destruction
of the mass org,misations, in particular of the. working
class, which had arisen to threaten 'its survival and its
power. The existing division of society along racial lines
would complicate this reality of the class, struggle,
would render it all the more vicious, but would not
essentially change it.
.
Revolution and counter-revolution follow similar
laws, worici~g in opposite directions. The failure of the
revolution to complete its work-the consequent stalling, demoralisation and disarming of the revolutionary
mass movement-would open before the oppressed in
the whole of Southern Africa the danger of a bloodthirsty reaction capable of devouring hundreds of
thousands of l i v e s . "
,
These are the stakes which will be cast in issue by the
coming struggles.

Arming the movement
From a correct perspective and policy towards the
revolutionary tasks which lie ahead, a clearer policy on
the qrlestion of armed struggle is also possiblt
In this document we can deal with the question only
in very general terms, in order to show its relation to the
issues discussed so far. Further detailed material will be
necessary to go into the military problems of the revolu-

tion more fully.
It is overwhelmingly recognised by the black working
class, above all by the youth, that armed force will be
necessary to overthrow the regime. It is this recognition
which has brought thousands of recruits into the ranks
of MK, and given considerable popularity to the guerrilla attacks launched by the ANC in the recent period.
Yet the method of guerrilla struggle does not offer a
means for overthrowing the SA state. In South Africa,
nothing short of an armed mass insurrection of the oppressed working people will be sufficient t9 finally
destroy the armed power of the ruling class .
This follows from both the military and the political
realities confronting us. Once we understand that our
liberation struggle can only be carried through by bringing to power a regime of workers' democracy defended
by an armed people, the inadequacy of guerrilla strategy
becomes apparent.
When the ANC leadership turned to policies of 'armed struggle' in the early 1960s, the models on which they
relied were the Cuban and Algerian revolutions of the
previous few years. The success of the guerrilla war in
China, of course, also strongly reinforced the belief that
this method of struggle might succeed in South Africa.

Unwilling
Unfortunately, a rigorous analysis of the class questions and class forces involved in developing revolutionary strategy and tactics was not made. Because the
ANC and CP leaders have been unwilling to contemplate a workers' revolution in South Africa, they fell
too easily into the mistake of transposing to our situation methods which have had partial success in underdeveloped countries of the colonial world, where the
working class has played either a secondary role or
hardly any role at all in the struggle.
Classically, guerrilla war is the method of the peasantry, suited to their social conditions and the enemy
which they confront. Usually this enemy has been the
landlords, often combined with a foreign conqueror and
oppressor. Even then, as the experience of the colonial
revolution has shown, guerrilla war has proved capable
of ov~rt~rowing only those regimes and ruling classes
which have lacked a powerful social base in the population and which have been unable to reinforce themselves
adequately with the aid of foreign powers.
In other cases, guerrilla war has led to the leaders of
the guerrilla forces reaching a compromise with the ruling class in the towns, and to the frustration of the aims
for which the peasants have sacrificed themselves in
struggle.
As we explained in regard to Mozambique and
Angola, the method of guerrilla 'war led there to the
revolutionary overthrow of capitalism because of the
weakness of the bourgeoisie and the complete collapse
of the colonial state under the combined impact Qf the
guerrilla war and the revolutionary movement of the
Portuguese wort,Jng class. The 'model' of Angola and
Mozambique cannot in any respect be applied to South
Africa.
In contrast to these countries, we have the case of
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Zimbabwe, where the method of guerrilla war proved
incapable of overthrowing capitalism, but led instead to
compromise with the ruling class and with imperialism.
(This was similar to the outcome in Algeria.)
In Zimbabwe the end of the Smith/Muzorewa
government represented, as we have emphasised, a great
step forward-but has left the fundamental tasks of the
revolution unfulfilled.
It was only because of the passivity of the working
class virtually throughout the process that any room existed in Zimbabwe for even temporarily 'balting' the
class struggle, and for the guerrilla leadership to reach a
'settlement' with the bourgeoisie. Again, the case of
South Africa bears no comparison.
There is in SA no basis for peasant war. Here the
working class itself will make the revolution. It will be
the mass activity of the working class, its organisations
and its social strength which batters down the resistance
of the ruling class and the regime. Moreover, any attempt on the part of the leadership to compromise with
the class enemy-far from achieving any form of
'liberation'-would only open the way to a bloody
counter-revolution against the working people.
This-a further contrast with the situation in Zimbabwe-follows inevitably from the mighty class forces
in SA which already are grinding against each other in
action-and which can be 'settled' one way or the other
only by revolutionary or counter-revolutionary means.

