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Critique Organization
fcom Notes on éh:f- Dialectic (19¢8)

Now what is one to say of a political organization that
goes to the people with the proposal to organize a body of
prefessional revolutionaries, in the Leninist manner of 1903.
Lenin in 1903 faced neither the organic organization of workers
as workers (Menshevism) nor the special organization of workers
as revolutionaries (Stalinism).

What do such 1903 revolutionaries of 1948 propose to
organize? A new international of genuine revolutionaries?
But the genuine revolutionary workers are in the Stalinist
party, and many in the Menshevik International (and the CI0)
are far more revolutionary than many Leninists were. There is
nothing more to organize. You can organize workers as WOTKers.
You can create a special organization of revolutionary workers.
But once you have those two you have reached an end. Organization
as we have known it is at an end. The task is to abolish organizat-
ion. The task today is to call for, to teach, to illustrate, to
develop spontaneity--the free creative activity of the proletariat.
The proletariat EI%I find its method of proletarian organization.
And, contradiction par excellence, at this stage the vanguard
can only organize itself on the basis of the destruction’ of the
stranglehold that the existing organizations have on the
proletariat by means of which it is suffering such ghastly
defeats. But more, much more of that later.

The doctrine of Essence is an invaluable guide to watching
organization and spontaneity develop in the labor movement.
Organization has been the backbone of the proletarian movement.
Every newv stage has meant a more advanced type of organization
which almost at once reflects the pressure of capitalism inside
the proletariat. We have insisted upon the fact that the prole-
tariat always breaks up the old organization by impulse, a leap:
Remember that. But there comes a stage when organization, and
the maintenance of the organization become ends in themselves in
the most direct conflict with the essential movement of the
proletariat. That we have seen as Actuality. Organization, as
we have known it, has served its purpose. It was a purpose
reflecting the proletariat in bourgeois society. The new .
organization, the new organism, will begin with sponteneity, i.e.
free creative activity, as its necessity. It is by now clear to
all except those blinded by ideological spectacles that
organization is the obstacle, the opposite, the mountain, the
error, which truth has to blast c:t of its way to find 1t§ETT.
If the Communist Parties are to endure, then the free activity
of the proletariat must be destroyed. If the free activity of
the proletariat is to emerge it can emerge only by destroying
the Communist Parties. I can destroy these parties only by
free activity. Free activity means not only the end of the
Communist Parties. It means the end of capitalism. Only free
activity, a disciplined spontaneity, can preven bureaucracy.
Essence fought its way, reflecting itself until it came into
the open in Actuality and fought its way to its notion of itself.
The proletariat has reflected itself in organization after
organization until now it will see organization for what it is.
The impulse, sponteneity, with which it created new organizations,
the means by which it created them, must now become the end.




Introduction

The first problem that presents itself in introducing C.L.R. James to a
new audience is the man’s range. The author of a novel and short stories,
a play, histories; works on literary criticism, economic analysis, Marxist
philosop’y, sports, political analysis; writer on nationalism and problems
of the underdeveloped world, writer on the working class and the indus-
trialized world; lecturer on Shakespeare and on art; and, above all, par-
ticipant in the events of his time---where does one begin?

One element of the problem is that much of the work is out of print
and unavailable (although some of it is in the process of being repub-
lished). The other element is the ease with which one could refer to
James’ genius and energy as the explanation for much of what he has done.
It would be deceptive because it would conceal a coherence in his work,
a unity and totality that is crucial to understanding it as a body of
Marxist thought.

James was born in 1901 in Trinidad. His early interests were cricket,
which he played and reported, and independence. He was the first to
put forward in the West Indies the demand for complete self government
and has the status there of a founding father of independence. I[n the
early 30s he wrote a biography of Captain Cipriani, a Trinidadian labor
leader, and a pamphlet published in London, The Case for ./est-Indian
Self Government.

In 1932 he moved to England where he reported cricket for the then
Manchester Guardian and became heavily involved in Marxist politics.
He participated in the Independent Labour Party and joined the Trotsky-
ist movement. It was during these years that he wrote his play (in which
both he and Paul Robeson appeared on the London stage), a novel and
some short fiction. But some major works of the same period began to
indicate the road ahead. He wrote The Black Jacobins, the history of the
San Domingo revolution which established Haiti as an independent na-
tion; he wrote World Revolution, a study of the rise and fall of the Com-
intern; and he translated into English Boris Souvarine’s biography of
Stalin. Theoretically and historically he was fully immersed in both the
industrial and the underdeveloped world.

In the middle 30s, George Padmore, who later became adviser to
Nkrumah after the achievement of Ghanian independence, formed the
International African Service Bureau. Padmore was a West Indian whom
James had known since childhood. James became editor of the group’s




periodical. A handful of black men maintained the African Bureau as the
only center for the struggle for the independence of Africa through the
30s and 40s. Most of them were West Indians but included in their num-
ber were Jomo Kenyatta and, later, Kwame Nkrumah.

In 1938 James came to the United States on a lecture tour and stayed
for 15 years. He had discussions with Trotsky in Mexico on the problems
of American blacks and participated in the Trotskyist movement in the
U.S. By the outbreak of World War Ii, however, the Marxist movement in
general and the Trotskyist movement in particular was a shambles. Sta-
linism had descended to the barbarism of the Moscow trials and the Stalin-
Hitler pact. Trotskyism had proved totally inadequate in understanding
what was happening to the world. It was a period of crisis in the Marxist
movement around the world, a period of defections and defeats.

James embarked on the task of reconstituting a viable Marxism ade-
quate to the needs of the times. In this | think it is possible to see what
his particular history and background contributed. Coming from a col-
onial country that had yet to make its history, James had escaped the
deep-rooted pessimism of the European intellectuals who had suffered
a generation of defeats culminating in slave labor camps and death camps.
At the same time, he had been thoroughly immersed in both the history
and experience of the industrial world and of the Marxist movement.

James formed a small group that functioned for a number of years
as an opposition tendency within the Trotskyist movement. It began
with a return to fundamentals, to Marxist economics and the study of
Capital, and to the Marxian dialectic and the study of Hegel and Lenin.
As in England (although restricted considerably by government harass-
ment) he insisted on a unity of theory and practice and participated in
the early 40s in the organization of sharecroppers in southeast Missouri
and maintained ties with industrial working class movements in Detroit,

Buffalo and elsewhere.
Basically, what emerged was a conception of a new stage of capi-

talism, state capitalism. This conception had to prove itself by appli-
cation in all areas: In the Soviet bloc as well as in western Europe, in the
stage of the working class and working class organization as well as the
stage of capitalist technology and capitalist organization. That is, Marxism
had to be a totality based on historical necessity or it became fragmented
into a series of particular empirical analyses based on historical or national
accident. (The latter development is richly illustrated by the French phil-
osopher, Louis Althusser.)

What characterizes the theory of state capitalism is its dialectical unity.
There are other theories of state capitalism, but they are not theories of
capitalist society, rather, they are theories of Russian society. There are
other theories of state capitalism {or close to it) which document the grow-
ing statification of western capitalism but they do not document the
growing revolutionary capacity of the industrial working class. In fact
most theories of statification tend to assume the cooptation of the work-
ers as a consequence,



Basing himself on the closest study, both of the real working class in
the U.S. and of the dialectical method, James was able to foresee, even if
in abstract form, the new forms that weie emerging. In 1948 he wrote in
Notes on Dialectics: ‘It is obvious that the conflict of the proletariat is
between itself as object and itself as consciousness, its party. The party
has a dialectical development of its own. The solution of the conflict is
the fundamental abolition of this division. The million in the CP in France,
the 2% millions in Italy, their domination of the Union movement, all this
shows that the proletariat wants to abolish this distinction which is a-
nother form of the capitalistic division between intellectual and manual
labor. The revolutionary party of this epoch will be organized labor it-
self and the revolutionary petty-bourgeoisie. The abolition of capital and
the abolition of the distinction between the proletariat as object and pro-
letariat as consciousness will be one and the same process. That is our new
notion and it is with those eyes that we examine what the proletariat is in
actuality.”” (pp. 46-47, emphasis in original.)

"Hegel had followed his system to the end and established the faculty
of thought (through his World-Spirit) as the moving principle of the Uni-
verse. Under this banner he had linked being and knowing. And he had
made thought free, creative, revolutionary (but only for a few philo-
sophers). Marxism followed him and established human labor as the mov-
ing principle of human society. Under this banner Marx linked being and
knowing, and made labor and therefore thought, free, creative, revolution-
ary, for all mankind. Both in their ways abolished the contradiction be-
tween being and knowing. Now if the party is the knowing of the pro-
letariat, then the coming of age of the proletariat means the abolition of
the party. That is our new Universal, stated in its baldest and most ab-
stract form. . . .” (p. 150.)

Eight years before the event the form of the Hungarian Revolution of
1956 (and of the French Revolution of 1968 after it) is predicted, not as
a matter of desire {as in the case of the council communists) but as a mat-
ter of dialectical development rooted in history.

From this, from the belief of the inherent revolutionary capacity of the
modern working class stems the fundamentally democratic nature of the
theory of state capitalism. It is anti-vanguard, anti-elite not simply be-
cause participatory democracy is nicer than manipulation but because that
is where the proletariat has reached. These theoretical conceptions and
James’ own experience as a colonial also contributed to his breakthrough
on the theory of black liberation. The movement in the U.S. in the 30s
and 40s was sunk in the quagmire of “*black and white, unite and fight.”
In practice that denied the revolutionary capacity of black people and
subordinated the black struggle to the working class struggle for socialism.
James pressed for a reversal of that view. As early as his discussions with
Trotsky in 1938 he saw the independent validity of the struggle of black
Americans and its integral part in the struggle for socialism.

In 1952 James was expelled from the United States. (He has since been
permitted to return.} He left behind a body of ideas and a body of work




which had become a total Marxist viewpoint. For most of the years that
followed he lived in England. But on two occasions he returned to Trini-
dad. On the first occasion he became editor of The Nation and secretary
of the Federal West Indian Labour Party and participated with the People’s
National Movement (PNM) in the achievement of independence from
Britain. Two developments brought that collaboration to an end. One
was the defeat of Federation (the unification of the smail new nations of
the Caribbean) by the narrow manipulations of the middle class politi-
cians of independence. The other was the turn of Eric Williams, prime
minister of Trinidad, from an independent course to collaboration with
American imperialism. James left Trinidad again in 1961.

In 1967 James returned to the West Indies to report international test
cricket. When he set foot on Trinidad, Dr. Williams put him under house
arrest in an early use of the powers with which he is now attempting to
destroy the anti-imperialist movement in Trinidad. The resufting outcry
led to the formation by James of the Workers and Farmers Party which
challenged Williams’ rule. After its defeat in 1967, James again returned
to England. Two of the leaders of that party, the Indian leader, Maharaj,
and the head of the oil workers’ union Weekes, have this year been jailed
by Williams.

The political dimensions of James' Marxism are extended by his writ-
ings on art, sport and literature. Involived are several factors, in particular
a respect for the audience as a significant factor in the development of
any art. But this is not understood in any shallow populist sense. There
is maintained at the same time a fundamental appreciation of the role of
the artist as an individual of genius and especially his usefulness in under-
standing society, in telling us things about ourselves that formal social
science cannot illuminate. '

What | have tried to present in this small space is, quite obviously, not
a critical introduction to C.L.R. James. Enough of those will appear in
due time. The need now is to make the man and his work familiar to a
broad audience. This has been made difficult over the years by, on the
one hand, the tremendous weight and power of the major parties and
states that call themselves Marxist and submerge any dissident voices, On
the other hand, there has been the separation and fragmentation of much
of his work through harassment and movement which makes the totality

difficult to see. Hopefully, it will now begin to emerge.

< Martin Glaberman

The selections in this volume were necessarily limited by the limitations of our
resources. We therefore make no claim for this body of material save as an intro-
duction to James’ thought. At some point in the future we hope to compile a
second anthology; until then, the reader is referred to the bibliography for works
currently in print, and to our expectation of speedy reprints of several presently
unavailable volumes. The actual decisions on the material to be included herein
were made by the Editors, with the aid and consultation of Martin Glaberman,

d the tof C.L.R. J .
an encouragement o ames. P.M.B.



Vol. 1V, No. 4

Introduction by Martin Glaberman

PHILOSOPHY AND MODERN SOCIETY

Excerpt from Modern Politics (1960) . . . . .. ... ..

AMERICAN SOCIETY
The Revolutionary Solution to the Negro Problem

in the United States (1947) . . . . . ... .. .. ...

Excerpt from State Capitalism & World

Revolution (1949) . . . . . . . . . . v v v v v ..

Excerpt from Facing Reality (1956) . . . . ... ... ..

THE CARIBBEAN

The Making of the Caribbean People (1966) . . . . . . . .
Excerpt from Party Politics in the West Indies (1962) . . .

The Artist In the Caribbean (1959) . . . . . .. ... ..

LITERATURE & SPORTS

Excerpts from Mariners, Renegades & Castaways (1953) .

Excerpts from Beyond a Boundary (1963) . . . .. . ..

SOCIALISM AND THE THIRD WORLD

Excerpt from Nkrumah Then And Now (forthcoming) . .

Printing: Detroit Printing Co-op

May, 1970

12

19

31

36

67

97




oIe ‘[edipes uelIedss € se s1eak siy Suunp uoneziueSio Areuonnioass
Jo poypow onbiun e 0ut pado[aasp sawef yorym yatey syndod ssusaus
9y jo ‘swBuo snowsuodqns sdeyrad oyl pue ‘punoidyoeq [ermjnd
SYL ‘s19pIsino sureSe uonNeziueSI0 121035-1WAS B SE PAIUN PuE ‘ystu
-UZ[D A[35UD3UI ‘UmO3 JONUOIJ B SE SMOYNERy [Iseg wo(] Aq paqusIp
Ud3q SEY ‘OSION PUE SUNUEISUOY) ‘sowef JO DMISIP aBeu oY1 ‘eund
-euny, ‘apisA1unod 2yl jo seare Auew uy s11edIaunod pey sayausf
uEqIn 2y) Jo suoneziuedro pooyroqysiau 3anesouur 3anNadwod ‘Apay
ay3 pepiuti] ul ‘SBupeupsej sso[ayIduOU ST ‘snonudy Ji Yajjesed Iy
503508 Yyam 3j1) Burdofus 03 paniwwod ‘sjexow ur Aydiuy Jou ‘uopn|
043y [eIsTIpU] 3Y3 £q paranbuodun [[us pue[Buy ue :39OLO Jo swed
UIDPOW Y3 PUE 3IEID) "D "M\ PIdNPoId PEY Yo1ym soynd ueriodn A -oad
‘sno10814 2y 03 snodofeue a1om ‘Burdes 3q 03 swads sowe( ‘PEPIUITY UL
Apremonaed ‘porrad 2y3 Jo SuONIPUOD [EDOS UBIPU] 1S3A) "UOIssIIdXa
Jo suzowt ‘pazijeurso} ‘paurdiosip & papraoxd — jjeajuIe) a1 — 39O
Uolym J0J JIIDEIEYD [BUOHEU PAUGIYUIUR ‘ISNQOT ‘JUIPYUODI-J[3s ©
adeys USME) PEY SI3Y) JISED PUE SSE[D JO I33UIA Y3 19PU[) ‘9A9] A12Ad
e sayarewr Joj s1a4eld doz Jo Aupiqefteat ‘[EuiIoyuUl ‘ApESI Y1 SEM 3OUEY
~20dw JO OS[E tSqN[D Y3 UIIMIA] SILI[EALT U3 Y3 UT I9[I00 uE punoy
YOIy 32[UOD SSE[D pARewWwIgns 3yl Jo 3onpoid € sem pafeld 193010 oy
JO 90UD[90X3 S ‘SUOLIDUNSIP JO[OD PUE SSE[D 3UY AIoA AQ PIUILLIDISP
Sem SQND 10D [ED0] SNOMEA Y U dIYSIAQUIBW YIIYM I Jauuew
9Yy3 pue ‘sINdITIA| puT S[EMIDI[NUI [2d0] Jo dnoid e Jo uoneonsiydos
uesiodonaur ay3 ‘4oqjooyas )Y D Y3 uo passardur 3pod [edruUEILING
ays se poirad o3 Jo s390ej yons ojut sasdui8 sopraoad sauref ‘Asp
-punog v proAsg ‘SIOWAW 1D Sy U] "AINIUD a3 Jo sreaf Apred
Y3 Ur PEPIULI ] SEAM JBY3 UONIBZI[IAI> pue(sl o[33] x3[dwoo 3y jo L1015y
[21205 o[Eds-[[ny € :dwane [[Im IAum pepuir], ¢ ‘sdeysad ‘Aepawog
swed oy1 01 Buirq 01 a1am suerpuj
13, 282 Lapiqe euswouayd sy3 jo spiersy Ajres aya jo suo pue s>
-mo1d A1epuada| Jo uewsirods € ‘udds 1943 peY dured oyl 3eyd , S19puUNOT
-le, 329 3ys jo suo Butaq se uonendar & Pays|qEIsd uoos O
"OIYSESURTT Ul UOS[IN 10§ sandea| Auno) ay3 ur Aeid 03 pueBuz o3
U2 SUDUEISUOT) AT S,0261 Y3 U] “awed ay3 Jo usuodxa Burpuers
-I00 UT U33q JIOSWIY PBY JIYIE] 3S0Ym ‘SULUEBISUO]) ILIEI] SEM OS PUE
‘oneuEy 13)OND € sem sowef y ] D BunoL ‘awred ay3 mouy suoL1aay
‘PEPIULLT 940 [[B PUNOj 3q pnod ‘yaad 3330110 adeyia S[qearadur
PUE ‘Sqno 3930117 ‘pue[Suy Paaisia Weay UBIPU] ISIAR 381G 943 006] I
pue ‘epuade a2 uo JuduILOId Sem IN[OLID ‘IO YSNIIG JO SUOREIQI[PD
[PHUURIUBD 543 BuLImp ‘J33E| S84 Om3 $IPIS PEpIULL ] -[[E UE Aq ualEsq
U33q pey pueduy wWoly wen € G681 U] "paziuedio sem qnpD [FAQ
HIed S,U3dBNY B3 Y3 Yorym ur Jeak Y3 ‘g681 UI pepiuti] ut pajesn

£9 prosqy puv 3uoH v swiuote)) 3uno g fo uouwonpy aq




. PHILOSOPHY
& MODERN SOCIETY

Excerpt from: Modern Politics (1960)

I do not propose to preach any sermons here. Please get that
out of your minds entirely. I am speaking about the good life from
the point of view of society. It is a difficult question and it is made
more difficult by the follies and inanities of statesmen. Let us pre-
sume for the sake of charity that it is political necessity (their neces-
sity) which makes them talk so much nonsense. For example, Mr.
Butler, who is an able man at his own British politics, rebuilt the
political perspectives of the Conservative Party after its defeat in
1945 — a thing that Mr. Churchill could not possibly do; but Mr.
Butler has told the people in Britain that in twenty-five years’ time
— a quarter of a century — the standard of living will be doubled.
It is the kind of inanity that I want to warn you against and I would
be glad if, when you hear it, you really express yourself, not offen-
sively, but with the necessary contempt and scorn. That statement
is without meaning. This is 1960. Fifty years ago, 1910, I am sure
that the amount of goods, the quantity of services that were at the
disposal of the average worker in a particular country were more or
less about half what they are today. You know that in your own
lives : what your fathers and grandfathers lived by, the goods and
services they had were small in comparison with what you have
today. That is the situation in Europe and in Britain as a whole. Has
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that solved anything—the doubling of the standard of living, what
you have at your disposal to use, the goods and services which are
twice what they were fifty years ago? Has that solved any social
or political problems? The social and political problems are today
worse, more acute, than ever they were in 1910. But, you see, when
he says in twenty-five years “we” will double the standard of living,
he thinks that he will have doubled the number of votes for the
Conservative Party, because, you see, his party, if left in power, will
have been the one who will have done that for the workers. It is
the kind of quantitative analysis, vulgar materialism — materialism
of the most vulgar type — which makes absolute ruin of any
attempt to form any sociological or social analysis of the develop-
ment of society. People today are concerned with whether they
will be able to live at all in twenty-five years’ time.

—— R ——

The average Greek must have lived on what I expect would be
today about fifteen or twenty-five cents a day. The houses in which
they lived were extremely simple; the territory of Greece was very
unproductive — chiefly dried fish, olives and olive oil, dried fruits.
The houses were notoriously commonplace —four or five rooms,
somewhere in the back for servants. But when you walked out in
the streets of Athens you could see Plato, Aristotle, Pericles,
Socrates, Phidias, Aeschylus, Sophocles and many more of that
stamp, all at the same time; and they were active in the daily life of
the city.

The question, therefore, of what is the good life is not to be
judged by quantity of goods. What I said at the beginning is the
most important, that community between the individual and the
state, the sense that he belongs to the state and the state belongs to
him. Rousseau, if you remember, expressed it with great violence.
He said, “Before we have any kind of government, we have agreed
to meet together, to work together, and I take iy
liberty, which is mine, my property, and I give it
to the government along with yours, so that when 1
obey that government I am in reality obeying myself.” That, in my
opinion, was the greatest strength of the City-State and the great
strength of the Greek individual—the basis of a good life, It is hard
for us to understand, but a Greek citizen could not conceive of his
individuality apart from the polis, the City-State. It made no sense
to him to think of it otherwise; and recently I have been reading a
modern writer on the Greek City-State who says that even when
there was no democracy, when there was an oligarchy (government
of the rich) or monarchy (government of a king) or aristocracy (gov-
ernment of the nobles), even under these diverse regimes, the Greek
had it in his head that the state was his and that the state belonged
to him and he belonged to the state, If you observe
their temples and their statues, it was centuries before
the Greek ever put up a statue away from a temple.
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He would not put a statue in the middle aof the square out there, The
temple represented the state; and in the niches of the temple he
would put statues; but the idea of a statue, i.e., an individual, some-
where else away from the building which symbolises the state was
something utterly foreign to him.

There the good life for the individual citizen begins, Today we do
not see much of that. We do not see that very much except in periods
of revolution when people get together behind 2 programme and
leaders, It is very rarely the state, an actual government. Sometimes
it is a political party, sometimes it is a leader; and then you get
an example again of what Rousseau means when he says that if the
minority has to obey the majority merely because it is a majority,
that is not liberty, that is not freedom. It may sound fantastic; it
is not at all, Rousseau is insisting that the majority must represent
the general will, and even if the minority is hostile but the majority
represents the general will and the political leader or a political
party most obviously represents the general will, then the minority
must obey the majority because the general will is being expressed.
The genera}] will is expressed when its political form makes the indi-
vidual feel himself part of the community. A mere majority vote
over a minority—Rousseau and Hegel and others make it clear that
when you have to obey because they have the police; they put you
in jail if you don’t. But strictly speaking, from a philosophical point
of view, that is not democracy; that is not liberty, I grant you that
this is not easy, you have to grapple with it and discuss it and work
it out. (Think of your own recent history.) A minority, that is to
say a group that finds itself in opposition, can submit itself and
obey when it feels that the majority represents and is building a
nationa] community, Otherwise one big gang has power over a small
gang, that is all, This I must warn you is the philosophical approach,
But without this you cannot understand politics. And what is philo-
sophy today becomes reality tomorrow.

THE CONCLUSIONS OF HEGEL

I am not going into Hegel’s philosophical methods and what consti-
tutes the good life, the good citizen, I cannot do it; it is too much,
it would need six lectures by itself. But I will give you his conclu-
sions. They are stated in very profound philosophical form, but 1}
think we can make a beginning and I shall give you one or two
examples,

Human society is an organism; and he says that contradiction, not
harmonious increase or decrease, is the creative moving principle of
history. There must be opposition, contradiction — not necessarily
contradiction amounting to antagonism, but difference, obstacles to
be overcome. Without that there is no movemeit, there is only
stagnation and decay, That was why the Greek City-States moved 80
far and so fast, and that is my hope for the development of the

9




West Indies too. Those states were so small that everybody had a
grasp of what was going on. Nobody was backward; .nobody was
remote; nobody was far in the country; and people in the West
Indies are even closer because we have methods of transport that
bring us very rapidly together. It was within this narrow range
that with great violence of conflict and so forth the Greek state
leapt from social position to social position and made its marvelltfus
discoveries aud inventions. That is the moving force, the creative
movement in historical development, That is the first point.

DEVELOPMENT THROUGH SELF-MOVEMENT

Another point, All development takes place by means of self-
movement, not organisation or direction by external forces. It is
within the organism itself, i.e., within the society, that there must
be realised new motives, new possibilities, The citizen is alive when
he feels that he himself in his own national community is overcoming
difficuities. He has a sense of moving forward through the struggle
of antagonisms or contradictions and difficulties within the society,
not by fighting against external forces.

Let me stop for a moment and give you one sharp example of
that. We as West Indians feel that in fighting for tke return of
Chaguaramas and for self-government against British imperialism
and so forth, we are fighting real political struggles. In a sense that
is true, When the British go and the Americans go and the British
flag comes down and the West Indian flag goes wup
and all face one another — it is then you are going to
see real politics. That is not to say that what has happened up to
now is not real. It is very real, but it is preliminary. When all that
is achieved, then the fundamental forces inside this country, as in
every country, wil] begin to show themselves. In fact Lenin’s doc-
trine was, “We do not want to have imperialism; we want to get
the imperialists out in order to carry on this struggle inside, free
from interference by all these people.” If I may venture a prediction
based on hisiorical experience, the exhilaration based on successful

anti-imperialist struggle rapidly declines and a far more solidly
based new social movement begins.

THE MASTERY OF WEALTH AND KNOWLEDGE

Now we come to the tremendous jump that Hege] makes and
that Marx and the others foiuow. It 1s not the worid of nature tnat
faces modern man. When Descartes, Copernicus, Bacon, the Royal
Scientific Society of England, Spinoza and Hume and the rest of
them, and early capitalism, early science, began, they were fight-
ing to overcome nature and to learn to discipline nature and to turn
nature to the uses of men. That was the struggle for the beginning
of the modern world. But not today. Today man has not conquered



nature in general (you will never be able to conquer nature), but
he is able to bend it, substantial qualities of it, to his own pur-
poses; and the problem in the world today is not what it was for
many centuries. You remember our friend St. John said there must
be no sea because to cross the sea with their small boats was very
troublesome and dangerous; also fruit trees would not bear once
a year, but every month, You understand what he was driving at.
The problem for centuries was to master nature. Not so today. The
problem in the eyes of Hegel and in the eyes of Marx is the mass of
accumulated wealth and scientific knowledge which man has built
out of nature. That is the problem, It is dificult to see in the West
Indies and in underdeveloped countries because we are still struggling
to get some potatoes and to catch some fish and so on. But in the
modern world today that is not the problem. In ten or twenty
years it would be possible to feed adequately the whole population
in the world, That will be no problem. The problem is how to handle,
how to master the mass of accumulated wealth, the mass of accumu-
lated scientific knowledge which exist in the world today. That know-
ledge is driving us to world suicide. Capital, I repeat, controls us.
We do not control it,

This is so important that it is worthwhile going it over once
more. Capital controls man. Man does not control capital. And this
has reached such a stage that the great masses of men live in fear
and anxiety. The good life for a modern citizen is impossible. We
feel it here, but it is the great centres of population and industry
that feel it most, and every human being is affected far more than
he is consciously aware of.

THE CAPITAL RELATION

Let us look at the movement of capitalist production again. You
remember my analysis of a nationa]l economy as being 15 to 1, capi-
tal to labour; 8 to 1; 3 to 1, etc. You remember too it is the com-
petition to improve this ratio which is the driving force of capital.
The Trotskyists say Russia is a workers state because private capital
is eliminated, We say that private capital or no private capital, this
murderous competition goes on. Russia cannot ever stop to use
its advance for the benefit of the peoeple, That is subsidiary. It has
to get rid of a perfectly valuable plant, etc., to keep up with America,
and vice versa, And until we have international socialism, that will
go on. The mass of accumulated wealth, knowledge, science, constantly
preparing the basis for new weapons, new organisation of industry,
new processes, prevent men ever being able to stop, They have no
choice. The good life for the citizen is under these circumstances im-
possible, even when he has enough to eat. Capital, the capital relation,
is the relation of men who have nothing to sell but their labour-
power, and men who control or own the means of production. It
was not always so. In the best periods of the Middle Ages, for
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example, the peasant owned his land, the workman, the artisan, owned
his tools, They controlled and ordered their own activity. It is interest-
ing to note that England in those days was known as “Merrie Eng-
land”. Nobody would cal] the English today merry, Capital, you see,
can transform national character.

The solution, Marxists say, is to put all this wealth under the
control of the men who work in it. Then, and only then, will the
mass of accumulated wealth and scientific knowledge be used for the
benefit of the great mass of mankind. Otherwise you have value-
production. As long as the wealth and knowledge are being guided
by people who are concerned with preserving their position and their
managerial status, this fanatical competition will continue, and man
will constantly produce more means of production, and constantly
improve means of production; and now they have become means
of destruction pure and simple.

1 hope nobody believes that they really want to spend weekends
on the moon. They are not really interested in that. You saw the
other day that a satellite has been brought down in Russia with two
dogs in it. Everybody is talking about the dogs; that is not n the
slightest degree important. What is important is that it was brought
down in a particular spot. They are frantically trying in Russia to
have this thing going round and round so as to be able to bring it
down when they please at a particular spot that they please; and
you do not have to know too much geography to know which is the
spot they wish to bring it down at. (laughter) But in the United
States they are busy morning, noon and night with exactly the same ;
and it will not be very long, in fact I do not know if it is not happen-
ing already, that we will be living an existence in which these two
will have these things going round and round; and the next thing
now is not to have yours going round and to bring it down where you
want, but to prevent his, to stop it and bring it down back where it
came from. (laughter) That is where we are, And you get the funda-
mental point that Hegel makes and Marx follows. He says, “It is not
the struggle with nature it is not a struggle for food; it is not the
struggle to overcome barriers, the seas, the rivers or to produce power
or heat.”” They say that is not the problem any more. The real
problem is to control this mass of machinery and scientific knowledge
which is running away with us. I have indicated the Marxist solu-
tion. What other is there? I know of none. Our rulers of the great
and dominant states are bankrupt, with no perspective but war and
destruction. Is that so or not?

THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS
What is the good life? An individual life cannot be comfortable
and easy or creative unless it is in harmony to some degree with the
society in which it lives. The individual must have a sense of com-
munity with the state. That is where we began. And that today is
impossible. We tend to think of the good life in terms of individual
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well-being, personal progress, health, love, family life, success, physi-
cal and spiritual fulfilment. The whole point is that far more than
we are consciously aware of these are matters of our relation to
society.

I am not saying that the individual human being is consciously
striving to adjust himself to society. Not at all. Since the days of
Aristotle and even long before, the philosophers have understood that
man seeks happiness and seeks to avoid misery; it is as simple as
that. Only that is not at all an easy thing in a complicated world.
The thing to understand is that progress is not simply the increased
use of goods. That is utility — utilitarianism. That was the doctrine
essentially of the men of the eighteenth century. But progress is the
incorporation into the social and individual personality of the stage
that society as a whole has reached, which means that a man must
feel that he has at his disposal education, capacity and ability to
handle the discoveries of his particular age. He need not have a
great deal of money to be able to do that. He need not pile up a
quantity of large houses with forty rooms, and a great deal of money
and drinks. What a man needs is to eat and drink, and to eat and
drink satisfactorily by modern standards is very little. That is not the
problem. But he must be able to use, to handle, to have at his dis-
posal the greatest discoveries, the latest discoveries which enhance
and develop a man’s social personality. An individual personality
cannot live a satisfactory life if he is constantly aware of great new
discoveries and inventions and possibilities around him from which
he is excluded, worse still, that these are threatening him with
destruction. The peasant of the Middle Ages did not have very much
in comparison to what a modern farmer has; the artisan in his
guild did not have for his use what the modern worker has, But he
understood and controlled what he was doing. We, the great majority,
do not, Marxism demands a universa] education of all men in the
achievements of modern society. It can be done, easily, but only
when the masses of men and women are in control of society, Today
a minority has as its first concern the preservation of its rights and
its privueges, i.e., the maintenance of the capital relation.

THE MODERN SOCIAL PERSONALITY

So you see the good life demands a feeling that you are moving,
you and your children, You must have a sense of movement and of
overcoming difficulties within your organism; and if you are doing
that, it does not matter what your wages are as long as you have
a certain elementary level of material welfare. You must have a
sense of movement, the sense of activity, the sense of being able
to use or on the way towards understanding and controlling what
makes your life, I do not mean gadgets the way the Americans play
with things; I mean things that really matter. This is your personal-
ity; this is your social personality; and when this is taking place,
although in certain countries they may have two or three times
the amount of goods and utfilities that you have, yet you can have




the good life, You go to a country like Ghana where the general
level is even lower than what it is here, but you look at the people,
you listen to them, you see what they are doing; you get a sense of
movement and activity; they are going somewhere. They wil] have
troubles of course; that does not matter, The Greeks had plenty of
troubles.

An American woman told me once that she forgot herself and
told an audience of white women in the United States—she was a
Negro woman—speaking to them she said, “When I look at you alli,
I am sorry for you because although whites are oppressing us and
giving us trouble, I am actively on the move; every morning I am
doing something, but you all are just sitting down there watiching.”
It is not the complete truth, but it is a great part of the truth. This
1s some idea of what I mean by what is the good life—the individual
in relation to society. It is net, it never has been, merely a question
of what the vulgarians call “raising the standard of living”. Men are
not pigs to be fattened,

EE——— e —

Let me sum up in terms which you should study and work at
until they are an instinctive part of your outlook and method of
thought :

a) Al] development takes place as a result of self-movement, not
organisation or direction by external forces,

b) Self-movement springs from and is the overcoming of
antagonisms within an organism, not the struggle against
external foes.

¢) It is not the world of nature that confronts man as
an alien power to be overcome. It is the alien power that
he has himself created,

e —

Progress is not automatic. Hitler threw Europe back. To fight him
it was necessary to fight the theory of race, But that theory can rise
again. These reactionary concepts can become more acute than they
have ever been in the past, not because they are ineradicable from
human nature, but because of the fundamental disorder in modern
society. You see what the Marxist solution is. Marxists envisage a
total change in the basic structure of human relations. With that
change these problems will not be solved overnight but we will be
able to tackle them with confidence. Such are the difficulties, con-
tradictions and antagonisms, and in the solution of them society moves
forward and men and women feel they have a role in the develop-
ment of their social surroundings, the individual can find a more or
less satisfactory relation to the national and to the world community.
It is in this movement that we have the possibility of a good life. But
if, on the other hand, reaction grows and the question of the freedom
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of women and the question of the equality of classes and the ques-
tion of differences of race begin to be used, as they are bound to be
used by reactionary elements in the defence of positions which are
no longer defensible, society becomes sick unto death, the individual
cannot find an easy relation either to the state or to his fellow men.
Not only are we affected in war, in economics, and in politics. The
turmoil the world is in reacts upon our most intimate consciousness
in ways wc are not aware of. And every succeeding day brings us
nearer and ties us closer to the decisive forces and conflicts of the
modern world. What has suddenly erupted in Cuba is going to place
many of the things I am talking about before you, first for your
discussion, and sooner or later for your decision. We were not able
to choose the mess we have to live in, this collapse of a whole
society, but we can choose our way out. I am confident that these
lectures will help and not hinder.
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Il. AMERICAN SOCIETY

The Revolutionary Answer to the
Negro Problem in the U.S. (1947)

The decay of capitalism on a world scale, the rise of the CIO in the United
States, and the struggle of the Negro people, have precipitated a tremendous
battle for the minds of the Negro people and for the minds of the population
in the U.S. as a whole over the Negro question. During the last few years
certain sections of the bourgeoisie, recognizing the importance of this ques-
tion, have made a powerful theoretical demonstration of their position, which
has appeared in The American Dilemma by Gunnar Myrdal, a publication that
took a quarter of a million dollars to produce. Certain sections of the senti-
mental petty bourgeoisie have produced their spokesmen, one of whom is
Lillian Smith. That has produced some very strange fruit, which however has
resulted in a book which has sold some half a million copies over the last year
or two. The Negro petty bourgeoisie, radical and concerned with com-
munism, has also made its bid in the person of Richard Wright, whose books
have sold over a million copies. When books on such a controversial question
as the Negro question reach the slage of selling half a million copies it means
that they have left the sphere of literature and have now reached the sphere
of politics.

We can compare what we have to say that is new by comparing it to
previous positions on the Negro question in the socialist movement. The
proletariat, as we know, must lead the struggles of all the oppressed and all
those who are persecuted by capitalism. But this has been interpreted in the
past—and by some very good socialists too—in the following sense: The
independent struggles of the Negro people have not got much more than an
episodic value, and as a matter of fact, can constitute a great danger not only
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to the Negroes themselves, but to the organized labor movement. The real
leadership of the Negro struggle must rest in the hands of organized labor and
qf the Marxist party. Without that the Negro struggle is not only weak, but is
hkgly to cause difficulties for the Negroes and dangers to organized labor.
Thl'S, as I say, is the position held by many socialists in the past. Some great
socialists in the United States have been associated with this attitude.

OUR STANDPOINT

We, on the other hand, say something entirely different.

We say, number one, that the Negro struggle, the independent Negro strug-
gle, has a vitality and a validity of its own; that it has deep historiec roots in
the past of America and in present struggles; it has an organic political per-
spective, along which it is traveling, to one degree or another, and everything
shows that at the present time it is traveling with great speed and vigor.

We say, number two, that this independent Negro movement is able to
intervene with terrific force upon the general social and political life of the
nation, despite the fact that it is waged under the banner of democratic
rights, and is not led necessarily either by the organized labor movement or
the Marxist party.

We say, number three, and this is the most important, that it is able to
exercise a powerful influence upon the revolutionary proletariat, that it has
got a great contribution to make to the development of the proletariat in the
United States, and that it is in itself a constituent part of the struggle for
socialism,

In this way we challenge directly any attempt to subordinate or to push to
the rear the social and political significance of the independent Negro struggle
for democratic rights. That is our position. It was the position of Lenin thirty
years ago. It was the position of Trotsky which he fought for during many
years. It has been concretized by the general class struggle in the United
States, and the tremendous struggles of the Negro people. It has been sharp-
ened and refined by political controversy in our movement, and best of all, it
has had the benefit of three or four years of practical application in the Negro
struggle and in the class struggle by the Socialist Workers Party during the
past few years.

Now if this position has reached the stage where we can put it forward in
the shape that we propose, that means that to understand it should be by
now simpler than before; and by merely observing the Negro question, the
Negro people, rather, the struggles they have carried on, their ideas, we are
able to see the roots of this position in a way that was difficult to see ten or
even [ifteen years ago. The Negro people, we say, on the basis of their own
experiences, approach the conclusions of Marxism. And I will have briefly to
illustrate this as has been shown in the Resolution.

First of all, on the question of imperialist war. The Negro people do not
believe that the last two wars and the one that may overtake us, are a result
of the need to struggle for democracy, for freedom of the persecuted peoples
by the American bourgeoisie. They cannot believe that.

On the question of the state, what Negro, particularly below the Mason-
Dixon line, believes that the bourgeois state is a state above all classes, serving
the needs of all the people? They may not formulate their belief in Marxist
terms, but their experience drives them to reject this shibboleth of bourgeois
democracy.

On the question of what is called the democratic process, the Negroes do
not believe that grievances, difficulties of sections of the population, are
solved by discussions, by voting, by telegrams to Congress, by what is known
as the “American Way.”
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Finally, on the question of political action. The American bourgeoisie
preaches th.a‘t Providence in its divine wisdom has decreed that there should
be two pohtlca! parties in the United States, not one, not three, not four, just
two: and also in its kindness, Providence has shown that the,se two pz;rties
should be one, the Democratic Party and the other, the Republican, to last
from now until the end of time. ’

That is being challenged by increasing numbers of people in the United
Sta?es. But the Negroes more than ever have shown—and any knowledge of
their press and their activities tells us that they are willing to make the break
completely with that conception. . .