Power
Lacking any basis for a peasant war, guerrilla struggle
in our country can only take the form of urban guerrilla
action-which cannot overthrow the regime. It is, quite
simply, not a strategy for power.
Marxists are not the wild-eyed cut-throats portrayed
in the propaganda of the ruling class. But nor are Marxists pacifists. We shrink from no methods and no tactics
which are necessary to bring the working class to its
goals. Our disagreement with the method of guerrillaism in South Africa is that it cannot secure these
goals.
There is no force which can make the revolution for
the SA workers. The revolution will be a workers'
revolution or it will be no revolution at all. If the approach of our movement to an.ned struggle is to confine
it within the limits of armed action by guerrilla
detachments, this will prove totally insufficient to bring
down the regime.
Despite the heroism and self-sacrifice of the comrades
in the ranks of MK, this will not be sufficient to produce
the result for which they are prepared to die. Unless
armed struggle is developed as the struggle of the working masses, as an expression and extension of their
organised strength, their social aims, and their need to
change society, it will not rise above an impotent
method of exerting 'pressure' on the ruling class.
We should not be misled by the exaggerated importance attached to guerrilla actions in the propaganda of
the regime. The reason why, for example, Magnus
Malan stresses it in his presentation of a 'total onslaught
on South Africa', is in order to rally the support of the

whites to the regime. It is' also used to 'justify' the creation at vast cost of an immense juggernaut of military
weapons and personnel intended fundamentally for use
against the mass movement of the oppressed.
One of the key disabilities of the guerrilla method is
that it does not contain the means of stripping social
support from the ruling class. Once armed action is
undertaken by the mass movement itself, it will have a
completely different effect within the camp of the
enemy.
Contrary to the prevailing myth, guerrilla action does
not demoralise the whites-on the contrary, it usually
tends to harden reaction. But when the mass movement
has gained the capacity to use armed force, "its effects
will be profoundly demoralising upon all, the forces of
reaction.
Moreover, the method of struggle carries within itself
the shape of the future regime. In countries where guer·
rilla war has been victorious, the result has been at best
a distorted revolution, giving rise to a new form of dictatorship over the workers, despite its relatively progressive role. In contrast, only in the organising and arming of the working class, and in the carrying through
of an armed insurrection, can the basis for a regime of
workers' democracy be laid.
The basis of our military policy in SA must be to
prepare the forces for the future a'rmed insurrection
"
.
against the state.
This would not imply reckless and adventurist policies
in the mass movement, immediately provoking massive
military retaliation against the black working class and
youth, still in a relatively early stage of mobilising their
forces. The point is to prepare-with the eventual aim .
of insurrection in mind.
Undoubtedly, it has been necessary for our movement
to give attention to training comrades in military skills,
and the use of various weapons. But so long as this
training is carried on under the influence of the ideas of
guerrillaism-of the unscientific application of 'models'
of revolution which do not fit our situation-it must fail
to address the essential tasks.

Preparation
Within the ANC we must urge a turn towards the
preparation of methods and tactics in the realm of armed struggle which will lead to the eventual armed insurrection of the mass of working people against the state.
Effective preparations are needed for the arming of
the wqrkers and youth; importing and stock-piling the
necessary arms as well as acqui,-ing and making arms
from all possible sources withi,n the country; carrying on
military training in SA in conjunction with the building
of the underground political networks of the ANC; and
SO on.
The foremost teachers of Marxism always gave great
attention to the matter of armed struggle in revolution.
Engels was well known for his extensive study of
military questions. Lenin spent years studying techniques of street fighting and insurrection in the experience
of other revolutions. Trotsky's military writings run to
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several volumes.
These works, together with the political lessons of all
workers' revolutions in industrialised countries ought to
be the subject of thorough study and discussion in our
movement's ranks.
.
In the course of the development of a revolutionary
situation in SA, there will be occasions for the effective
use of arms in and through tre mass struggle, leading to
an advance of the movement as a whole. To' begin with,
this would occur mainly in defending meetings,
demonstrations, strikes, communities faced with forced
removal, etc., against the armed atlacks of the enemy.
What would be involved in this ~hole development
would be the preparation, underground, of the nuclei of
a trained workers' militia and the caching of arms.
These bodies, democratically controlled, would take on
an open and in due course mass character, engaging in
defence of the mass movement as the revolutionary
situation matures.
From this basis, the movement would in time pass
over to co-ordinated offensive actions.
Matters of tactics-always the most difficult questions needing precise attention to circumstance and
detail-are not the province of this document. Our
point here is the direction, policy and strategy which the
movement needs to take up in order to gear its capacities
for armed struggle to the real needs of the revolution
now impending in SA-and to lead this revolution to
victory under the guidance of a clear programme for
workers' power.

The Freedom· Charter
!

As the movement, gathers under the banner of the
ANC, so too the Freedom Charter, the programme of
Congress for over 26 years, is more and more openly
proclaimed and quoted. Undoubtedly the Freedom
Charter is the most far-reaching programme for change
ever put forward by a mass political organisation in
South Africa. This gives it an enormous popular appeal.
But is the Charter an adequate programme for
abolishing white supremacy and national oppression;
for fully democratising society; for eliminating poverty;
for ending all oppression and exploitation?
As this documerit has attempted to show, these tasks
can only be accomplished by a revolution which brings
the working class to power and carries through the overthrow of the capitalist system.
It is clear that the Freedom Charter is not a programme of socialist revolution. Nevertheless, its radical
democratic demands and the immense reforms which it
spells out in the fields of housing, transport, education,
wages, working conditions and welfare are impossible
for the capitalist system to afford.
The capitalist class, when driven into a corner, could
use 'its accumulated wealth to make temporary concessions as a means of buying time. But it will inevitably
use the first opportunity to fight viciously to reverse
them.
The point is that, because of the economic constraints

on capitalism in South Africa, any serious concessions
in the sphere of democratic rights or material gains
would quickly overstretch the limits of the capitalist
system. For this reason such reforms could survive only
transiently, for an unstable momenf, awaiting a resolution either in the capture of power by the working
class-or in the reassertion of capitalist power in bloody
counter-revolution.
Thus the changes demanded by the Freedom Charter
could be secured only if the private ownership of the main means of production were ended, and the
stranglehold of the capitalist system broken.
The Freedom Charter itself contains an important element for the solution of this. In fact its cornerstone is
the promise to nationalise the banks, mines and
. monopoly industry-essential components of a programme for transition to socialism.