As Bolsheviks we are jealous, not only theoretically but practically, of the
primary role of the organized labor movement in all fundamental struggles
against capitalism. That is why for many years in the past this position on the
Negro question has had some difficulty in finding itself thoroughly accepted,
particularly in the revolutionary movement, because there is this difficulty—
what is the relation between this movement and the primary role of the
proletariat—particularly because so many Negroes, and most disciplined, hard-
ened, trained, highly developed sections of the Negroes, are today in the
organized labor movement. . .

First the Negro struggles in the South are not merely a question of struggles
of Negroes, important as those are. It is a question of the reorganization of
the whole agricultural system in the United States, and therefore a matter for
the proletarian revolution and the reorganization of society on socialist
foundations.

Secondly, we say in the South that although the embryonic unity of whites
and Negroes in the labor movement may seem small and there are difficulties
in the unions, yet such is the decay of Southern society and such the funda-
mental significance of the proletariat, particularly when organized in labor
unions, that this small movement is bound to play the decisive part in the
revolutionary struggles that are inevitable.

Thirdly, . . . there are one and a quarter million Negroes, at least, in the
organized labor movement.

On these fundamentai positions we do not move one inch. Not only do we
not move, we strengthen them. But there still remains the question: what is
the relationship of the independent Negro mass movement to the organized
labor moverment? And here we come immediately to what has been and will
be a very puzzling feature unless we have our basic position clear.

Those who believed that the Negro question is in reality, purely and simply,
or to a decisive extent, merely a class question, pointed with glee to the
tremendous growth of the Negro perscnnel in the organized labor movement.
It grew in a few years from three hundred thousand to one million; it is now
one and a half million. But to their surprise, instead of this lessening and
weakening the struggle of the independent Negro movement, the more the
Negroes went into the labor movement, the more capitalism incorporated
them into industry, the more they were accepted in the union movement. It
is during that period, since 1940, that the independent mass movement has
broken out with a force greater than it has ever shown before.

That is the problem that we have to face, that we have to grasp. We cannot
move forward and we cannot expiain ourselves unless we have it clearly. And
I know there is difficulty with it. I intend to spend some time on it, because
if that is settled, all is settled. The other difficulties are incidental. If, how-
ever, this one is not clear, then we shall continually be facing difficulties
which we shall doubtless solve in time. . .

Now Lenin has handled this problem and in the Resolution we have quoted
him. He says that the dialectic of history is such that small independent
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nations, small nationalities, which are powerless—get the word, please—power-
less, in the struggle against imperialism, nevertheless can act as one of the
ferments, one of the bacilli, which can bring on to the scene the real power
against imperialism—the socialist proletariat.

Let me repeat it please. Small groups, nations, nationalities, themselves
powerless against imperialism, nevertheless can act as one of the ferments,
one of the bacilli which will bring on to the scene the real fundamental force
against capitalism—the socialist proletariat.

In other words, as so often happens from the Marxist point of view, from
the point of view of the dialectic, this question of the leadership is very
complicated.

What Lenin is saying is that although the fundamental force is the prole-
tariat, although these groups are powerless, although the proletariat has got to
lead them, it does not by any means follow that they cannot do anything
until the proletariat actually comes forward to lead them. He says exactly the
opposite is the case.

They, by their agitation, resistance and the political developments that they
can initiate, can be the means whereby the proletariat is brought on to the
scene,

Not always, and every time, not the sole means, but one of the means. That
is what we have to get clear.

OUR TASK

Now it is very well to see it from the point of view of Marxism which
developed these ideas upon the basis of European and Oriental experiences.
Lenin and Trotsky applied this principle to the Negro question in the United
States. What we have to do is to make it concrete, and one of the best means
of doing so is to dig into the history of the Negro people in the United States,
and to see the relationship that has developed between them and revolu-
tionary elements in past revolutionary struggles.

For us the center must be the Civil War in the United States and I intend
briefly now to make some sharp conclusions and see if they can help us arrive
at a clearer perspective. Not for historical knowledge, but to watch the move-
ment as it develops before us, helping us to arrive at a clearer perspective as to
this difficult relationship between the independent Negro movement and the
revolutionary proletariat. The Civil War was a conflict between the revolu-
tionary bourgeoisie and the Southern plantocracy. That we know. That
conflict was inevitable.

But for twenty to twenty-five years before the Civil War actually broke out,
the masses of the Negroes in the South, through the underground railroad,
through revoits, as Aptheker has told us, and by the tremendous support and
impetus that they gave to the revolutionary elements among the Aboli-
tionists, absolutely prevented the reactionary bourgeoisie—(revolutionary
later)—absolutely prevented the bourgeoisie and the plantocracy from coming
to terms as they wanted to do.

In 1850 these two made a great attempt at a compromise. What broke that
compromise? It was the Fugitive Slave Act. They could prevent everything
else for the time being, but they could not prevent the slaves from coming,
and the revolutionaries in the North from assisting them. So that we find that
here in the history of the United States such is the situation of the masses of
the Negro people and their readiness to revolt at the slightest opportunity,
that as far back as the Civil War, in relation to the American bourgeoisie, they
formed a force which initiated and stimulated and acted as ¢ ferment.

That is point number one.

Point number two. The Civil War takes its course as it is bound to do. Many
Negroes and their leaders make an attempt to get incorporated into the
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Republican Party and to get their cause embraced by the bourgeoisie. And
what happens? The bourgeoisie refuses. It doesn’t want to have Negroes
emancipated.

Point number three. As the struggle develops, such is the situation of the
Negroes in the United States, that the emancipation of the slaves becomes an
a?)solute necessity, politically, organizationally and from a military point of
view,

The Negroes are incorporated into the battle against the South: Not only
are they incorporated here, but later they are incorporated also into the
military government which smashes down the remnants of resistance in the
Southern states.

But, when this is done, the Negroes are deserted by the bourgeoisie, and
there falls upon them a very terrible repression.

That is the course of development in the central episode of American
history.

HISTORICAL ANTICIPATIONS

Now if it is so in the Civil War, we have the right to look to see what
happened in the War of Independence. It is likely—it is not always certain—
but it is likely that we shall see there some anticipations of the logical
development which appeared in the Civil War. They are there.

The Negroes begin by demanding their rights. They say if you are asking
that the British free you, then we should have our rights and, furthermore,
slavery should be abolished. The American bourgeoisie didn’t react very well
to that. The Negroes insisted—those Negroes who were in the North—insisted
that they should be allowed to join the Army of independence. They were
refused.

But later Washington found that it was imperative to have them, and four
thousand of them fought among the thirty thousand soldiers of Washington.
They gained certain rights after independence was achieved. Then sections of
the bourgeoisie who were with them deserted them. And the Negro move-
ment collapsed.

We see exactly the same thing but more intensified in the Populist move-
ment. There is a powerful movement of one and one-quarter of a million
Negroes in the South (The Southern Tenant Farmers Association). They
joined the Populist movement and were in the extreme left wing of this
movement, when Populism was discussing whether it should go on with the
Democratic Party or make the campaign as a third party. The Negroes voted
for the third party and for all the most radical planks in the platform.

They fought with the Populist movement. But when Populism was de-
feated, there fell upon the Negroes between 1896 and about 1910 the des-
perate, legalized repression and persecution of the Southern states.

Some of us think it is fairly clear that the Garvey movement came and
looked to Africa because there was no proletarian movement in the United
States to give it a lead, to do for this great eruption of the Negroes what the
Civil War and the Populist movement had done for the insurgent Negroes of
those days.

And now what can we see today? Today the Negroes in the United States
are organized as never before. There are more than half a million in the
NAACP, and in addition to that, there are all sorts of Negro groups and
organizations—the churches in particular—every every single one of which is
dominated by the idea that each organization must in some manner or
another contribute to the emancipation of the Negroes from capitalist humili-
ation and from capitalist oppression. So that the independent Negro move-
ment that we see today and which we see growing before our eyes—is nothing
strange. It is nothing new. It is something that has always appeared in the
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American movement at the first sign of social crisis.
A SIGN OF THE TIMES

It represents a climax to the Negro movements that we have seen in the
past. From what we have seen in the past, we would expect it to have its
turned towards the labor movement. And not only from a historical point of
view but today concrete experience tells us that the masses of the Negro
people today look upon the CIO with a respect and consideration that they
give to no other social or political force in the country. To anyone who
knows the Negro people, who reads their press—and I am not speaking here
specially of the Negro workers—if you watch the Negro petty bourgeoisie—
reactionary, reformist types as some of them are, in all their propaganda, in
all their agitation—whenever they are in any difficulties, you can see them
leaning toward the labor movement. As for the masses of Negroes, they are
increasingly pro-labor every day. So that it is not only Marxist ideas; it is not
only a question of Bolshevik-Marxist analysis. It is not only a question of the
history of Negroes in the U.S.

The actual concrete facts before us show us, and anyone who wants to see,
this important conclusion, that the Negro movement logically and historically
and concretely is headed for the proletariat. That is the road it has always
taken in the past, the road to the revolutionary forces. Today the proletariat
is that force. And if these ideas that we have traced in American revolu-
tionary crises have shown some power in the past, such is the state of the
class struggle today, such the antagonisms between bourgeoise and prole-
tariat, such, too, the impetus of the Negro movement toward the revolu-
tionary forces, which we have traced in the past is stronger today than ever
before. So that we can look upon this Negro movement not only for what it
has been and what it has been able to do—we are able to know as Marxists by
our own theory and our examination of American history that it is headed
for the proletarian movement, that it must go there. There is nowhere else for
it to go.

And further we can see that if it doesn’t go there, the difficulties that the
Negroes have suffered in the past when they were deserted by the revolu-
tionary forces, those will be ten, one hundred, ten thousand times as great as
in the past. The independent Negro movement, which is boiling and moving,
must find its way to the proletariat. If the proletariat is not able to support it,
the repression of past times when the revolutionary forces failed the Negroes
will be infinitely, I repeat, infinitely, more terrible today.

Therefore our consideration of the independent Negro movement does not
lessen the significance of the proletarian—the essentially proletarian—
leadership. Not at all. It includes it. We are able to see that the mere existence
of the CIO, its mere existence, despite the fakery of the labor leadership on
the Negro question, as on all other questions, is a protection and a stimulus to
the Negroes.

PENALTY OF DEFEAT

We are able to see and I will show in a minute that the Negroes are able by
their activity to draw the revolutionary elements and more powerful elements
in the proletariat to their side. We are coming to that. But we have to draw
and emphasize again and again this important conclusion. If—and we have to
take these theoretical questions into consideration—if the proletariat is
defeated, if the CIO is destroyed, then there will fall upon the Negro people
in the U.S. such a repression, such a persecution, comparable to nothing that
they have seen in the past. We have seen in Germany and elsewhere the
barbarism that capitalism is capable of in its death agony. The Negro people
in the U.S. offer a similar opportunity to the American bourgeoisie. The
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American bourgeoisie have shown their understanding of the opportunity the
Negro question gives them to disrupt and to attempt to corrupt and destroy
the labor movement.

But the development of capitalism itself has not only given the independent
Negro movement this fundamental and sharp relation with the proletariat. It
has created Negro proletarians and placed them as proletarians in what were
once the most oppressed and exploited masses. But in auto, steel, and coal,
for example, these proletarians have now become the vanguard of the work-
ers’ struggle and have brought a substantial number of Negores to a position
of primacy in the struggle against capitalism. The backwardness and humilia-
tion of the Negroes that shoved them into these industries, is the very thing
which today is bringing them forward, and they are in the very vanguard of
the proletarian movement from the very nature of the proletarian struggle
itself. Now, how does this complicated interrelationship, the “Leninist”
interrelationship express itself? Henry Ford could write a very good thesis on
that if he were so inclined.

THE FORD EXPERIENCE

The Negroes in the Ford plant were incorporated by Ford: first of all he
wanted them for the hard, rough work. I am also informed by the comrades
from Detroit he was very anxious to play a paternalistic role with the Negro
petty bourgeoisie. He wanted to show them that he was not the person that
these people said he was—look! he was giving Negroes opportunites in his
plant.

Number three, he was able thus to create divisions between whites and
Negroes that allowed him to pursue his anti-union, reactionary way.

What has happened within the last few years that is changed? The mass of
the Negroes in the River Rouge plant, I am told, are one of the most powerful
sections of the Detroit proletariat. They are leaders in the proletarian struggle,
not the stooges Ford intended them to be.

Not only that, they act as leaders not only in the labor movement as a
whole but in the Negro community. It is what they say that is decisive there.
Which is very sad for Henry. And the Negro petty bourgeois have followed
the proletariat. They are now going along with the labor movement: they
have left Ford too. It is said that he has recognized it at last and that he is not
going to employ any more Negroes. He thinks he will do better with women.
But they will disappoint him too. . .

THE REVOLUTIONARY POTENTIAL

Let us not forget that in the Negro people, there sleep and are now awaken-
ing, passions of a violence exceeding perhaps, as far as these things can be
compared, anything among the tremendous forces that capitalism has created.
Anyone who knows them, who knows their history, is able to talk to them
intimately, watches them at their own theatres, watches them at their dances,
watches them in their churches, reads their press with a discerning eye, must
recognize that although their social force may not be able to compare with
the social force of a corresponding number of organized workers, the hatred
of bourgeois society and the readiness to destroy it when the opportunity
should present itself, rests among them to a degree greater than in any other
section of the population in the United States. . .
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Excerpt from:
State Capitalism and World Revolution (1950)

1. The Bureaucracy in Industry

The first task of the revolutionary International is
clarification of this term, bureaucracy. The Stalinists take
advantage of the fact that Marx often used the term,
bureaucracy, in relation to the mass of state functionaries.
But with the analysis of state-capitalism by Engels, the
word bureaucracy began to take on a wider connotation.
Where Engels says ‘“Taking over of the great institutions
for production and communication, first by joint-stock
companies, later on by trusts, then by the State,” he adds:
“The bourgeoisie demonstrated to be a superfluous class.
All its social functions are now performed by salaried
employees.” (Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, p.138.)
These are bureaucrats.

The moment Lenin saw the Soviet, the new form of
social organization created by the masses, he began to
extend the concept, bureaucracy, to include not only
officials of government but the officials of industry, all
who were opposed to the proletariat as masters. This
appears all through State and Revolution and, in its most
finished form, in the following:

“We cannot do without officials under capitalism, under
the rule of the bourgdéoisie. The proletariat is oppressed,
the masses of the toilers are enslaved by capitalism.
Under capitalism democracy is restricted, cramped, cur-
tailed, mutilated by all the conditions of wage-slavery, the
poverty and misery of the masses. This is why and the
only reason why the officials of our political and indus-
trial organizations are corrupted—or more precisely, tend
to be corrupted—by the conditions of capitalism, why they
betray a tendency to become transformed into bureaucrats,
i.e., into privileged persons divorced from the masses and
superior to the masses.

“This is the essence of bureaucracy, and until the
capitalists have been expropriated and the bourgeoisie
overthrown, cven proletarian officials will inevitably be
‘bureaucratized’ to some extent.”
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Lenin's whole stratcgic programme between July and
October is based upon the substitution of the power of the
armed masses for the power of the bureaucrat, the master,
the official in industry and in politics. Hence his reiterated
statement that if you nationalize and even confiscate, it
means nothing without workers’ power. Just as he had
extended the analysis of capitalism, to state-capitalism
and plan, Lenin was developing the theary of class
struggle in relation to the development of capitalism itself.
This strengthened the basic concepts of Marxism.

Marx says: “The authority assumed by the capitalist
by his personification of capital in the direct process of
production, the social function performed by him in his
capacity as a manager and ruler of production, is essen-
tially diffcrent from the authority exercised upon the basis
of production by means of slaves, serfs, etc.

“Upon the basis of capitalist production, the social
character of their production impresses itself upon the
mass of direct producers as a strictly regulating authority
and as a social mechanism of the labour process graduated
into a complete hierarchy. This authority is vested in its
bearers only as a personification of the requirements of
labour standing above the labourer.” (Capital, Vol. III,
p.1,027.)

This is capitalist production, this hierarchy. The special
functions are performed “within the conditions of produc-
tion themselves by special agents in opposition to the
direct producers™. (p.1,025.) These functionaries, acting
against the proletariat in production, are the enemy. If
this is not understood. workers’ control of production is
an cmpty phrase.

With the development of capitalism into state-capitalism,
as far back as 1917, Lenin, in strict theory, denounced
mere confiscation in order to concentrate his whole fire
upon the hierarchy in the process of production itself,
and to counterpose to this, workers’ power. It thus
becomes ever more clear why the Stalinists in their theory
will have nothing whatever to do with state-capitalism
and rebuke and stamp out any suggestions of it so sharply.
The distinction that Lenin always kept clear has now
developed with the development of capitalism over the last
30 years. It has now grown until it becomes the dividing
line between the workers and the whole bureaucratic
organization of accumulated labour, science and know-
ledge, acting against the working class in the irr)m;diate
process of production and everywhere clse. This is the
sense in which the term bureaucracy must be used in
Russia.

“A Higher Social Organization of Labour”

It is upon this Leninist analysis, that the theory of state-
capitalism rests and inseparable from this theory, the
concept of the transition from social labour as compulsion,
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as barracks discipline of capital, to social labour as the
voluntary association, the voluntary labour discipline of
the labourers themselves. Lenin in “The Great Beginning”
theoretically and practically wrote an analysis of labour
in Russia which the development of society on a world
scale during the last 30 years, now raises to the highest
position among all his work on Russia. This must be
the foundation of a Marxist approach to the problems of
economics and politics under socialism. In that article
Lenin did two things:

(a) Established with all the emphasis at his command
that the essential character of the dictatorship of the
proletariat was ‘“not violence and not mainly violence
against the exploiters”. It was the unity and discipline
of the proletariat trained by capitalism, its ability to
produce “a higher social organization of labour”.

(b) Analysed the Communist days of labour given to
the Soviet state and sought to distinguish the specific
social and psychological characteristics of a new form of
labour, and the relation of that to the productivity of
labour.

With all its mighty creations of a Soviet state and Red
Army, and the revolution in the superstructure, it is here
that the Russian socialist revolution could not be com-
pleted. The “historical creative initiative” in production,
the “subtle and intricate” relations of a new labour
process—these never developed for historical reasons. But
there has been a vast development of capitalism and of
the understanding of capitalism all over the world since
the early days of the Russian Revolution. The British
Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Stalinist bureaucracy,
the whole capitalist class in the U.S. (and in the U.S.
more than anywhere else)—all declare that the problem
of production to-day is the productivity of labour and the
need to harness the human interest, i.e., the energy and
ability of the worker. Many of them are aware that it
is the labour process itself which is in question.

What they see partially, contemporary Marxism must
see fully and thereby restore the very foundations of
Marxism as a social science,

It is in the concrete analysis of labour inside Russia
and outside Russia that the Fourth International can find
the basis of the profoundest difference between the Third
International and the Fourth International. The whole
tendency of the Stalinist theory is to build up theoretical
barriers between the Russian economy and the economy
of the rest of the world. The task of the revolutionary
movement, beginning in theory and as we shall see,
reaching to all aspects of political strategy, is to break
down this separation. The development of Russia is to
be explained by the development of world capitalism and
specifically, capitalist production in its most advanced
stage, in the United States. Necessary for the strategic
task of clarifying its own theory and for building an
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2.

The

irreconcilable opposition to Stalinism, it is not accidental
tbat this method also is the open road for the revolu-
tionary party to the socialism inherent in the minds and
hearts, not only of the politically advanced but the most
backward industrial workers in the United States.

It is for this reason that the analysis of the labour
process in the United States must concern us first and
only afterwards the labour process in Stalinist Russia.

Mode of Labour in the United States

Roughly, we may attribute the decisive change in the
American economy to the last part of the nineteenth cen-
tury and the first part of the twentieth century, taking
1914 as a convenient dividing line. After World War I
the Taylor system, experimental before the war, becomes
a social system, the factory laid out for continuous flow
of production, and advanced planning for production,
operating and control. At the same time there is the
organization of professional societies, management courses
in college curricula and responsible management consul-
tants. Between 1924 and 1928 there is rationalization of
production and retooling. (Ford)*. Along with it are
the tendencies to the scientific organization of production,
to closer co-ordination between employers, fusion with
each other against the working class, the intervention of
the state as mediator and then as arbiter.

For the proletariat there is the constantly growing sub-
division of labour, decrease in the need of skills, and
determination of the sequence of operations and speed by
the machine. The crisis of 1929 accelerated all these
processes. The characteristic, most advanced form of
American production becomes Ford. Here production
consists of a mass of hounded, sweated labour (in which,
in Marx’s phrase, the very life of society was threatened) ;
and opposed to it as a class, a management staff which
can carry out this production only by means of a hired
army (Bennett) of gangsters, thugs, supervisors who run
production by terror, in the plant, in the lives of the
workers outside production, and in the political control
of Detroit. Ford's régime before unionization is the
prototype of production relations in fascist Germany and
Stalinist Russia.

But—and without this, all Marxism is lost—inextricably
intertwined with the totalitarian tendency is the response
of the working class. A whole new layer of workers, the
result of the economic development, burst into revolt in
the CIO. The CIO in its inception aimed at a revolution
in production. The workers would examine what they
were told to do and then decide whether it was satisfactory
to them or not. This rejection of the basis of capitalist
economy is the preliminary basis of a socialist economy.
The next positive step is the total management of industry
by the proletariat. Where the Transitional Programme
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says that the “CIO is the most indisputable expression of
the instinctive striving of the American workers to raise
themselves to the level of the tasks imposed upon them by
history™, it is absolutely correct. The task imposed upon
them by history is socialism and the outburst, in aim and
method, was the first instinctive preparation of the social
revolution.

Because it was not and could not be carried through to
a conclusion, the inevitable counterpart was the creation
of a labour bureaucracy. The history of production since
is the corruption of the bureaucracy and its transformation
into an instrument of capitalist production, the restoration
to the bourgeoisie of what it had lost in 1936, the right
to control production standards. Without this mediating
role of the bureaucracy, production in the United States
would be violently and continuously disrupted until one
class was undisputed master.

The whole system is in mortal crisis from the reaction
of the workers. Ford, whose father fought the union so
uncompromisingly as late as 1941, now openly recognizes
that as far as capitalism is concerned, improvements in
technology, i.e., the further mechanization of labour,

offers no road out for the increase of productivity which,

rests entirely with the working class. At the same time,
the workers in relation to capitalism, resist any increase
in productivity. The resistance to speed up does not
necessarily mean as most think that workers are required
to work beyond normal physical capacity. It is resistance
by the workers to any increased productivity, i.e., any
increase of productivity by capitalist methods. Thus, both
sides, capital and labour, are animated by the fact that
for each, in its own way, the system has reached its
limit.

The real aim of the great strikes in 1946 and since is
the attempt to begin on a higher stage what was initiated
in 1936. But the attempt is crippled and deflected by
the bureaucracy, with the result that rationalization of
production, speed up, intensification of exploitation are
the order of the day in industry.

The bureaucracy inevitably must substitute the struggle
over consumption, higher wages, pensions, education, etc.,
for a struggle in producton. This is the basis of the
welfare state, the attempt to appease the workers with
the fruits of labour when they seek satisfaction in the
work itself. The bureaucracy must-raise a new social
programme in the realm of consumption because it cannot
attack capitalism at the point of production without des-
troying capitalism itself.

The series of pension plans which have now culminated
in the five-year contract with General Motors is a very
sharp climax of the whole struggle. This particular type
of increase in consumption subordinates the workers to
production in a special manner after they have reached a
certain age. It confines them to being an industrial
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reserve army, not merely at the disposal of capital in
general but within the confining limits of the specific
capitalist factory which employs them. The effect, there-
fore, is to reinforce control both of employers and
bureaucracy over production.

But along with this intensification of capitalist produc-
tion and this binding of the worker for five years must
go inevitably the increase of revolt, wildcat strikes, a
desperate attempt of the working class to gain for itself
conditions of labour that are denied to it both by the
employers and the labour bureaucracy. While the bureau-
cracy provides the leadership for struggles over consump-
tion, it is from the workers on the line that emerges the
initiative for struggles over speed up. That is precisely
why the bureaucracy, after vainly trying to stop wildcat

strikes by prohibiting them in the contract, has now taken
upon itself the task of repressing by force this interruption
of production. It expels from the unions workers who
indulge in these illegal stoppages, i.e., who protest against
the present stage of capitalist production itself. The
flying squads, originated by the union for struggle against
the bourgeoisie, are now converted by the bureaucracy
into a weapon. of struggle against the proletariat, and all
this in the name of a higher standard of living, greater
consumption by the workers, but in reality to ensure
capitalist production. ’

The increase of coercion and terror by the bureaucracy
increases the tendency of the workers to violent explosion.
This tendency, taken to its logical conclusion, as the
workers will have to take it, means the reorganization of
the whole system of production itself—socialism. Either
this or the complete destruction of the union movement
as the instrument of proletarian emancipation and its
complete transformation into the only possible instrument
of capital against the proletariat at this stage of
production.

This is the fundamental function of the bureaucracy in
Russia. Already the tentative philosophy of the bureau-
cracy in the United States, its political economy of
regulation of wages and prices, nationalization and even
planning, its ruthless political methods, show the organic
similarity of the American labour bureaucracy and the
Stalinists. The struggle in the United States reveals con-
cretely what is involved in the Stalinist falsification of the
Marxist theory of accumulation, etc., and the totalitarian
violence against the proletariat which this falsification

protects.

In the recent coal strikes, despite the wage and welfare
gains of the miners, the heads of the operators declared
that control of production had been restored to them by
the two-year contract. C. E. Wilson, president of General
Motors, hailed the five-year settlement as allowing the
company “to run our own plants”, and as “the union’s
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complete acceptance of technological progress”. Reuther
hailed the G.M. settlernent as a “tremendous step forward”
in “stabilizing labour relations at G.M.”. An editor of
Fortunc magazine Tiled the contract as the harbinger of
“new and more meaningful associative principles” with
the corporation as ‘“the centre of a new kind of
community”.

The Stalinist bureaucracy is the American bureaucracy
carried to its ultimate and logical conclusion; both of
them products of capitalist production in the epoch of
state-capitalism. To reply to this that the bureaucracy
can never arrive at maturity without a proletarian revo-
lution is the complete degradation of Marxist theory. Not
a singlc Marxist of all the great Marxists who analysed
statc-capitalism, not one ever believed capitalism would
reach the specific stage of complete centralization. It was
because of the necessity to examine all its tendencies in
order to be able to mobilize theoretical and practical
opposition in the proletariat that they followed the
dialectical method and took these tendencies to their
conclusions as an indispensable theoretical step. In the
present stage of our theory it is the scrupulous analysis
of production in the United States as the most advanced
stage of world capitalism that forms the indispensable
pretude to the analysis of the labour process of Russia.

3. The Mode of Labour in Russia

The Russian Revolution of October, 1917, abolished
feudalism with a thoroughness never before achieved. The
stage was therefore set for a tremendous economic
expansion. Lenin sought to mobilize the proletariat to
protect itself from being overwhelmed by this economic
expansion. The isolated proletariat of backward Russia
was unable to do this. The subsequent history of the
labour process of Russia is the telescopic re-enactment of
the stages of the process of production of the United
States ; and, added to this, the special degradation imposed
upon it by the totalitarian control of the bureaucracy and
the plan.

The Russian Revolution in 1917 substituted for the
authority of the capitalist in the factory the workers’
control of production. Immediately there appeared both
the concrete development of self-initiative in the factory
and the simplification of the state apparatus outside.
There was workers’ control, with some capitalists as
owners, but mere owners. Production conferences, not of
bureaucrats but of workers, decided what and how to
produce. What capitalists there remained seemed to
vanish into thin air once their economic power was broken,
and workers’ control was supplemented the following year
by nationalization of the means of production. The red
thread that runs through these first years of workers’ rule,
workers' control, scems to suffer a setback under war
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communism in general and with order 1042* in particular.
It takes less than a year for the workers to force a change,
and the all-important trade union debate of 1920 follows.
Lenin fights successfully both Trotsky, the administrator,
and Shlapnikov, the syndico-anarchist, and strives to steer
a course in consonance with the Declaration of the Rights
of the Toilers, that only the masses “from below” can
manage the economy, and that the trade unions are the
transmission belts to the state wherein “every cook can
be an administrator”.

Stalinism in the Russian Factory

In the transition period between 1924 and 1928 when
the First Five Year Plan is initiated, the production con-
ferences undergo a bureaucratization, and with it the form
of labour. There begins the alienation of mass activity
to conform to specified quantities of abstract labour
demanded by the plan “to catch up with capitalism”.

The results are:

(a) In 1929 (“The year of decision and transformation™)
there crystallizes in direct opposition to management by
the masses “from below” the conference of the planners,
the engineers, economists, administrators; in a word, the
specialists.

(b) Stalin’s famous talk of 1931 “put an end to deper-
sonalization”. His “six conditions” of labour contrasted
the masses to the *“personalized” individual who would
outdo the norms of the average. Competition is not on
the basis of creativity and Subbotniks,T but on the basis
of the outstanding individual (read: bureaucrat) who will
devise norms and have others surpass them.

(c) 1935 sees Stakhanovism and the definitive formation
of an aristocracy of labour. Stakhanovism is the pure
model of the manner in which foremen, overseers and
leadermen are chosen in the factories the world over.
These individuals, exceptional to their class, voluntarily
devote an intensity of their labour to capital for a brief
period, thus setting the norm, which they personify, to
dominate the labour of the mass for an indcfinite period.

With the Stakhanovites, the bureaucratic administrators
acquire a social basc, and alongside, there grows the
instability and crisis in the economy. It is the counter-
revolution of state-capital.

*This was the order issued in the attempt to get the completely
disorganized railroad system to function. The railroads were placed under
almost military rule, subordinating the ordinary trade union democracy
to “‘Chief Political Departments’’ which were established in the railway
and water transport workers unions. As soon as the critical situation
had been solved, the transport workers demanded the abolition of the
“Chief Political Departments’> and the immediate restoration of full
trade union democracy.

+Subbotniks were the workers who on their own mitiative voluntecred
to work five hours overtime on Saturdays without pay in order to help-
the economy of the workers’ state. From the word, Subbota, meaning

Saturday.
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(d) Beginning with 1939 the mode of labour changes
again. In his repoirt on the Third Five Year Plan,
Molotov stressed the fact that it was insufficient to be
concerned merely with the mass of goods produced. The
crucial point tor “outsiripping capitalism” was not the
mass but the rate at which that mass was produced. It
was nccessary that per capita production be increased, that
1s to say, that each worker’s productivity be so increased
that fewer workers would be needed to obtain an ever
greater mass of goods. Intensity of labour becomes the
norm.

During the war that norm turned out to be the most
vicious of all forms of exploitation. The Stalinists sanc-
tified it by the name of “socialist emulation”. “Socialist
emulation” meant, firstly, that the pay incentive that was
the due of a Stakhanovite was no longer the reward of
the workers as individuals, once they as a mass produced
according to the new raised norm. In other words, the
take-home pay was the same despite the speed up on a
plant-wide basis. Secondly, and above all, competition
was no longer limited to individual workers competing
on a piccework basis, nor even to groups of workers on
a plant-wide basis, but was extended to cover factory
against factory.

Labour Reserves are established to assure the perpetua-
tion of skills and a sufficient labour supply. Youth are
trained from the start to labour as ordered. The climax
comes in 1943 with the “discovery” of the conveyor belt
system. This is thc year also of the Stalinist admission
that the law of value functions in Russia.

We thus have:

1918: The Declaration of the Rights of Toilers—every
cook an administrator.

1928: Abstract mass labour—“lots” of it “‘to catch up
with capitalism”.

1931: Differentiation within labour—“personalized”
individual ; the pieceworker the hero.

1935: Stakhanovism, individual competition to surpass
the norm.

1936-37: Stalinist Constitution: Stakhanovites and the
intelligentsia singled out as those “whom we respect”.

1939-41: Systematization of piecework ; factory com-
peting against factory.

1943: “The year of the conversion to the conveyor belt
system.”

Whereas in 1936 we had the singling out of a ruling
class, a “simplc” division between mental and physical
work, we now have the stratification of mcntal and'
physical labour. Leontiev's Political Economy in the
Sovict Union lays stress not merely on the intelligentsia
against thc mass, but on specific skills and difierentials,
lower, higher, middle, in-between and highest.
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If we take production since the Plan, not in thc detail
we have just given, but only the major changes, we can
say that 1937 closes one period. It is the period of
“catching up with and outdistancing capitalism” which
means mass production and relatively simple planning.
But competition on a world scale and thc approaching
Second World War is the severest type of capitalisi com-
petition for world mastery. This opens up the new period
of per capita production as against mere ‘“catching up’.
Planning must now include productivity of labour. Such
planning knows and can know only machines and insensity
of exploitation. Furthermore, it includes what the
Russians call rentabl’'nost, that is to say profitability. The
era of the statc helping the factory whose production is
especially needed is over. The factory itself must prove
its worthiness by showing a profit and a profit big cnough
to pay for “ever-expanded” production. And that can be
done only by ever-expanded production of abstract labour
in mass and in rate.

Nowhere in the world is labour so dograded as in
Russia to-day. We are here many stages beyond the
degradation which Marx described in the General Law
of Accumulation. For not merely is the Russian labourer
reduced to an appendage to a machine and a merc cog
in the accumulation of capital. Marx said that the
reserve army kept the working labourer riveted to his
martyrdom. In Russia, because of the power to plan,
the industrial rcserve army is planned. Some 15 million
labourers are planned in direct forcea labour camps.
They are organized by the MVD (GPU) for production.
The disciplinary laws which began with reduction in wages
for coming 15 minutes late have as their final stage, for
lack of discipline, ‘“corrective labour”, ie., the con-
centration camp.

What the American workers are revolting against since
1936 and holding at bay, this, and nothing else but this,
has overwhelmed the Russian proletariat. The rulers of
Russia perform the same functions as are performed by
Ford, General Motors, the coal operators and their huge
bureaucratic staffs. Capital is not Henry Ford; he can
die and leave his whole empire to an institution; the
plant, the scientific apparatus, the method, the personnel
of organization and supervision, the social system which
sets these up in opposition to the direct producer will
remain. Not inefficiency of bureaucrats, not “prestige,
powers and revenue of the bureaucracy”, not consumption
but capital accumulation in its specifically capitalist
manner, this is the analysis of the Russian cconomy.

To think that the struggle in Russia is over consumption
not only strikes at the whole theory of the relationship
of the superstructure to the productive mechanism. In
practice, to-day, the crisis in Russia is manifestly the
crisis in production. Whoever is convinced that this whole
problem is a problem of consumption is driven away
from Marxism, not towards it.
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4. The Crisis of State-Capitalism

It was Marx’s contention that the existence of a
labouring force compelled to sell its labour-power in order
to live meant automatically the system of capitalist
accumulation. The capitalist was merely the agent of
capital. The bureaucrats are the same. Neither can
use nor knows any other mode of production. A new
mode of production requires primarily that they be totally
removed or totally subordinated.

At this point it is convenient to summarize briefly
the abstract economic analysis of state-capitalism. We
have never said that the economy of the United States
is the same as the economy of Russia. What we have :
said is that, however great the differences, the fundamental :
laws of capitalism operate. It is just this that Marx
indicated with his addition to Capital dealing with com- ‘;
plete centralization of capital “in a given country”. |

“A given country” meant one specific country, i.e., the
laws of the world-market still exist. If the whole world |
became centralized, then there would be a new society (for |
those who want it) since the world-market would have |
been destroyed.  Although completely centralized, capital
“in a given country” can plan, it cannot plan away the
contradictions of capitalist production. If the organic
composition of capital on a world. scale is 5 to 1, moving
to 6 to 1, to 7 to 1, etc., centralized capital in a given
country has to keep pace with that. The only way to
escape it would be by a productivity of labour so great
that it could keep ahead of the rest and still organize
its production for use. Such a productivity of labour is.
impossible in capitalism which knows only the law of
value and its consequence, accumulated labour and
sweating proletarians. That is precisely why Engels wrote
that though formally, i.e., abstractly, complete state-
property could overcome the contradictions, actually it
could not, the “workers remain proletarians”. The whole
long dispute between underconsumption and rate of profit
theorists has now been definitively settled precisely by the
experience of Russia.

Lenin in 1917 repeated that state-capitalism without the
Soviets meant “military penal labour” for the workers.
The Soviet power was the road to socialism. The struggle
in Russia and outside is the struggle against “military
penal labour” and for the Soviet power. The revolit
which gave birth to the CIO prevented American capital
from transforming the whole of American production and
society into the system which Ford and Bennett had
established. This monstrous burden would have driven
capital still further along the road of accumulation of
capital, domination over the direct producer or accumula-
tion of misery, lowered productivity, barbarism, paralysis
and gangrene in all aspects of society. That was
Germany. That would be the plan, the plan of capital,
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and with state-property it is more free than before to
plan its own ruin.

The totalitarian state in Russia prevents the workers
from making their social and political experiences in
open class struggle. But by so doing, it ensures the
unchecked reign of capital, the ruin of production and
society, and the inevitability of total revolution.

The decisive question is not whether centralization is
complete or partial, heading toward completeness. The
vital necessity of our time is to lay bare the violent
antagonism of labour and capital at this definitive stage
of centralization of capital. Whether democratic or
totalitarian, both types of society are in permanent
decline and insoluble crisis. Both are at a stage when
cnly a total reorganization of social relations can lift
society a stage higher.
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Excerpt from: Facing Reality (1958)

There is no mystery in what is happening to our
society. Men live their lives according to a philosophy
of life. They always have. They always will. They may
not be conscious of it. But when Roman Catholics and
Protestants believed that it was their duty to convert,
or, failing that, to exterminate each other, ideas were
part of a total philosophy of life. Today Catholics and
atheists can live peaceably side by side in the same
house and are more concerned with whether their neigh-
bors are Fascist or Communist, with which political
party they belong to, than which Church they attend.
Obviously the view of what constitutes the fundamentals
of existence has changed. People do not need to be philo-
sophers to have a philosophy of life.

Philosophers seek to formulate in precise and com-
prehensive terms the ideas of their age, or propagate
new ideas, in whole or in part. All this would appear
to be elementary. It has to be stated, however, because
foday the great stream of European philosophy has
various evil-smelling stagnant pools or little streams
that babble as aimlessly and far less usefully than
Tennyson’s brook. One of the stagnant schools has dis-
covered that the organic constitution of the human
mind is gloom, anxiety, dread, suffering, and all varie-
ties of misery. The other begins from the premise that
all previous philosophies misconceived language, and
they have set out to make language more precise. For
them a sentence which states “The future of humanity
is in peril,” has no meaning. This they demonstrate by
devoting twenty pages to the word “the,” forty pages
to the word “future,” and so on. A popular tradition has
it that at the end of the great age of Catholicism the
theologians debated with passion how many angels
could dance on the point of a needle. Today they do not
seem so absurd in the light of the number of professors
who can dance on the needle of a point. In this way,
inquiring youth is corrupted and shepherded into pas-
sivity before the crimes and evils of the day.

These learned obscurantists and wasters of paper
are of value in that they signify the end of a whole
stage in the intellectual history of mankind. Philosophy
as such has come to an end.

From Plato to Hegel, European philosophers were
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always struggling to make a total harmonious unity of
societies riddled by class struggles. They were attempt-
ing the impossible, organizing in the mind what could
only be organized in society. But contrary to these mod-
ern marionettes, they usually cleared away much that
had become old and rotten and at least formulated the
new. But the time for that is past. The development of
science and industry has brought men face to face with
the need to make reasonable their daily existence, not
to seek in philosophical systems for the harmony that
eludes them in life. Over a hundred years ago in one
of his greatest passages, Marx saw that religious and
philosophical systems had had their day, and men
would soon face the realities of social life as phenomena
created by human beings, to be organized by human be-
ings in concrete life, and not in the escapism of ab-
stract thought or the mystic symbolism of religious
ceremonial. This intellectual clarification had been
achieved not by intellectuals but by bourgeois society
itself. So in the Communist Manifesto Marx pointed
ocut that in good time men would face the world as it
was and therefore have no need of a philosophy to
resolve its contradictions. The socialist proletariat would
reorganize society.