Weakness
I

But the great weakness of the Freedom Charter is its
failure to explain that these demands could not be carried into effect without overthrowing the state power on
which the bosses depend. In the last analysis the
capitalist state machine is the instrument for maintaining private ownership of the factories, banks, mines and
land against the demands of the working people to own
these productive forces in common.
The revolutionary overthrow of the capitalist state
will be the only means of implementing the demands in
the Freedom Charter-but at the same time will open
the way to far exceeding them in practice.
But as long as the Freedom Charter is not presented in
the context of a clear programme and strategy for the
revolutionary overthrow of the capitalist state and
capitalist system, the weaknesses in the Chatter leave
room for dangerous ambiguities.
It is clear, for example, that the Freedom Charter was
given a different interpretation by the ANC leadership
after the Congress of the People, than the interpretation
presented to the delegations of the working people at the
Congress itseif.
.
There the mover of the clause, "The people shall
share in the country's wealth", explained it to the
delegates in these words: .
"It (the Charter) says ownership of the mines will be
transferred to-the ownership of the people. It says wherever
there is a gold mine there will no longer be a compound
boss. There will be a committee of the workers to run the
gold mines. Friends, we also say that wherever there is a
• factory and where there are workers who are exploited, we
say that the workers will take over and run the factories. In
other words, the ownership of the factories will come into
,
the hands of the people. ~
" ... Let the banks come back to the people, let us have a
people's committee to run the banks."

The next speaker, representing trade unions in Natal,
spelled out with complete clarity the meaning that
workers attached to the clause:

.

"Now comrades, the biggest difficulty we are facing in
South Africa is that one of capitalism in all its oppressive
measures versus the ordinary people-the ordinary workers
in the country. We find, in this country, as the mover of the
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resolution pointed out, the means of production. The factories, the lands, the industries and everything possible is
owned by a small group of people who are the capitalists in
this country. They skin the people, they live on the fat of
the workers and make them work, as a matter of fact in exploitation. They oppress in order to keep them as slaves in
the land of their birth.
"Now friends, this is a very important demand in the
Freedom Charter. Now we would like to see a South Africa
where the industries, the lands, the big businesses and the
mines, and everything that is owned by a small group of
people in this country, must be owned by all the people in
this country. That is what we demand, this is what we fight
for and until we have achieved that we must not rest."
Nothing was said to contradict this view.

Reforming
.'

Afterwards, however, the ANC leadership took pains
to deny that the Charter implied the overthrow of
capitalism. In fact, it was positively interpreted as a programme of reforming capitalism! Thus Nelson Mandela
gave the following explanation in 1956 in order to
clarify the leadership's interpretation of the nationalisation clause:
"Whilst the Charter proclaims democratic' changes of a
far-reaching nature it is by no means a blueprint for a
socialist state but a programme for the unification of
various classes and groupings amongst the people on a
democratic basis. Under socialism the workers hold state
power. They and the peasants own the means of production, the land, the factories and the mills. All production is
for use and not for profit. The Charter does no~ contemplate such profound economic and political changes. Its
declaration 'The People Shall Govern!' visualises the
transfer of power not to any single social class but to all the
people of this country be they workers, peasants, profes'
sional men or petty bourgeoisie.
"It is true that in demanding the nationalisation of the
banks, the gold mines and the land the Charter strikes a
fatal blow at the financial and gold-mining monopolies and
farming interests that have for centuries plundered the
country and condemned its people to servitude. But such a
step is absolutely imperative and necessary because the
realisation of the Charter is inconceivable, in fact impossible, unless and until these monopolies are first smashed up
and the national wealth of the country turned over to the
people. The breaking up and. democratisation of these
monopolies will open up fresh fields for the development of
a prosperous non-European bourgeois class. For the first
time in the history of this country the non-European
bourgeoisie will have the opportunity to own in their own
name and right mines and factories, and trade and private
enterprise will boom and flourish as never before." (Our
emphasis)
(From his article, "In Our Lifetime", published in Liberation, June 1956)
To the reader who has travelled with us this far, it
should not be necessary to point out that such an approach coul.d solve none of the problems of the working
people. Nor would it be workable even within its own
framework. It forgets that we. are in the epoch of imperialism where no economy which remains on a
capitalist basis can break free of the 5tranglehold of the