Conservation of the old modes of production in un-
altered form was, on the contrary, the first condi-
tion of existence for all earlier industrial classes.
Constant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupt-
ed disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting
uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois
epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen
relations, with their train of ancient and venerable
prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all new-
formed ones become antiquated before they can os-
sify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy
is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face
with sober senses, his real conditions of life, and
his relations with his kind.

Philosophy must become proletarian—this stinging
formulation is the source of jeers and sneers or polite
smirks by the philosophically educated. It is neverthe-
less one of the great truths of our time. Immense num-
bers of the educated, now compelled at last to face with
sober senses the real conditions of life and their real
relations with their kind, fly off in all directions, philo-
sophies of anxiety, dizzy gyrations on the meaning of
the word “meaning,” rediscovering original sin, diving
into the depths of the human personality armed with
torchlights made by Freud and Jung, accumulating sta-
tistics in the spirit of Mr. Gallup and labeling it socio-
logy.

gS’Yl’hough confused and deafened by the clamor above,
it is the working class in every country more than any
other class which faces very soberly the conditions of
life as they are today and knows that the future of
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human experience lies in the reorganization of these
conditions and not in dread, depth psychology, or the
ineradicable sense of sin. For the same reason, language
is today more than ever adequate for the expression of
human needs. This is not because language is more
highly developed, but because human needs have be-
come more simplified. With modern means of commu-
nication, there is not an urgent social problem today
which is beyond the rapid comprehension of the vast
majority of mankind. Since the Greek city-state, it is
the first time in history that this is possible. There is
ne mystery in what is happening to our society. If so
many find it easier to accept the total destruction of
human society rather than see that a new society is all
around them, a society based on cooperative labor, it
is not merely because of greed, desire to retain privilege,
original sin. It is because, arising out of these material
privileges and re-enforcing them is a habit of mind,
a way of viewing the world, a philosophy of life still
so powerful because by means of it man has conquered
nature. It has governed the world for over four hundred
years and now it has come to an end.

Beginning in the Sixteenth Century, mankind lib-
erated itself from the static closed conceptions of the
universe which had characterized the medieval epoch.
The study of science and the revolutionizing of produc-
tion which had grown up within feudal society opened
up the perspective of conquering nature and subjecting
it to human control. Copernicus, Galileo, Descartes, Mi-
chelangelo, Leonardo da Vinci, Columbus, and Shakes-
speare are some of the symbols of the new age. For us
today, the most significant is Descartes.

To a society advancing in science and industry,
Descartes gave a philosophy that expressed and released
the readiness to adventure in every realm, including the
realm of ideas. His philosophy was imbued with the con-
viction that every discovery contributed to the libera-
tion of humanity. It inculcated freedom from national
prejudice for all thinking men. This philosophy bore
its name on its face—rationalism. “I think, therefore I
am.” said Descartes, and the world rejoiced at the per-
spective of the expansion of individual personality and
human powers through the liberation of the intellect.
This resting of self-certainty on man’s own thought,
and man’s thought alone, was a revolutionary defiance
of the medieval dogma which had derived certainty of
self from God or the Church. Rationalism encouraged
and developed an elite, the organizers of ideas, the or-
ganizers of industry, the discoverers in science. At that
stage of human development they were needed. They
cultivated the individual personality. It followed that
they looked upon the masses of men as passive unthink-
ing servants of the active organizing elite. Rationalism
saw each human being as an individual, the natural
leaders being the most able, the most energetic, the
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most far-seeing individuals. Its political form, as de-
veloped by Locke, if only as an ideal, was democracy,
the transference of free individual competition into
politics. It was invaluable in the conquest of nature,
and under its banner reaction was driven steadily back
and the modern world was created.

Today the tasks envisaged by Descartes, the great
men of the Sixteenth Century and their followers in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth, are accomplished. The
pressing need of society is no longer to conquer nature.
The great and pressing need is to control, order, and
reduce to human usefulness the mass of wealth and
knowledge which has accumulated over the last four
centuries. In human, in social terms, the problem of
mankind has gone beyond the association of men in a
natural environment to achieve control over nature.
Today mankind is sharply divided into two camps within
the social environment of production, the elite and the
mass. But the trained, educated elite no longer repre-
sents the liberation of mankind. Its primary function
is to suppress the social community which has developed
inside the process of production. The elite must sup-
press the new social community because this commu-
nity is today ready to control, order, and reduce to hu-
man usefulness the, K mass of accumulated wealth and
knowledge. This antagonistic relation between an ad-
ministrative elite calculating and administering the
needs of others, and people in a social community de-
termining their own needs, this new world, our world,
is a world which Descartes never knew or guessed at.
As an actual liberating philosophy of life, rationalism
is dead. It is rationalism which no longer commands
the allegiance of men.

Yet on both sides of the Iron Curtain, it is ration-
alism which still rules. Stalinist totalitarianism is mere-
ly the material expression of the elite philosophy of ra-
tionalism carried to its ultimate conclusion. Its philo-
scphy of the Party is the philosophy of the organized
elite, Its philosophy of the Plan is the philosophy of
the organizing intellect. It is the attempt to take what
was living, creative, dynamic, adventurous in the eariy
days of science and industry and make it into a blue-
print to regulate the infinitely complex life of modern
society. Its conception of the masses of the people is
that they are the means by whose labor and sacrifice are
to be achieved ends which only the elite can visualize
clearly. Hence the blindness, the moral degradation, the
dehumanization which overtakes those who today prac-
tice the philosophy of rationalism. Two philosophies, the
philosophy of man’s mastery over men and the philo-
sophy of man’s mastery over things, have met face to
face.

Fascism, Corporate State, One-Party State, Welfare
State, Totalitarianism, all of these are ways in which
rationalism attempts to adapt itself to the modern
community. Thereby it not only obstructs the new so-



ciety. It destroys all the achievements of rationalism it-
self. The free development of the individual personality,
the right of the meanest intelligence to wander through
the strangest seas of thought, alone if need be, this
freedom has been established as a universal principle,
however limited it might be by the actual conditions
of existence at any particular place or time. It is now
an ineradicable part of the human personality. The
new society, the community of cooperative labor, can
function adequately only if this freedom can expand
to its fullest degree. Today rationalism destroys it, not
only for the mass, but for the elite itself. So Hitler and
Stalin become the sole individuals in their countries en-
titled to any personality at all. Political parties in par-
liamentary democracies become machines in which the
individual must either conform or be ruthlessly elimi-
nated. Human associations no longer are guided by
leadership, they pay homage to “the leader.” That is
why “on both sides of the Curtain—and rapidly devel-
oping in Asia and Africa-——modern urban, industrial (or
industrializing) society renders its citizens ever more
rootless in their local habitations, ever more mobile,
ever more atomistic. They do not feel their society. They
do not seem parts of it.” But a society of Workers Coun-
cils in every department of the national life, and a Gov-
ernment of Workers Councils? Ah! That, if you please,
will mean—the destruction of culture. As if for fifty years
official society has not been systematically destroying
culture in its most precious castle—the mind of man.
Sometimes some scrap of reality appears for a brief
moment among the perpetual stupidity, lies, hypocrisy
and self-delusion which the daily Press mechanically
places before even its most pretentious customers. Thus
the London Times for April 18th, 1957, suddenly informs

its readers:
It is, for example, being widely said that the poli-

tical and industrial conflicts in contemporary Brit-
ain arise from the fact that two fundamentally
opposite moralities, a bourgeois morality and a col-
lective morality, are flourishing side by side and
that their respective adherents find it increasingly
hard to discover a common basis for discussion.

It is a peculiar idea that both these societies are
“flourishing.” Let that pass.

There they are, the two societies. But we read on
and it turns out that the bourgeois morality is—Chris-
tianity. “Conservative Freedom Pays;” a Prime Minister
in the House of Commons, twisting and cheating like
a racing tout in the dock, when asked if American
planes loaded with hydrogen bombs are flying over
England; employers straining like greyhounds on the
leash for a government signal to have the showdown
with the workers; professors sitting up late over Jung
to find reasons why royalty is part of the collective un-
conscious (British), this is capitalistic society? No such
thing. It is Christianity, and the Archbishop of Canter-
bury is its prophet.

-
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Ill. THE CARIBBEAN

The Making of the Caribbean People (1966)

This evening I am to speak on The Making of the Caribbean People, a
people in my opinion unique in the modern world. That is the theme which I
will develop. I know nobody like them, nobody like us, both positively and
negatively. I'll tell you how I will treat such a tremendous subject. I will begin
by stating the kind of opinions that educated people, and well-meaning
progressive people, have of us, the Caribbean people. Naturally, on such a
wide subject, in such a limited time, I will have to be quite precise in the
quotations that I give. They are chosen because they have more than passing
value. When I have stated what is the general opinion, I shall then proceed to
state my own, which is utterly and completely opposed to the opinions held
by most educated people, West Indians and non-West Indidans. I will do that
by going into history and sociology of the West Indian at the beginning of
their entry into modern western society. I shall concentrate to a large degree
on what took place between 1600 and 1800. When I have established that,
then I will move more rapidly through our history and what has been
happening since. But I will depend on what has been established in the early
part, to be able to move rapidly and easily into matters which are more
familiar to us.

First of all then: what is the general opinion held about us by people who
are West Indians or who are interested in the West Indies?

I will begin with a quotation from the Moyne Report. A number of
excellent English gentlemen and ladies, of broad views, sympathetic to the
West Indies, who were sent there by King George V in 1938 on a Royal
Commsiiion. They wrote a report which is one of the foremost reports that
has ever been made about the West Indies.1 They were not hostile to the West
Indies. They were merely profoundly ignorant of what they were dealing
with. Here is a quotation from that report,

Negroes were taken from lands where they lived no doubt in a primitive state.

I don’t know where they got that from, because the early Portuguese and
the rest who discovered Africa did not find very much difference between the
Negro civilizations they met and the great masses of the peasantry they had
left at home. In many respects many Africans were more advanced. These
Commissioners writing the report took for granted that all Africans lived in
Africa in a primitive state—but Africans lived in social conditions and were
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subject to customs and usages which, antropology increasingly shows, had
definite social, economic and cultural value. Well, at any rate, that is much
better than what they used to teach twenty or thirty years ago.

The report goes on to say that “their transfer to the West Indies unlike
most other large-scale movements of population, did not involve the transfer
ol any important traces of their traditions and customs, but rather their
almost complete destruction.”’ Now it is impossible to produce a sentence
that contains more mistakes and more gross misunderstandings and mis-
representations.

The Negroes who came from Africa brought themselves. The Amer-Indians
could not stand the impact of slavery. Chinese came afterwards and couldn’t
make it: they couldn’t do the work. The Europeans tried Portuguese la-
bourers: they wer not successful. People of African descent, the African from
Africa, made the perpetuation of western civilisation possible in the West
Indies. The report says that they left everything behind. But the Africans
themselves are the most important and most vlauable representatives of their
civilisation—that when they came here they brought themselves, something of
primary importance, never seems to come to the mind of all these people who
write reports.

Now they go on to say that “the Negroes had one function only, the
provision of cheap labour on the estates owned and managed by Europeans
for the production of their valuable export crops. They lost their language,
customs and religions, and no systematic attempt was made to substitute any
other.” They lost their language, yes. But they rapidly mastered the English,
the French and the Spanish languages.

So if they lost their language it is necessary to say they had to learn new
ones and they learnt them very well. They could do that being the people
that they were.

Now this Moyne report is the opinion of a whole body of MPs of various
disciplines, and various other perosns. These things left their mark—we had
been inhumanly treated, as the “primitives” we were. We continued to be.

The coming of emancipation gave a strong, if temporary, impetus to such
forces as were working for the betterment of the Negro population: Churches
and their attempt to teach Negores Christianity, to read and to write, and to
improve their morals so that they shouldn’t have so many illegitimate child-
ren. That was a primary conception for the betterment of the Negro. I hope
before I have concluded to show you how superficial, how entirely false, was
this estimate of Negro morals and capability.

Now I want to add to that a statement by no less a person than Professor
Arthur Lewis. You will find it in a pamphlet that I have published in
Trinidad. It is a statement made to an economic conference 2 which he
addresses as follows: The professors of economics, the economists—so says
Professor Lewis—do not know much more on development than the ordinary
person does. Economic development depends on saving some of what vou
have now, in order to improve yourself later. He says, that is all there is Lo i,
there is no special economic theory or economic knowledge required. He savs
that what is required is the effort and readiness to sacrifice by the great part
of the population. And, he concludes, people don’t know whether the
population, the West Indian population, will make that effort or not. He
more than implies that it is a question of doubt as to whether the West Indian
population has got that necessary feeling, that impetus to make the sacrifices
necessary, for the development of the West Indian economy.

I want to dissociate myself completely from Professor Lewis’s view. I have
never found that West Indians, when called upon in a critical situation, do not
respond. That is their life: I believe that they can’t help responding. Begin-
ning as we do in a new civilisation and leaving such elements that they might
have brought with them behind, they have always responded to a funda-
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mental and serious challenge. That has been our way of life. That is why we
are still alive. What has happened to us is that economic and social forces are
sitting upon our backs and preventing us from developing ourselves in vital
spheres. Where we have had an opportunity to work freely, there we have
shown great distinction. Where we have not shown it is because we have been
prevented. It is not the lack of capacity. I want you to understand that. I
strongly remove myself from the view expressed by Professor Lewis that it
depends on us whether we shall rise to the occasion. If those on our backs get
off our backs, we shall be able to rise: we have done pretty well with the
burdens that we have always carried and are still carrying.

This whole business consists of criticisms and doubts of a “primitive”
people. We began with nothing, and have learned a great deal but we still have
a lot to learn! That is not my view of the West Indian. I think that we have
learned all that was possible for us to have learned. We have learned far more
than other people in similar situations have learned. The difficulties that we
have met with, that stood in our way, were difficulties of a breadth and
weight which would have crushed a people of less power and less understand-
ing of the fact that we had to do all we could to get somewhere.

AS IT WAS IN THE BEGINNING

Now I want to begin with Lygon’s History of Barbados. It was written in
1653. You can’t begin much earlier. He had been in Barbados up to 1647.
The island was populated by Englishmen in the 1620’s, and Lygon says that
at the beginning, or very soon after, there were eleven thousand white peasant
farmers in Barbados. They were on their way to becoming what New England
in the United States became later.

But then came the sugar plantations and the Negroes were brought in order
to work on the sugar plantations. That was somewhere between 1640 or
thereabouts, and Lygon gives this account of what happened to the Negroes
who at that time had not been in Barbados more than about 10 years. I will
give a full account of what he ways. Don’t think it’s a little long: it is very
important and means a great deal for our future understanding of the whole
300 years of West Indian history that follows it.

I want to interpolate here that I fully agree with Gilberto Freyre that the
African who made the Middle Passage and came to live in the West Indies was
an entirely new historical and social category. He was not an African, he was
a West Indian black who was a slave. And there had never been a people like
that before and there haven’t been any since. And what I shall make clear is
the uniqueness of our history and the unique developments which have
resulted.

Back now to Lygon:

A little before I came thence, there was such a combination amongst them, as
the like was never seen there before. Their sufferings being grown to the great
height, and their daily complainings to one another (of the intolerable burdens
they labour’d under) being spread throughout the lland; at the last, some
amongst them, whose spirits were not able to endure such slavery, resolved to
break through it, or die in the act; and so conspired with some others of their
acquaintance, whose sufferings were equall, if not above theirs; and their spirits
no way inferious, resolved to draw as many of the discontented party into this
plot, as possible they could; and those of this perswasion, were the greatest
number of servants in the Iland. So that a day was appointed to fall upon their
Masters, and cut all their throats, and by that means, to make themselves not
only freemen, but Masters of the Iland.

Now that is the very beginning (and the continuation) of West Indian
history. They wanted not only their freedom but to remove their masters ar}d
make themselves masters of the island. That is what happened essentially in
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San Domingo about 150 years afterwards and that is what happened in Cuba
in 1958. They got rid of their masters and made themselves masters of the
island. Masters isn’t exactly the same as Lygon’s statement but if I may quote
a resilient lawyer: *““The principle is the same.”

I believe the above to be characteristic of the West Indies and our history.
When West Indians reach a certain stage they wish to make a complete change
and that is because all of us come from abroad. Liberty means something to
us that is very unusual. There were many generations of slaves in Africa, of
that we are quite sure. And in Africa they took it and no doubt fought
against it at certain times. But when we made the Middle Passage and came to
the Caribbean we went straight into a modern industry—the sugar planta-
tion—and there we saw that to be a slave was the result of our being black. A
white man was not a slave. The West Indian slave was not accustomed to that
kind of slavery in Africa; and therefore in the history of the West Indies there
is one dominant fact and that is the desire, sometimes expressed, sometimes
unexpressed, but always there, the desire for liberty; the ridding oneself of
the particular burden which is the special inheritance of the black skin.

If you don’t know that about West Indian people you know nothing about
them.

They have been the most rebellious people in history and that is the reason.
It is because being a black man he was made a slave, and the white man,
whatever his limitations, was a free subject, a man able to do what he could in
the community. That is the history of the West Indies. No hint of that
appears in the report of Lord Moyne and if we read any number, not only of
government reports but works of economists and historians, some of them
West Indians, they have no conception whatever of the people they are
dealing with and where we are headed.

To go on with Lygon:

And so closely was this plot carried, as no discovery was made, till the day
before they were to put in in act: And then one of them, either by the failing of
his courage, or some new obligation from the love of his Master, revealed this
long plotted conspiracy; and so by this timely advertisement, the Masters were
saved. Justice Hethersall (whose servant this was) sending letters to all his
friends, and they to theirs, and so to one another, till they were all secured; and
by examination, found out the greatest part of them.

THE HOUSE SLAVE

Now it is interesting to note that this fellow who betrayed the plot was
working with a justice, Justice Hethersall. Whether he loved his master or
some other reason (that is a matter for the psychologists). I don’t know. What
I think, what I suspect, is that working in the house of a Justice of the Peace,
he had acquired a certain respect, a subservience to the conceptions of law
and order of the masters of the society which he had just entered. And I say
that because we shall see this type constantly reappearing, it is most pro-
minent in West Indian society today: the house-slave. A man is a part of the
mass of the population; the mass of the population moves in a certain
direction, and for some reason or other, he goes and betrays the cause. We
have that West Indian pattern of betrayal from the very beginning.

Lygon continues:

. whereof ecighteen of the principal men in the conspiracy, and they were the
first leaders and contrivers of the plot, were put to death, for example to the
rest. And the reason why they made examples of so many, was, they found
these so haughty in their resolutions, and so incorrigible, as they were like
enough to become actors in a second plot; and so they thought good, to secure
them; and for the rest, to have a speciall eye over them.

Now there in sharp outline at the very beginning is the history of the West
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Indies. After barely ten years they all of them are knit together not merely by
the common bond of colour but far more by a common oppression. They
have the majority of people in the island. (I feel fairly certain that it was the
sugar plantation and working in it that gave them this possibility. I don’t
believe they would have been able to organise themselves so well and so
clearly in Africa. That is not important.) Anyway this thing is planned. Then
this person working with Justice Hethersaii betrays. He goes and he tells his
masters what amounts to: “I am with you, not with them, that is what they
are plotting to do.”

That is permanent in the history of the West Indies and we shall see that as
we go on. Note how the leaders who are caught are incorrigible, they are
absolutely determined not to give way in the slightest respect: they have to
be executed, all of them, because that is the only way in which their masters
could feel safe for the future. That is the history we ought to teach in our
schools. That is our history, West Indian history.

Now why I’ve chosen that is because I believe that it is symbolical of the
whole of West Indian history and as I go on, especially when I come to my
special study, The Black Jacobins, I shall go into that in some detail. Some of
you may believe that you have read the book. I did more than that, I wrote
it. But it is only in late years that I am able to understand and to appreciate
the full significance of what I wrote in that book. We shall go into that in
time.

SLAVES RAN THE PLANTATIONS

Now I want to move to another feature which is not understood by these
numerous West Indian economists, sociologists, historians and writers. This
which I hold up before you is a work called Merchants and Planters by
Richard Pares. He is one of the greatest West Indian scholars, a scholar in that
he has done a lot of studies and is a man of great learning. (He has not written
one book and gone about claiming to be a scholar.) Merchants and Planters is
a study of the Caribbean and was published for the Economic History Society
at the Cambridge University Press. Pares notes that

. ..in all the inventories which are to be found among the West Indian archives
it is very usual for the mill, the cauldron, the still and the buildings to count for
more than one-sixth of the total capital; in most plantations one-tenth would be
nearer the mark. By far the greatest capital items were the value of the slaves
and the acreage planted in canes by their previous labour.

So that the greatest capital value (this is about 1760) of the sugar planta-
tion, was the labour of the slaves and the acres they had planted. All sorts of
economists do all sorts of studies about the West Indies but they don’t know
that. They write little studies how this was worth that and that was worth
this, and this was worth the other. But the real value of those economic units
was the slaves and the land they had developed by their labour, this escapes
nearly all except this English scholar.

Pares goes on to say:

Yet, when we look closely, we find that the industrial capital required was
much larger than a sixth of the total value. With the mill, the boiling house and
the still went an army of specialists—almost all of them slaves, but none the less
specialists for that.

If you take little away from this meeting and you take that, you will have
done well.

There was an army of slaves, but he says they were specialists; they were
slaves it is true, but nevertheless they were specialists. That is very hard to
grasp. Try hard. This tremendous economy that made so much wgalth
particularly for British society—it was the slaves who ran those plantations.
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Note that you get what Pares is saying: the statisticians never write down
what was the real value of the important industrial capital of the plantations.
And he says, . .. this is terrific:

They were not only numerous but, because of their skill, they had a high
value. If we add their cost to that of the instruments and machinery which they
used, we find that the industrial capital of the plantations, without which it
could not be a plantation at all, was probably not much less than half its total
capital.

I hope there are some economists here who have done research in this field,
who will stand up and take part in the discussion; about what they have
written, or to be more precise, what they have not written.

It takes an Englishman to write this. And here let me, in advance, correct a
misunderstanding very prevalent today. I denounce European colonialist
scholarship. But I respect the learning and the profound discoveries of
Western Civilisation. It is by means of the work of the great men of Ancient
Greece; of Michelet, the French historian; of Hegel, Marx and Lenin; of Du
Bois; of contemporary Europeans and Englishmen like Pares and E.P. Thomp-
son; of an African like the late Chisaza, that my eyes and ears have been
opened and I can today see and hear what we were, what we are, and what we
can be, in other words—the Making of the Caribbean People.

Pares goes on to say:

- .. but when we examine specifications of the Negroes, we find so many boil-
ers, masons, carters, boatswains of the mill, etc., that we cannot feel much
confidence in our categories, especially when we find individuals described as
“‘excellent boiler and field negro .. .”

So that about 1766 Negroes ran the plantations. That is what this scholar is
saying. A man is described as excellent boiler and field Negro, this prevents us
from putting such persons on either side of the line. He not only worked in
the fields but he also did the necessary technical work. Further complication
arises from the fact that specialist jobs were awarded to the sickly and the
ruptured. The sickly or the ruptured were given the technical jobs to do—note
the spread of technical skill.

That gave me, and I had read it elsewhere, an entirely different picture of
the kind of civilisation that was in existence in the West Indies well before the
French Revolution of 1789. I have found other evidence elsewhere and it
seems to me that they, the slaves, ran that society; they were the persons
responsible. If they had been removed the society would have collapsed. That
is perfectly clear in certain writings about Trinidad and Tobago. But the West
Indian economists, the West Indian sociologists, the West Indian historians;
they write but I have never met any one of them who understood that, and I
would be very glad if either here, or if you feel shamed about it, in private,
you will let me know, one or two of you, why this had to be done by an
Englishman, an English scholar. I want to put it as sharply as possible. Slaves
ran the plantations; those tremendous plantations, the great source of wealth
of so many English aristocarts and merchants, the merchant princes who cut
such a figure in English society (and French too, but we are speaking of
English society). Those plantations were run by the slaves. That is what Pares
is saying. Slave labour was not an advanced stage of labour, but those
plantations created millions and from top to bottom slaves ran them.

And now we are able to understand one of the greatest events in the history
of the West Indian people which I will now spend some time upon in the light
of what we have said of the earlier part. It will deal with the San Domingo
Revolution.
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THE BLACK JACOBINS

I wrote the book, The Black Jacobins. I studied that society very closely
but it is only of late years with my acquaintance with the West Indian people
and actual contact with them, political and in some degree sociological, that I
have learned to understand what I wrote in this book. And I have learned to
undgrstand it because as I read educated persons writing about the West
Indies, it becomes clear that they have no understanding whatever of the West
Indian people.

I will take an excerpt here and there and spend a word or two on each, but
I prefer to deal with the extracts themselves. The first one is from Fortescue,
the historian of the British Army. And Fortescue writes what happened to
the British expedition to San Domingo in 1792. This is the sentence I want
you to bear in mind. This was the war in which England was fighting for its
life against revolutionary France. And Fortescue says,

The secret of England’s impotence for this first six years of the war may be
said to lie in two fatal words—San Domingo.

Fortescue puts the blame on Pitt and Dundas,
who had full warning that on this occasion they would have to fight not only
poor, sickly Frenchmen, but the Negro population of the West Indies. Yet they
poured their troops into these pestilent islands, in the expectation that thereby
they would destroy the power of France, only to discover, when it was too late,
that they had practically destroyed the British Army.

Now I have done some teaching, a great deal of teaching: I was a member of
that noble army of martyrs for 12 years and I have met many students who
knew all about the Battle of Hastings, the Batitle of Waterloo, the Battle of
the Great Armada. Some of them were pretty bright on Blank in the Battle of
Blank, but that the British Army was destroyed by slaves in San Domingo,
and England was impotent for the first six years of the greatest war in history
up to 1914, they simply don’t know anything about that. I wonder how
many of you know that. I wouldn’t press it any further.

Now an important thing is that the slaves worked collectively on the sugar
plantation and I am going to read a statement now which shows what that
had made of them.

A few years after the revolution began (it began in 1791 and this is about
1796), a French official Roume notes the change in the people.

In the North (that is where the great sugar plantations were, in the great North
plain) they came out to sustain royalty, nobility and religion against the poor
whites and the Patriots. But they were soon formed into regiments and were
hardened by fighting. They organised themselves into armed sections and into
popular bodies, and even while fighting for royalty they adopted instinctively
and rigidly observed all the forms of republican organisation.

This is in 17986, only five years after the revolt.
Slogans and rallying cries were established between the chiefs of the sections
and divisions and gave them points of contact from one extremity of the plains
and towns of the North to the other.

Over one-third of the island of San Domingo. This was not a few, but the
mass.

This guaranteed the leaders a means of calling out the labourers and sending
them back at will. These forms were extended to the districts in the West
Province, and were faithfully observed by the black labourers, whether fighting
for Spain and royalty or for the republic, Roume assured Bonaparte that he
recognised these slogans, even during the insurrection which forced him to
authorise the taking of Spanish San Domingo.

This was some years afterwards.
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Now I wonder what conclusions you draw from this self-mobilisation and
self-discipline of a West Indian population. The conclusion I draw is the
absolute impertinence and stupidity of a Colonial Office, which, as late as
1950, was wondering whether the people of Trinidad should have freedom or
not, or whether they should have five members or more in the Legislature or
how many in the Executive; playing a game of checkers they put one member
and they see how it goes; then they put two and wait a bit; and they put
another one, but he did not do so well so they take him away. And that is the
kind of business, that is what they were doing, they said, to train the people
for democracy. But look at our people in 1796. They were illiterate: Tous-
saint used to say two-thirds of them had made the Middle Passage and could
not speak a work of French. They knew a few words of patois. But they
worked on sugar plantations. They were masters of the technical necessities
of the plantation, and when the time came they were able to organise
themselves over the whole of the North Plain, and their leaders could call
them out and send them back home merely by the use of political slogans.

Any population which could act in this way while only a few years from
slavery was fitted for full parliamentary democracy 150 years afterwards.

British Colonial officials have understood nothing about the development
of colonial peoples. They have stood in the way of their forward movement
from colonial status to freedom. The people who understand this had to go to
jail. Gandhi and Nehru went to jail for any number of years. Nkrumah went
to jail. Dr. Hastings Banda went to jail. Nyerere went to jail. All of them, and
that priest from Cyprus, he went to jail also.

So you notice that they didn’t learn about democracy in British schools,
they learnt it in the jails into which the British had put them; and from those
jails they taught the population and taught the Colonial Office what were the
realities of independence.

I don’t mind what nonsense the British historians and economists write. But
our writers; our West Indian writer; he is the man I am concerned with. He
does not seem to understand anything of what I am saying to you here.

Toussaint, about 1801 or 1802, came to a conception for which the only
word is genius. He wrote a Constitution for San Domingo and he didn’t
submit it to the French Government. He declared in the Constitution that
San Domingo would be governed by the ex-slaves. French officials asked him:
what is the place of the French Government in this Constitution? He repied,
“They will send commissioners to talk with me”—and that was all he would
say.

His plan was absolute local independence on the one hand, but on the other
hand French capital and French commissioners to establish the relation. He
begged them to help him develop and educate the country, and to send a high
official from France as a link between both governemnls. The local power
was too well safe-guarded for us to call it a protectorate. All the evidence
shows that Toussaint, working alone, had reached forward to that form of
political relation which we know today as dominion status. This was forty
years before the famous report on Canada, forty years before the Durham
report. Toussaint said, we must have absolute independence but we admit the
sovereignty of France; France must send educators, officials, and a com-
missioner who will speak with me. In this political proposal he was far
beyond politicians and officials of the time This point they were only to
reach in 1932 at Ottawa, then they accepted the complete independence of
the colonies, with a High Commissioner to speak with the local governments
of Canada, of Australia, etc. Over and over again I am aware in these early
days of struggles by these early West Indians, that they laid down lines which
could be followed without too much difficuity by their descendents, but for
the obstacle of their political education by the Colonial Office. (Toussaint
knew and introduced a literacy campaign.)
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You may think that Toussaint L’Quverture was an exceptional person. So
he was. But you will see the same tremendous spirit, energy and political
creativeness in Marcus Garvey, George Padmore, Frantz Fanon, and other
West Indians shall we say ‘““too numerous to mention” or ‘‘too near to
home?”’ That is the breed. Until the Colonial Office gets hold of us to educate
us.
But listen to this typically West Indian passage. It is about Toussaint again.
I quote from The Black Jacobins.

Firm as was his grasp of reality, old Toussaint looked beyond San Domingo
with a boldness of imagination surpassed by no contemporary. In the Constitu-
tion he authorised the slave-trade because the island needed people to cultivate
it. When the Africans landed, however, they would be free men. But while
loaded with the cares of government, he cherished a project of sailing to Africa
with arms, ammunition and a thousand of his best soldiers, and there conquer-
ing vast tracts of country, putting an end to the slave-trade, and making millions
of blacks ‘“free and French,” as his Constitution had made the blacks of San
Domingo. It was no dream. He had sent millions of francs to America to wait
for the day when he would be ready. He was already 55. What spirit was it that
moved him? Ideas do not fall from heaven. The great revolution had propelled
him out of his humble joys and obscure destiny, and the trumpets of its heroic
period rang ever in his ears. In him, born a slave and the leader of slaves, the
concrete realisation of liberty, equality and fraternity was the womb of ideas
and the springs of power, which overflowed their narrow environment and
embraced the whole of the world. But for the revolution, this extraordinary
man and his band of gifted associates would have lived their lives as slaves,
serving the commonplace creatures who owned them, standing barefooted and
in rags to watch inflated little governors and mediocre officials from Europe
pass by, as many a talented African stands in Africa today.

That was Toussaint, the West Indian, who having established a base at home
showed himself the ancestor of Garvey, Padmore and Fanon. They had to go
abroad to develop their West Indian characteristics. One West Indian who did
not have to go abroad to carry out his West Indian ideas was the one who had
built himself a base at home—Fidel Castro.

Let me repeat the end of that quotation:

But for the revolution, this extraordinary man and his band of gifted associates
who had lived their lives as slaves, serving the commonplace creatures who
owned them, standing barefooted and in rags to watch inflated little governors
and mediocre officials from Europe pass by as many a talented African stands in
Africa today.

I wrote that in 1938. I am very proud of it. There were not many people
thinking in those terms as far back as 1938. There are not enough who are
thinking in those terms today.

Let us go on with these extraordinary people, these West Indians. They won
their freedom in 1803. Up to 1791 they had been slaves. All this was done
within 12 yeuars. They defeated a Spanish Army of some 50,000 soldiers, a
British Army of 60,000 soldiers, and another 60,000 Frenchmen sent by
Bonaparte to re-establish slavery. They fought Bonaparte’s great army and
drove it off their land.

WEST INDIAN RULERS

Now for the making of our people since these glorious and creative days.
Some of you, I have no doubt, are profoundly aware of the savage ferocity of
some of the West Indian rulers today to the populations who have put them
in power., In 1966, this is appearing in island after island in the Caribbean.
What we have to do is to see the origin of this, its early appearance at the very
moment when freedom was won, That will give us the historic fact and the
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historic origins of the fact. I shall confine myself to the period after Toussaint
had been captured and sent away, and General Leclerc has been compelled to
employ the Negro generals as members of his staff to help keep ‘“‘order.”
Then the news came that the old colonial regime, slavery and Mulatto
discrimination, had been restored in Guadeloupe. The insurrection among the
mass of the population in San Domingo became general.

What we have to do now is to see first the behaviour of the mass of the
population, the rank and file, the man in the street, the ordinary peasant, the
agricultural labourer. And on the other hand, the behaviour of those who,
formerly slaves, had now become generals, high officials, and members of the
governing body.

This is how the masses behave. The masses from whom the masses of today
(and some of us here) are descended. Back to The Black Jacobins:

With a skill and tenacity which astonished their seasoned opponents, the little
local leaders not only beat off attacks but maintained a ceaseless harrying of the
French posts, giving them no peace, so that the soldiers were worn out and
nerve-wracked, and fell in thousands to the yellow fever. When the French sent
large expeditions against them they disappeared in the mountains, leaving a trail
of flames behind them, returning when the weary French retreated, to destroy
still more plantations and carry their attacks into the French lines. Running
short of ammunition, the labourers in the mountains around Port-de-Paix
attacked this important town, drove out the garrison, killed the whites, burned
the houses that had been rebuilt, and took possession of the fort with 25,000
pounds of powder. Who comes to capture it? Maurepas, who had commanded in
the district and had so valiantly driven off the attacks of Humbert, Debelle and
Hardy. He and the French, with a vigorous counterattack, recaptured the fort,
but “the insurgents with incredible activity ... men, women- and children, all
had got back to the mountains more or less heavily laden.” The masses of the
North plain ran to put themselves under the guidance of these new leaders.

Now we leave these heroic people and will go straight on to what I call the
old gang, those who had become generals, administrators and part of the new
government. They would not join the new revolution, but joined with the
French government to suppress the revolutionaries. They had become house-
slaves of the most subservient kind. Here is what I had to write immediately
after that last passage describing the heroism of the mass:

All that old gang would do was to threaten Leclerc. Some of the blacks who
had been slaves attempted to purchase their freedom from their former masters.
These refused and singled out as their private property high officials and
officers, men who had shed their blood on the battlefield and served with
distinction in the administration. Christophe told General Ramel that if he
thought slavery was to be restored, he would burn the whole of San Domingo to
the ground. A black general dining with Lacroix pointed to his two daughters
and asked him, ‘“Are these to go back to slavery?”’ It was as if they could not
believe it.

ALL INSURRECTIONS AGAINST CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

The whole house-slave character of these new masters of the sweets of
government is summed up in the observation of a French historian who was
part of the French expedition:

But no one observed that in the new insurrection of San Domingo, as in all
insurrections which attack constitutional authority, it was not the avowed chiefs
who gave the signal for revolt, but obscure creatures for the greater part
personal enemies of the coloured generals.

This subservience to a ruling class by new rulers is rampant all over the
Caribbean today, and I understand it much better when I read and get it into
my head that after just ten years of freedom and becoming masters of San
Domingo, that was the way they behaved to the emissary sent by Bonaparte.
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They were totally and completely subservient and it took a man like
Dessalines, an absolute barbarian, to lead the people finally to their freedom.
Dessalines could not write: the name of many a Haitian general had to be
traced for him in pencil for him to trace it over in ink. But he was the one
who could lead the rebellious mass of the population. All the educated ones,
all those who were not so educated but who had sat for a while in the seats of
power, they were prepared to submit to any indignity in order to remain, not
with power but merely the symbols and the profits of power.

I have two more quotations, one written fifty years later by a soldier who
had fought against them, and one written at the time by General Leclerc, the
brother-in-law of Napoleon, who was in command of the expedition. General
Lemmonier-Delafosse (who believed in slavery), wrote in his memoirs:

But what men these blacks are! How they fight and how they die! One has to
make war against them to know their reckless courage in braving danger when
they can no longer have recourse to strategem. I have seen a solid column, torn
by grape-shot from four pieces of cannon, advance without making a retrograde
step. The more they fell, the greater seemed to be the courage of the rest. They
advanced singing, for the Negro sings everywhere, makes songs on everything.
Their song was a song of brave men and went as follows:

To the attack, grenadier,

Who gets killed, that’s his affair.
Forget your ma,

Forget your pa,

To the attack, grenadier,

Who gets killed, that’s his affair.

This song was worth all our republic songs. Three times these brave men, arms in
hand, advanced without firing a shot, and each time repulsed, only retired after
leaving the ground strewed with three-quarters of their troop. One must have
seen this bravery to have any conception of it. Those songs shouted into the sky
in unison by 2,000 voices, to which the cannon formed a bass, produced a
thrilling effect. French courage alone could resist it. Indeed large Qgitches, an
excellent artillery, perfect soldiers have us a great advantage. But for many a day
that massed square which marched singing to its death, lighted by a magnificent
sun, remained in my thoughts, and even today after more that 40 years, this
majestic and glorious spectacle still lives as vividly in my imagination as in the
moments when I saw it.

And finally General Leclerc wrote to his brother-in-law Napolean
Bonaparte:

We have in Europe a false idea of the country and the men whom we fight
against.

That was written by a defeated general over 150 years ago. Today, 150
years after, not only in Europe and the United States, but in the very West
Indies itself, there is a false idea of the country in which our people live and
the quality of the people who live in it.

OUR ANCESTORS

These are my people, these are my ancestors. They are yours too, if you
want them. We are descendants from the same stock and the same kind of life
on the sugar plantations which made them what they were. Faced with
certain difficulties, we would respond in the same way. That seems inherent
in people who have made the Middle Passage and had to learn all that they
can and build a new life with what they gathered from the standards, the
ideas and the ideologies of the people and the new civilisation in which they
live. But I repeat: We had brought ourselves. We had not come with nothing.
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I do not think it was at all accidental that after a dozen years of fighting
these men showed themselves equal to the soldiers of Napoleon, the finest
army Europe had then known. They are our people. They are our ancestors.
If we want to know what the ordinary population can do, let us know what
they have done in the past. It is the way of life, not blood. The Negro people
in the Caribbean are of the same stock as the men who played such a role in
the history of their time. We are the product of the same historical past and
the same type of life, and as long as we are not being educated by the
Colonial Office (or the stooges of the financial interests), we shall be able to
do whatever we have to do. We have to remember that where slavery was
abolished by law, the great mass of the Negro slaves had shown that they
were ready to take any steps that were necessary to free themselves. That was
a very important step in the making of the Caribbean people.

CAPTAIN CIPRIANI

We now have to move on to more modern times, and we shall be able to do
that more confidently and easily because what we are, both positively and
negatively, is the result of what we have been. I shall use two examples, the
example of Trinidad and the example of Barbados. Trinidad first. I shall use
this to explain the particularity of the insular history of the different islands.
We know that Trinidad produced the most remarkable politician of the
British West Indies during the twentieth century. Arthur Andrew Cipriani.
Now, where did he come from?