monopolies and the pressures of the world market.
It dreams of the reinvigoration in one corner of the
world of a system which is in its epoch of senility on an
international scale.
Most of all it forgets that to conquer the existing,
white capitalist class necessitates the conquest of its
state power. For that only a workers' revolution will be
sufficient-and the triumphant black working class
would not peacefully surrender its gains and its interests
to a 'non-European bourgeoisie'.
These realities will starkly face our movement at the
time when Comrade Mandela is eventually freed from
the clutches of the enemy and is able to take his place in
the active leadership of the ANC. It will be vital for
him, as it is vital for all the ANC leaders, to openly proclaim a programme of proletarian revolution as the only
basis on which the demands in the Freedom Charter can
be carried through.
In South Africa today, such is the intensity of the
class struggle, and such the impasse of the ruling
capitalist system, that all those who shrink from a struggle for its total overthrow are obliged also to water
down their democratic demands.
As though anticipating that the Freedom Charter
would require a workers' revolution to implement,
many of the middle-class politicians in SA today who
proclaim the Freedom Charter are advocating only its
"principles" while failing to publicise its concrete
democratic and social demands.
Thus the I;>eclaration of 'South African Democrats'
adopted at the National Anti-Sl\IC Conference in Durban in October last year, claims to be based on the
Freedom Charter-while systematically revising it and
obscuring its revolutionary content.
The demand for common ownership of the mines,
banks and monopoly industries is dropped. Nor is there
any mention of the Freedom Charter's demands for a
4O-hour working week, for a national minimum wage,
for paid annual leave and sick leave for all workers, for
maternity leave on full pay for all working mothers, for
full unemployment benefits ....
Even the demand for an end to the pass laws has been
abandoned!

Hopes
It is not such a 'Freedom Charter' on which the working people place their hopes. Those whose life is poverty, degradation and unrelieved toil turn to the Charter
precisely for the concrete improvements of life which it
promises.
Nowhere has this been more clearly illustrated than
by one of the speakers at a rally in Wynberg which was
called to support SAAWU in the Wilson-Rowntree
dispute. Here is how the Cape Times (7/9/81) reported
her words:
"A spokesman for the. Nyanga squatters said: 'If you
ask me to speak about the squatters, you are asking me
to relate my life history, because I have been a squatter
from birth.' She said squatters do not come out of the
blue, but are created by the government and its laws.
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Citing sections of the Freedom Charter she said South
Africa must prepare for a situation where the workers
will govern and there will be houses and security for
all." (Our emphasis)
Here is expressed the task lying ahead of our movement. Let us take the demands of the Freedom Charter
which offer a way forward in struggle for the working
people-and let us cast them in the context of a clear
programme and strategy ,for workers' power.
, In that way we will rally the colossal reserves of support now latent in the broad masses of the working people who have not yet risen to struggle. We shall unite the
industrial workers with the workers on the land; we
shall link the mineworkers to the struggles in the urban
centres; we shall mobilise the unemployed; we shall
draw together the youth movement with the trade
unions, and both with the community at large; we shall
link in common struggle those in the reserves, the squatters, the deported and the dispossessed.
And in so doing we will open the road to power. '

International revolution
This is the epoch of world revolution. In every sector
of the globe-in the advanced capitalist countries, in the
ex-colonial world still in the grip of capitalism, and in
the deformed workers' states of ,Stalinism-the great
bulk of the population are moving or beginning to move
on the road of revolution.
This is the epoch of transition from capitalism to
socialism on a world scale, holding the prospect of the
gre~test advances in human history.
Our revolution in South Africa is part and parcel of
this wider process. In the struggles of the working class
internationally there are immense forces which we can
link to our own. But we must know who our enemies
are, and who are our real friends. We must not build
our hopes or place our trust upon false friends.
In this document we have tried to sum up the
historical experience of the working class internationally, and to draw on its lessons for our struggle. We have
examined the obstacle that a reformist leadership places
in the path of the working class-and we have shown
the changing material conditions which now prepare the
way for the defeat of ..reformism in the working-class
movement.
We have analysed the rise of Stalinist bureaucracies
of the East and explained why they have become a fetter
upon the development of the productive forces, an oppressive burden to the working people under their rule,
and an absolute impediment to the progress of
mankind.
We have shown why, inevitably, these bureaucracies
will be overthrown in political revolutions, leading to
the establishment of regimes of workers' democracy and
genuine socialism.
fn reaching out internationally to form bonds 01 .... ,n1mon interest and common struggle, we must take these
realities into account. The leadership of our movement
must not seek to base international support either upon