In Trinidad we had a number of Frenchmen who came to the island in the
last years of the 18th Century. First of all they were able to find a source of
economic progress independent of the sugar estates. They worked cocoa
estates, therefore were independent of the sugar magnates and of the colonial
officials. They were, some of them, men of great culture, and fully able to
stand up against the domination of sugar planters and colonial officials. They
had a language of their own, in addition to their economic independence.
They had a religion of their own, they were Roman Catholics and therefore
were able to feel a differentiation between their religion and the Protestant
religion of the British domination. Therefore, while they shared to some
degree the superior status and opportunities that all local whites had, they
were constantly aware of themselves as a body of people distinct from, and
even opposed at times to the British colonial caste. That was the origin of the
independent political attitude that Cipriani took from the beginning of the
war in regard to the opportunities for West Indian self-assertion that the war
of 1914-1918 opened to the West Indian people, at least in the general
opinion of the times. So we get it clearly. Cipriani was able to take the stand
he did because the French Creoles had a long tradition of independent
economic life and social differentiation.

That to begin with. But there was more to Cipriani. I remember seeing the
soldiers who went to the war of 1914-1918. Many of them wore shpes
consistently for the first time. To the astonishment of everybody (I believe
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not excluding the men themselves and Captain Cipriani), they became soldiers
who were able to hold their own in the complicated techniques of modern
warfare and the social relations that accompany it; to hold their own with
soldiers not only from Britain, but from some of the most advanced countries
of the Commonwealth, Cipriani never forgot that, never. From that time he
advocated independence, self-government, and federation on the basis that
the West Indian rank and file, “‘the bare-footed man’’ as he called him, was
able to hold his own with any sort of people anywhere. He had seen it in war,
a stern test. That was the basis of his ceaseless agitation from island to island
in the British Caribbean, mobilising labour against capital for independence
and federation. So you see that Cipriani was no historical accident. That he
was able to discover the tremendous qualities of the Caribbean population
(with this I began) was due to the fact that history had presented him with
political opportunities unfolding the capacities of a highly developed people.
These soldiers were the descendents of Toussaint’s army.

GRANTLEY

Now another example, Barbados. Barbados, one of the most highly devel-
oped, most highly civilised territories in the extra-European world. You will
have noticed that of the middle-class people in the early years of political
activity, there was only one member of the black middle class who took a
prominent and in fact very important part. That was Sir Grantley Adams.
And while I do not wish to make Grantley and the fine work he did merely a
product of historical circumstances, I have to say that of the Caribbean
territories, Barbados alone had an unbroken tradition of political activity and
actually had a House of Assembly. In Barbados therefore thére was something
for Grantley to join. He had to sacrifice a great deal. At times his life was in
danger. But we have to know, that in those revolutionary days, nowhere else
did any member of the black middle class enter into politics. Today a whole
lot of them are very noisy politicos, the way is very easy, you get a good
salary, you can become a minister, and you can go to England and be
entertained by royalty! But, Cipriani and Grantley Adams started before
World War II. In those days there was nothing but work and danger.

WE WERE LONG READY

And now I come to my final contention. As late as 1945 the number of
people in the Caribbean who had the vote was less than 5%. I say that if we
look properly at who and what we were, we were long ready for self-
government and independence, most certainly by 1920. And I go further, and
I say that by delaying the achievement of self-government, having to appoint
a Royal Commission after the upheavals of 1937-1938, and by the mean and
grudging granting to so many the vote, so many to become ministers, and all
the palaver and so-called education by which the British government claimed
that it trained the West Indian population for self-government, a terrible
damage was inflicted upon us. In reality, our people were mis-educated, our
political consciousness was twisted and broken. Far from being guided to
independence by the 1960’s, from 1920 onwards, for forty years the im-
perialist governments poisoned and corrupted that sense of self-confidence
and political dynamic needed for any people about to embark on the
uncharted seas of independence and nationhood. We are still without that
self-confidence and that dynamic today. We lack them because for the last
half-century, we were deprived of making the Caribbean people what our
history and achievements had made possible and for which we were ready.
That then is my conclusion. They have not educated, they have mis-educated
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us, stood in our way, piled burdens on our backs. Let me quote one of our
most profound analysts:

Free is how you is from the start, an’ when it look different you got to move,
just move, an’ when you movin’ say that it is a natural freedom that make you
move.

That is George lamming, than whom no one has a clearer view of words
like independence, freedom, liberty . . .

Still we have made history. As evidence of what we can make of ourselves, I
need only add some of the names our people from the Caribbean have
inscribed on the pages of history. Here I shall give a list of names, a list
without which it is impossible to write of the history and literature of
Western Civilisation. No account of Western Civilisation could leave out the
names of Toussaint L’Ouverture, Alexander Hamiliton, Alexander Dumas
(the father), Leconte Delisle, Jose Maria de Heredia, Marcus Garvey, Rene
Maran, Saint-John Perse, Aime Cesaire, George Padmore, Frantz Fanon, and
allow me to include one contempory, a Cuban writer, Alejo Carpentier. I do
not mention the remarkable novelists who we of the British Caribbean have
produced during the last twenty years. I end this list by a name acknowledged
by critics all over the world as an unprecedented, unimaginable practitioner
of his particular art—I refer, of course, to Garfield Sobers.




Excerpt from:
Party Politics in the West Indies (1962)

THE MIDDLE CLASSES

The middle classes in the West Indies, coloured peoples, con-
stitute one of the most peculiar classes in the world, peculiar in the
sense of their unusual historical development and the awkward and
difficult situation they occupy in what constitutes the West Indian
nation, or, nowadays, some section of it.

Let me get one thing out of the way. They are not a defective
set of people. In intellectual capacity, i.e. ability to learn, to
fumiliarise themselves with the general scholastic requirzments of
Western civilization, they are and for some time have been un-
equalled in the colonial world. If you take percentages of scholastic
achievement in relation to population among the underdeveloped,
formerly colonial, coloured countries, West Indians would probably
be at the head and, I believe, not by a small margin either. What they
lack, and they lack plenty, is not due to any inherent West Indian
deficiency. If that were so we would be in a bad way indeed. I set
out to show that the blunders and deficiencies of which they are
guilty are historically caused and therefore can be historically cor-
rected.  Otherwise we are left with the demoralizing result: “That
is the way West Indians are,” and closely allied to this: “The man
or men who have brought us into this mess are bad men. Let us
search for some good men.” As long as you remain on that level,
you understand nothing and your apparently “good” men turn
rapidly into men who are no good. That is why I shall keep as far
away from individuals as I can and stick to the class. I am not
fighting to win an election.

For something like twenty years we have been cstablishing the
premises of a modern democratic society: parliamentary government,
democratic rights, party politics, etc. ~ The mere existence of these
1s totally inadequate — the smash-up of the Federation has proved
that. We now have to move on to a more advanced stage. To think
that what I say is the last word in political wisdom is to make me
into just another West Indian politician. 1 am posing certain
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profound, certain fundamental questions. Their urgency lies in
the fact that our political pundits and those who circulate around
them, consistently ignore them, try to pretend that they do mnot
eaist.

Who and what are our middle classes? What passes my
S L T o iting,
comprehension is that thelr. situation is never analvsed in wri .
or even mentioned in public discussion. That type of ignorance,
abstinence, shame or fear, simply does naqt take pla.ce in a country
like Britain. There must be some reason for this stolid silence
about themselves, some deep, underlying compulsion. We shall

see.

Our West Indian middle classes are for the most part coloured
people of some education in a formerly slave society. That means
that for racial and historical reasons they are today excluded from
those circles which are in control of big industry, commerce and
finance. They are almost as much excluded from large-scale
agriculture, sugar for example. That is point number ane.  Thus
they as a class of people have no knowledge or experience of the
productive forces of the country. That stands out painfully in
everything they do and everything they do not do. Mr. Nehru
taiks about India’s new steel mills, President Nasser talked about
his dam which caused a war, President Nkrumah talked and
preached about his Volta Dam for ten years before he got it. A

’est Indian politician talks about how much money he will get
fron1 the British Government or from the United States. It is
because the class from which he comes had and has no experience
whatever in matters of production. It is the same in agriculture.
They have never had anything to do with the big sugar estates.
Banking is out of their hands and always has been. There is
no prospect that by social intermixing, intermarriage, etc., they
will ever get into those circles. They have been out, are out and
from all appearances will remain out. That is a dreadful position
from which to have to govern a country.  in Britain, France,
Australia, you have capitalist parties, men whe represent and are
closely associated with big capital, big agriculture, finance. You
have also labour parties. In Britain a hundred members in the
House of Commons are placed there by the union movement. The
Labour Party members are the heads or connected with the heads
of the union movement, of the Labour Party, of the Cooperative
Mov;ement; thus,_ apart from Parliament, they have a social base.
In the West Indies some of the politicians have or have had posts
in the labour or union movement. But as a class they have no
base anywhere. They are professional men, clerical assistants,
here and.there a small business man, and of late years adminis-
trato;s, civil servants and profes51qr1_al politicians and, as usual, a
few adventurers. Most of the political types who come from this
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class live by politics. All personal distinctioc and even in some
cases the actual means of life and the means of improving the
meatcrial circumstances of life, spring from participation, direct or
indirect, in the government, or circies sympathctic to or willing to
play ball with the government.  Thus the politicians carry into
politics all the weaknesses of the class from which they come.

They have no trace of political tradition. Until twenty years
ago they had no experience of political partics or of government.
Their last foray in that sphere was a hundred and thirty ycars
ago, when they threatened the planters with reocllion of themselves
aidd the slaves if they were not permitted to exercise the rights of
ciizens.  Since then they have been quiet as mice.  On rare
orcassions they would make a protest and, the ultimate pitch of
reboliion, go to  the Colonial Office.  They did not do any more
because all they aimed at was being admitted to the ruling ciscle
of expatriates and local whites. More than that they did not
aspirc to. It is most significant that the father of the aati-
imperialist democratic movement is a white man, A. A. Cipriani,
and the biggest names are Alexander Bustamante who spent a
lot of his lfe in Spain, Cuba and the United States, and Uriah
Butler, a working man: not one of them is a member of the
ordinary middle class.  Sir Grantley Adams may appear to be
one. He most certainly is not.  After beirg educated abroad,
he came back to Barbados, which alone of the Yest Indian islands
had un elected House of Representatives.  fle neglected what
would have been a brilliant and lucrative proiession at the bar to
plunge himself into politics. Middle class Wes: Indians do not do
that.

Knowledge of production, of political struggles, of the demo-
cratic tradition, they have had none. Thei¢ ignorance and
disregard  of economic development is profound and deeply rooted
in ¢hieir past and present situation. They do not even seem to be
awarc of it. For several generations they have been confined to
getting salaries or fees, money for services rendered. That is still
their outlook.

ror generations their sole aim in life was to be admitted to
the positions  to which their talents and education entitled then,
and from which they were unjustly excluded. On rare occasions
an unexpected and difficult situation opened a way for an excep-
tional individual, but for the most part they developed political skill
only in crawling or worming their way into reccgnition by govern-
ment or big business. When they did get into the charmed govern-
meni circles or government itself, they either did their best to show
that they could be as good servants of the Colonial Office as any.
or when they rose to become elected members in the legislature,
somi¢ of them maintained a loud (but safe) auwuck on the goveru-
mett. They actually did little. They were not responsible for
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anything, so they achieved a cheap popularity without any danger
to thcmselves.

Thus the class has been and is excluded from the centres of
economic life, they have no actual political espericnce, they have
no political tradition.  The democracy and West Indianisation
was won by mass revolt. Even this revolt was led by men who
werc not typically middle class. When, after 1937-38,  the
democratic movement started, it was a labour movement
Gradually, however, the British Government, felt itself compelled
1o make the Civil Service West Indian, i.c. middle class. By
degrces the middle class took over the political parties. The
Colonial Office carefully, what it called, educated them to govern,
with the result that the Federation is broken up and every territory
is in a political mess.

Let us stick to the class, the class from which most of our
poliicians come, and from which they get most of their views on
life and society.

All this politicians’ excitement about independence is not to be
trusted. In recent years the middle classes have not been con-
cerned about independence. They were quite satisfied with the
iives they lived. I mever saw or heard one of them around the
politicians who was actively for independence. Their politicai
representation faithfully reproduced this attitude. I can say and
darc not be challenged that in 1959 one man and cnc only was
for independence, Dr. Williams. 1 do not know one single West
Indian politician who supported him exccpt with some mnon-
cosamittal phrases. You cannot speak with too much certainty of
a cluss unless you have made or have at your disposal a careful
examination. But of the politicians I am absolutely certain.
Indcpendence was not an integral part of ibcir politics.  The
evidence for this is overwhelming and at the slightest provocation
I shai; make it public. The drive for independence now is to cover
up the failure of the Federation.

If you watch the social connections of the politicians and the
life they live, you will see why their politics is what it is. 1 do
not know any social class which lives so complietely without ideas
of any kind. They live entirely on the maicriai planc. In a
published address Sir Robert Kirkwood quotes Vidia Naipau! who
has said of them that they seem to aim at nothing more than being
second-rate American citizens. It is much more than that.  They
aim at nothing. Government jobs and the opportunitics which
association with the government gives, allows them the poscibility
of accumulating material goods. That is all. i

Read their speeches about the society in which they five. They
have nothing to say. Not one of them.  They promisc morc
jobs and tell the population that everybody wili have a chance to
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get a better job. They could not say what federation meant. They
are unable to say what independence means. Apart from the
constitution and the fact that now they will govern without Colonial
Office intervention, they have nothing to say. They are dying to
find some Communists against whom they can thunder and so make
an easier road to American pockets. What kind of society they
hope to build they do not say because they do not know.

Their own struggle for posts and pay, their ceaseless promis-
ing of jobs, their sole idea of a national development as one where
everybody can aim at getting something more, the gross and vulgar
materialism, the absence of any ideas or elementary originality
of thought; the tiresome repetition of commonplaces aimed chiefly
at impressing the British, this is the outstanding characteristic of
the West Indian middle class. The politicians they produce only
reproduce politically the thin substance of the class.

Let us stay here for a while. These people have to know what
they are. Nobody except our novelists is telling them.

We live in a world in the throes of a vast reorganization of
itself. The religious question is back on the order of discussion.
Two world wars and a third in the offing, Nazism, Stalinism, have
made people ask: where is humanity going? Some say that we are
now reaching the climax of that preoccupation with science and
democracy which well over a hundred and fifty years ago substi-
tuted itself for religion as the guiding principle of mankind. Some
believe we have to go back to religion. Others that mankind has
never made genuine democracy the guiding light for society.
Freud and Jung have opened depths of uncertainty and doubt of the
rationality of human intelligence. Where the West Indian middle
class (with all its degrees) stand on this, who is for, who is against,
who cven thinks of such matters, nobody knows. They think they
can live and avoid such questions. You can live,but in 1962 you
cannot govern that way.

Are they capitalists, i.e.. do they believe in capitalism, socialism,
communism, anarchism, anything? Nobody knows. They keep
as far as they can from committing themselves to anything. This
is a vitally practical matter. Are you going to plan your economy?
To what degree is that possible, and compatible with democracy?
To West Indian politicians a development programme is the last word
in cconomic development.  They never discuss the plan, what it
means, what it can be. If they feel any pressure they forthwith
baptisc their development programme as “planning.™

Where docs personality, literature, art, the drama stand today
in relation to a national development? What is the relation between
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the claims of individuality and the claims of the state? What does
education aim at? To make citizens capable of raising the pro-
ducuvity of labour, or to give them a conception of life? ~ West
Indian intellectuals who are interested in or move around politics
avoid these questions as if they were the plague.

Some readers may remember seeing the movie of the night ‘of
the independence of Ghana, and hearing Nkrumai choose at that
time to talk about the African Personality. This was to be the aim
of the Ghanaian people with independence. Is therc a West Indian
personality? Is there a West Indian nation? What is it? What
docs it lack? What must it have? The West Iudian middle classes
keep far from these questions. The job, the car, the fridge, the
trip abroad, preferably under government auspices and at governwent
expense, these seem to be the beginning and end of their preoccupa-
tons. What foreign forces, social classes, ideas, do they feel
themselves allied with or attached to? Nothing. ~ What in their
own history do they look back to as a beginning of which they are
the continuation? 1 listen to them, I read their speeches and their
wrilings. “Massa day done” seems to be the extreme limit of their
imaginative concepts of West Indian nationalism. Today nationalism
is under fire and every people has to consider to what extent its
nationalism has to be mitigated by international considerations. Of
this as of so much else the West Indian middle class is innocent.
What happens after independence? ~ For all you can hear from
them , independence is a dead end. Apart from the extended
opportunities of jobs with government, independence is as great an
abstraction as was federation. We achieve independence and they
continue to govern.

It has been pointed out to me, in a solid and very brilliant
manuscript, that the accommodation of the middle class to what is
in reality an impossible position is primarily due to the fact that,
contrary to the general belief, it is in essence a position they have
been in for many years. They or their most distinguished
representatives have always been in the situation where the first
necessity of advance or new status was to curry favour with the
British authorities. The easiest way to continued acceptance was
to train yourself to be able to make an impact as British and as
submissive as possible. Now they have political power their
attitude is the same only more so. Where formerly they had to
accommodate themselves to the Governor and all such small fry,
today they deal directly with the British Colonial Secretary and
British Cabinet Ministers, with foreign business interests themselves
instead of only their representatives abroad. The strenuous need
and desire to accommodate, the acceptance of a British code of
manners, morals and economic and political procedures, that is
what they have always done, especially the upper Civil Servants.
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They have had to live that way because it was the only way they
could live. That new combination of a West Indianised Civil
Service and a West Indianised political grouping are a little further
along the road, but it is the same road on which they have always
travelled. 'The man who has worked out something usually finds
the aptest illustration of it. In conversation with me the author of
this really suberb piece of insight and analysis has said: “If they
had had to deal with, for instance, Japanese or even German
businessmen they would act differently. They would have been
conscious of a sharp change. With the British they are not
conscious of any break with the past. Accustomed for generations
to hang around the British and search diligently for ways and
means to gain an advantage, they now do of their own free will
what they formerly had to do.”

Having lived, as a class, by receiving money for services
rendered, they transfer their age-old habits to government. But as
this recent analysis shows, the very objective circuinstances of their
new political positions in office have merely fortified their

experiences out of office.

It is such a class of people which has the government of the
West Indies in its hands. In all essential matters they are, as far
as the public is concerned, devoid of any ideas whatever.  This
enormous statement 1 can make with the greatest confidence, for no
one can show any speech, any document, any report on which any
of these matters — and the list is long — are treated with any serious
application to the West Indian situation. These are the people
from whom come the political leaders of the West Indies. The
politicians are what they are not by chance.

What is the cause of this? A list of causes will be pure
empiricism allowing for an infinite amount of “on the one hand”
and “on the other hand”. The cause is not in any individual and
not in any inherent national weakness. The cause is in their half-
and-half position between the economic masters of the country and
the black masses. They are not an ordinary middle class with
strong personal ties with the upper class and mobility to risc among
them and form social ties with them. From that they are cut off
completely. And (this is hard for the outsiders to grasp, but it is
a commonplace in the West Indies) for centuries they have had it
as an unshakeable principle that they are in status, education,
morals and manners, separate and distinct from thc masses of the
people.  The role of education in the West Indies has had a
powerful influence here. The children of an aristocracy or of a big
bourgeoisiec take education in their stride.  Their status is not
derived from it. But where your grandfather or cven your father
had some uncertain job or was cven an agricultural labourer, a
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good education is a form of social differentiation. It puts you in,
a different class.  Twenty years is too short a time to overcome
the colonial structure which they inherit, the still powerful influence
of the local whites, still backed by the Colonial Office. The Civil
Service open to them fortifies this sentiment. It is not that no
progress has been made.  Writing in 1932 and analysing the
political representatives of the coloured people, I had this to say:

“Despising black men, these intermediates, in the Legislative
Council and out of it, are forever climbing up the climbing wave,
governed by one dominating motive — acceptance by white society.
it would be unseemly to lower the tone of this book by detailing
with whom, when and how Colonial Secretaries and Attorneys-
General distribute the nod distant, the bow cordial, the shake-hand
friendly, or the cut direct as may seem fitting to their exalted
highnesses; the transports of joy into which men, rich, powerful and
able, are thrown by a few words from the Colonial Secretary’s wife
or a smile from the Chief Justice’s daughter. These are legitimate
game, yet suit a lighter hand and less strenuous atmosphere than
this. But political independence and social aspirations cannot run
between the same shafts; sycophancy soon learns to call itself
moderation; and invitations to dinner or visions of a knighthood
form the strongest barriers to the wishes of the people.