links with the Stalinist bureaucracies nor the
bureaucracies of social-democratic reformism. Our ties
must be built with the working people of East and West
whose essential interests are the same as ours.
Of course we must gather material aid, money, arms,
etc., from every quarter-but not by that become
beholden politically to forces which stand in opposition
to the revolutionary struggle of the working class.
Some think that 'internationalism' means giving endorsement to the policies and crimes of the Stalinist
bureaucracies (either of the Moscow or Peking variety).
That is an absolute travesty, and would put us at odds
with our class brothers and sisters-the living movement
of the international working class.
Moreover, we have to face the fact that the regimes of
the Stalinist states, with their own bureaucratic national
self-interest to defend, cannot support us in what will
ultimately prove to be a struggle for workers'
democracy in South Africa. ,
This is because our victory in that struggle would
transform the situation throughout Africa, would
change the balance of class forces internationally, and
would have incalculable effects on the continuation of
'detente' between imperialism and Stalinism. Therefore,
the Stalinist bureaucracies will, in time to come, be
pressurising the leadership of our movement to seek a
negotiated settlement with capitalism in SA.
. Our sights must be set on helping to advance the
revolutionary struggle in every sector of the world, most
crucially of all in the industrialised countries. The rise of
a revolutionary regime of workers' democracy in any
important industrialised country would deal a
devastating blow to imperialism and Stalinism
simultaneously.
It would provide an immense boost to the South
African revolution, weakening the power of the state,
undermining the cohesion of the forces of reaction,
precipitating the ruling class into desperate economic
and political crisis, and advancing the revolutionary
class-consciousness of the working people by giant
strides.

Decisive
If, on the other hand, we face our decisive confrontations with the stcite and the ruling class before workers'
revolutions in other major countries have come to our
assistance, then it will likewise be our vital task to promote the development of the international socialist
revolution.
After our victory we will face immense problems of
reconstruction and the development of society towards
socialism. The survival of workers' democracy and the
transition to socialism cannot be sustained within the
borders of South Africa alone.
Our situation will depend on, and be transformed by,
the progress of the world revolution.
Our task" of course, is not to wait, but to consciously
link our own activities now to the struggles of the
workers in other countries. Solidarity is not a one-way
process-we must take an .active interest in and give ac.

.
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tive support to the struggle for workers' power in every
country_
Already the progress of the movement in SA is a
beacon of inspiration 10 working people around the
world. Armed with a socialist programme and strategy
for revolution, our movement in SA can make an im-

mense contribution to the liberation of the whole of
humanity from oppression, exploitation and want, and
SO advance all the people of the earth towards the
socialist and communist future.
Let us rise consciously to the tasks posed by history,
and with all our energies prepare.

Ngesandla sakho, msebenzi,
elilizwe lakhekile
Ka letsogo la gago, mmereki,
lefatshe lena lebopilwe
Ngesandla sakho, msebenzl~
umhlaba 10 wakhekile
Ka seatla sa hao, mosebetsi,
lefatse lena le ahiloe
Deur jou hand, werker, word
die land gebou
By your hand, worker, this
land is moulded
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"Anyone who has read Marx and failed to understand that in
capitalist society, at every acute moment, in every serious class
conflict, the alternative is either the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie or the dictatorship of the proletariat, has
understood nothing of either the economic or the political
doctrines of Marx."
Lenin, April 1919 (from The Third International and Its Place
in History).
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