“All this is and has been common knowledge in Trinidad for
many years. The situation shows little signs of changing.  The
constitution is calculated to encourage rather than to suppress the
tendency.”*

That has been overcome. A black man of ability and infiuence
can make his way. In personal relations, in strictly personal
relations, the political types meet the white economic masters with
a confidence and certainty far removed from the strange quirks of
thirty years ago. But their ancestry (as described above) is bad.
They are political nouveaux-riches. And all such lack assurance
(or are very rude in unimportant matters). This middle class with
political power minus any economic power are still  politicaily
paralysed before their former masters, who are still masters. The
only way of changing the structure of the economy and setting it on
to new paths is by mobilising the mass against all who will stand in
the way. Not one of them, even the professed Communist Jagan,
dares to take any such step. They tinker with the econoniy, they
wear themselves out seeking grants, loans and foreign investments
which they encourage by granting fabulous advantages dignified by
the name of pioneer status. (It is impossihle to conceive any people
more unlike the pioneers who extended the American nation than
these investors of little money with large possibilities.) Here is
the hurdle against which the Federation broke its back. Sitling
uneasily on the fence between these two classes, so changed now
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from their former status, the middle classes and the middle class
politicians they produce saw federation as everything else but a

definitive change in the economic life and the social relations which
rested upon it.  The economy lives for the most part on a sugar
quota granted by the British Government. In a society wherc new
political relations are clamped upon old economic relations, the
acceptance of the quota system appears to give an impregnable
position to the old sugar plantation owners. This reinforces the
age-old position of the classes and fortifies the gimidity of. the
middle classes. They therefore are frantic in building niore
roads, more schools, a hospital; except where, as in Jamaica, it
cannot be hidden, they turn a blind eye to the spectres of unempioy-
ment and underemployment, in fact do everything to maintain
things essentially as they were. It is no wonder, therefore, that
they discuss nothing, express no opinions (except to the Americans
that they are anti-Communist), keep themselves removed from aii
thc problems of the day, take no steps to see that the popuiatiun is
made aware of the real problems which face it, and indeed show
energy and determination only to keep away or discredit any
attempts to have the population informed on any of the gieat
problems which are now disturbing mankind. = They know very
well what they are doing. Any such discussion can upset the
precarious balance which they maintain. Any topic which may
enlarge the conception of democracy is particularly dangerous
because it may affect the attitude of the mass of the population.
How dceply ingrained is this sentiment is proved by the fact that
nowhere in the islands has the middle class found it necessary to
estab.ish a daily paper devoted to the national interest. In fact in
Triaidad when it became obvious that this was not only possible but
everyonc expected it, the political leadership was indifferent when
it was not actively hostile. After twenty years nowhere have they felt
it necessary to have a daily paper of their own. The obvious
reason for that is that they have nothing to say. They want to
win the election and touch nothing fundamental.

It is obvious to all observers that this situation cannot continuc
indefinitely. ‘The populations of the islands are daily growing
more restless and dissatisfied. The middle classes point  to
pariiamentary democracy, trade unions, party politics and all the
elements of democracy.  But these are not things in themselves.
They must serve a social purpose and here the middic classes are
near the cnd of their tether.  Some of them are preparing for
troubles, trouble with the masses. Come what may, they are going

* The Life of Captain Cipriani, by C. L. R. James, Coulton &
Co., Ltd., Nelson, Lancashire, England, 1932.
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to keep them in order. Some are hoping for help from the
Americans, from the Organisation of American States.

/)
WS

Without a firm social base, they are not a stable grouping.
Some are playing with the idea of dictatorship, a benevolent
dictatorship. But different groupings are appearing aisong them.
1 hose educated abroad are the most reactionary, convinced as they
are of their own superiority. The lower middle class locally
educated are to a large degree ready for political advances — they

are socially very close to the mass. There are also groupings accord-
ing to age. Those over fifty have grown up with an innate respect
for British ideals. They welcome in the new regime positions of
status from which they were formerly excluded, .but they accom-
modate themselves easily to authority. But the younger
generation has grown up with no respect for any authori'y what-
cver; even some from abroad who have gone into good govern-
ment jobs bring with them from Europe and the New Wor!d
the scepticism prevailing there of any particular doctrine or social
morality. Independence will compel the posing of some definite
social discipline. The old order is gone. No new order has
appeared. The middle classes have their work cut out for them.
Their brief period of merely enjoying new privileges after three
hundred years of being excluded is about over.

The West Indian middle classes have a high standuard of
formal education. They are uneducated and will have to
educate themselves in the stern realities of West Indian cconomic
and social life. Independence will place them face to face with
the immense messes the imperialists are leaving behind.  The
economic mess is the greatest mess of all, and the other messes
draw sustenance  from it. It is not insoluble. Far from it.
Economic development on the grand scale is first of all people,
and history has endowed us with the potentially most powerful
and receptive masses in all the underdeveloped countries. The
effects of slavery and colonialism are like a miasma a'l around
choking us. One hundred and fifty years ago, when "= Non-
conformists told the slave-owners, “You cannot continu: to keep
human beings in this condition,” all the slave-owners ¢ .ild reply
was, “You will ruin the economy, and further what can you expect
from people like these?” When you try to tell the middle classes
of today, “Why not place responsibility for the ccoinomy on
the people?” their reply is the same as that of thc old slave-
owners: “You will ruin the economy, and further what can you
expect from people like these?” The ordinary people of the West
Indies who have borne the burden for centuries are verv tired of
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They

opportunity (o learn any-

Unfortunately they do not know much.
History will take its course, only too often a bloody one.

do not want to substitute new masters for old.

They
want no masters at all
Under imperialism they had had little

thing.

it.
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The Artist in the

Caribbean (1959)

N 2

This being a university audience, I shall take much for granted.

The artist is a human being who uses usually one, sometimes more than one
medium of communication with exceptional force and skill. I think that is as
far as we need to go to begin with. There are such people in the Caribbean
and our society has now reached a stage in which they have scope. How much
exactly?

To my mind it is the question of the medium which at the present time is
crucial, far more for the Caribbean than for the artist, who usually does the
best that he can with what is to hand.

An artistic medium is a thoroughly artificial construction, through which an
individual is able to see and to express the world around him. It may be very
intimate, as the human voice. It may be remote, as architecture on the grand
scale or the human and material equipment at the disposal of the movie
director. It may be subtle and complicated as the prose of the Ulysses of
James Joyce or the overtones of Eliot’s Four Quartets. Without being un-
subtle, it can be bold and aggressive as the orchestration of Wagner or the
early Stravinsky.

Yet despite this bewildering variety I think I have observed that exceptional
mastery in the medium is intimately related to the natural surroundings in
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which the artist has grown up, to the society in which he lives, and his
national or even regional ancestry; these may or may not be directly related
to the specific artistic tradition which he has inherited or encounters in his
search for a mode of expression, but they most often are. A few years ago I
was wandering in the south of France and reading about Cezanne. I spent
some time in the district to which he had returned for the last years of
supreme achievement. I emerged finally with the impression of a man whith
generations of southern France behind him, who had studied in Paris and
learned what the artists of his time had to teach him in technical knowledge
and discovery, but who finally returned to the neighbourhood of his early
youth and there found the new objective circumstances which enabled him to
give a new direction to modern painting.

How long and in what form had these early impressions been a part of his
artistic consciousness? N

I am very much concerned this evening with the great artist. The period in
which Shakespeare lived is the period in which the Bible was written. It is the
period of the marriage of native English with the Latin incorporations which
the developing civilisation needed. Nevertheless the impression that I now
have of the greatest master of language with whom I am able to have
acquaintance is this. He was an Englishman, of yeoman lineage, who was born
and grew to manhood in the Midlands of Elizabethan England, for whom
thought and feeling were always experienced in terms of nature, the physical
responses of human beings and the elemental categories of life and labour.
This is the basis of his incomparable vividness and facility of expression and
the source of his universality. On Shakespeare’s language Mr. F. R. Leavis has
written some illuminating pages.

Racine was at the opposite pole in verbal refinement and sophistication. No
Englishman ever wrote like Racine. No Englishman could. Pascal and Racine
gave the French language a form which moulded French thought (and
therefore French life) for well over a century, until a great writer who
heralded a great social revolution expanded the range and opened up new
modes of feeling and expression for the French people, whence they spread
to the rest of the world. That is how I think of Rousseau.

The question around which I am circling is this: is there any medium so
native to the Caribbean, so rooted in the tight association which I have made
between national surroundings, historical development and artistic tradition,
is there any such medium in the Caribbean from which the artist can draw
that strength which makes him a supreme practitioner? (We can for the time
being sum up the whole under the term artistic tradition, which as you see I
use in a very wide sense to include all that goes to making it. I may mention
in passing that it is never more powerful than when the artist is consciously
breaking with it or some important aspect of it.)

I shall not keep you in suspense. So far as I can see, there is nothing of the
kind in the Caribbean and none in sight to the extent that I, at any rate, can
say anything about it. So far as I can see in the plastic arts, in musical
composition, as well as in literature, we are using forms which have been
borrowed from other civilisations. Language for us is not a distillation of our
past. Robinson Crusoe, Paul et Virginie, even Gauguin are only on the surface
exotic. They have no roots among people like ourselves, nothing from which
we can instinctively draw sustenance. For us and for people like us there is no
continuous flow such as for instance the Bachs into Haydn into Mozart into
Beethoven. . . .; or in literature, Shakespeare, Milton, the Augustans, the
Romantics, the Victorians, the Georgians and the revolt against them all of
T.S. Eliot. There is no Donne in our ancestry for us to rediscover and
stimulate the invention of new forms and new symbols. You will remember
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that tc clarify his own style Eliot found it necessary to launch an assault
upon Milton that nearly (but not quite) toppled that master from the throne
on which he had sat unchallenged for 250 years. All that is not for us. It is by
this lack that I think I can account for the astonishing barrenness (in the
sense that I am speaking here) of the artistic production of Canada, of
Australia, of New Zealand, of South Africa. The United States has overcome
this defect in literature. In music, in painting, it is as poverty-stricken as the
others. Where it has created in the arts, it has broken new ground, new and
popular. We can console ourselves that in this matter of shallow origins which
prevent our artistic talents from striking the deep roots which seem necessary
to full development and towering efflorescence, we are not alone. Size has
nothing to do with it. Look at Ibsen and Kierkegaard, and the Greek
city-state.

I do not know that it is to be regretted. And before we draw the extreme
lugubrious conclusions, we should remember (this is the only absolute in
these remarks) that artistic production is essentiallv individual and the artistic
individual is above all upredictable. Who could have predicted Moussorgsky”

It may seem that I am laying an undue emphasis on the great, the master
artist. I am not chasing masterpieces. I have made clear that in my view the
great artist is the product of a long and deeply rooted national tradition. I go
further. He appears at a moment of transition in national life with results
which are recognised as having significance for the whole civilised world. By a
combination of learning (in his own particular sphere), observation, imagin-
ation and creative logic, he can construct the personalities and relations of the
future, rooting them in the past and the present. By that economy of means
which is great art, he adds to the sum of knowledge of the world and in doing
this, as a general rule, he adds new range and flexibility to the medium that
he is using. But the universal artist is universal because he is above all
national. Cezanne was the product of the French Impressionists of the French
19th century and of Poussin, a French master of two centuries before.

If it takes so much to produce them, the results are commensurate.

A supreme artist exercises an influence on the national conciousness which
is incalculable. He is created by it but he himself illuminates and amplifies it,
bringing the past up to date and charting the future. We tend to accept this in
general. Few, particularly university men, will question the influence of
Shakespeare on the intellectual, the psychological and even the social de-
velopment of the English. Such a writer is a pole of reference in social
judgment, a source of inspiration in concept, in language, in technique (not
always beneficial), to succeeding generations of artists, intellectuals, journal-
ists, and indirectly to ordinary citizens. That view is traditional in academic
circles though they may not carry it to the extremes that I do. I, however, am
concerned with something else.

The Greeks and the Florentines of the great period understood the direct,
the immediate influence of the great artist upon the society in which he
actually lived. Sometimes, then rediscovers him when it needs him. But today
in particular he is a tremendous force while he then rediscovers him when it
needs him. But today in particualr he is a tremendous force while he lives,
and particularly to people like us, with our needs.

I do not think we appreciate the influence which Shakespeare and Burbage
must have had on the shaping of Elizabethan London. Quite recently I spent
six months in a small town in the South of Spain. I had little time to read
except Don Quixote and we had with us a small volume containing repro-
ductions by Goya. Book and pictures seemed to us merely illustrations of
what we saw all around us the moment we put our foot outside the house. If
I could see it, surely the men of that particular time must have seen it
themselves and been affected by it in a manner quite impossible for us today.
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Read again Ben Johnson’s tribute to Shakespeare. Nothing of the kind
written since has ever exceeded it. And I am sure, though I cannot stay to
prove it here, but the Shakespeare Ben Johnson saw was not the Shakespeare
that we see today. We have certain advantages, I admit, but for Johnson and
the masses of working people who were Shakespeare’s fans, he was new and
exciting, with an impact that he could never have for us who have already
absorved indirectly so much of what he brought into the world. and Rome of
his time. Of that there is no question. Quite recently the Mannerists, a school
of and Rome of his time. Of that there is no question. Quite recently the
Manierists, a school of painters who succeeded him, have come into their
own. The critics tell us that they were not exaggerators of Michelangelo’s
idiosyncracies, their style was an independent style with its own values. I
master who came into his own only a generation ago is Greco. When you go
to the Vatican ask for master who coame into his own only a genration ago is
Greco. When you go to the Vatican ask for permission to see the last two
paintings Michelangelo ever did; they are in a private chapel of the Pope’s the
Capella Paolina. I shall not try to go into detail about them but at first sight
you will see a strange landscape recalling those that Greco painted of Toledo,
apart from the fact that we know that Greco had contact with Angelo’s
paintings, and was directly influenced by him. Yet another modern redis-
covery is Caravaggio whose name was Michelangelo Caravaggio. I, who have
spent much of such time that I could spare for these matters in studying and
restudying the work of Michelangelo, am acutely conscious of his affinity
with the great master whose name he bore. We discover all these centuries
after. We do not know the half of what the men of that time felt and thought
about the great artists who dominated their lives and thought. It is Vasari’s
volumes on the art of the Renaissance, not Berenson. Wolfflin, or even
Burckhardt who open this world to us.

And now. Is everything historical, the whole history of art, against us of the
Caribbean? I don’t think so. You will have noticed that the references I make
to Greece where the political form was the city-state; to Florence, to Rome,
to Toledo. I state further my belief that the influence of Shakespeare was
most heavily concentrated in London. These cities in which it was possible
for the impact of the artist to be felt by a substantial number of the
population. This world in little concentrated his own impressions and theirs. I
believe that this was the environment which created more men of genious in a
Greek or Florentine city of 50,000 citizens than in modern societies of 150
million. Michelangelo’s Rome had only 40,000 people. Our situation in the
Caribbean is very similar. Trinidad and Barbados are already very close in
their demographic structure to the cities of ancient Greece or the Italian
towns of the middle ages. There is an urban centre and agricultural areas
closely related. I can only say taht I believe this form of social existence will
condition to a substantial degree the development of art in the Caribbean. In
fact I think this advantage will ultimately outweigh all other disadvantages.
Our world is small but it is (or soon will be) complete, and we can all see all
of it.

But you may ask me: what about the artist in the Caribbean today. I would
not have come all this distance to deliver encomiums or disapprovals of West
Indian writers and artists. If I emphasize what seems to me heights which
today they cannot reach, it is because of my conviction that it is only when

we are able to give them the concrete freedom of the conditions I have
sketched that we shall get from them the best of which they are capable and,
more important, get from them what at this stage of our existence we so
much need. On our workers in the plastic arts, I have no judgments to pass. I
have not the qualifications for doing so. But we have some very distinguised
writers. I shall mention only three: Lamming the Barbadian, Naipaul the
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Trinidadian, and Vic Reid of The Leopard from Jamaica. These are very
gifted men. I believe that Lamming is as gifted for literature as Garfield
Sobers is for cricket, and I do not believe that in the whole history of that
game (with which I am very familiar) there are more than half a dozen men
who started with a physical and mental equipment superior to that of young
Sobers. But Sobers was born into a tradition, into a medium which though
transported was so well established that it has created a Caribbean tradition
of its own. This is what I am talking about. There are no limits to what
Sobers can achieve. Lamming I believe to be objectively circumscribed. Still
more limited are our painters and musicians.

There are things we can do. If there were not I would not speak about this
at all. In the age in which we live and in the present social and political stage
of the underdeveloped countries, we cannot leave these (and other) matters
to an empirical growth which took centuries to develop in other countries.
We cannot force the growth of the artist. But we can force and accelerate the
growth of the conditions in which he can make the best of the gifts that he
has been fortunate enough to be born with. Of that I have no doubt
whatever; but the details are mundane and will have to wait for the discus-
sion.

Let me stick to the strictly artistic aspects. This is a university and I expect
this audience to have actual or psychological affinities with academic activi-
ties directed towards the Caribbean. Let me end with what I am thinking
about at the present time since my return to Trinidad some 18 months agn.
The ideas that I have expressed here are, as I think should be obvious, the
result of years of observation and reflection on art abroad. Since I have been
living in Trinidad, I have observed what is going on there in the light of these
general ideas. I have been much struck by the work, first, of Beryl McBurnie.
You will no doubt have been delighted by the reception which she and her
group received at an international festival in Canada not so long ago. Her
success in my view is due to the fact that with the necessary training and
experience abroad she has dug deep into the past history of the isalnd,
observed closely the life around her. Her inventions, the confidence from
successes, the reconsiderations which failures bring, have been fed and have
grown in the national tradition and under the scrutiny and responses of a
national audience. That is the source of her strength.

There is another artist in Trinidad who performs in a medium that would be
ranked not very high in the hierarchy of the arts, although I believe Shake-
speare would have listened very carefully to him, and Aristophanes would
have given him a job in his company. I refer of course to Sparrow. The
importance of Sparrow for what I am saying this evening is that he uses a
medium which has persisted in Trinidad, in spite of much official and moral
discouragement, and has survived to become a world favourite. I am myself
continually astonished and delighted at the way in which Sparrow uses the
calypso tradition, the way in which he extends it, the way in which he makes
it a vehicle for the most acute observations on the social life and political
developments around him, for his genuine musicianship, his wit and his
humour. I believe that in addition to his natural gifts, he is enormously
helped by the fact that he is using a national form and that his audience is a
national audience. This is the origin of what has made calypso so popular
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abroad. Local men playing for the local people. Every calypsonian who stays
abroad too long loses the calypso’s distinctive quality. When our local
dramatists and artists can evoke the popular response of a Sparrow, the artists
in the Caribbean will have arrived.

My conclusion, therefore, is this. At this stage of our existence our writers
and our artists must be able to come home if they want to. It is inconceivable
to me that a national artistic tradition, on which I lay so much stress as an
environment in which the artist must begin, it is inconceivable to me that this
can be established by writers and artists, however gifted, working for what is
essentially a foreign audience. I think I could prove that already their work is
adversely affected by it. They can live where they please. It is not for me to
tell an artist how to direct his personal life; I would as soon try to tell him
how to write or what to paint. But their books should, I think, be printed at
home. Kipling’s finest work was first published in the India of some 75 years
ago. The books most certainly must be published at home. I have no doubt in
my own mind that they must be written and printed and published for the
national audience. If I say this with such confidence it is because I know that
the writers themselves are thinking in similar terms if not exactly for the same
reasons. The finest piece of writing that to my knowledge had come from the
West Indies is a poem which bears the significant title, “Cahier d’un Retour A
Mon Pays Natal”: Statement on my return to my native country. It is the
desperate cry of a Europeanised West Indian poet for reintegration with his
own people. The most successful evocation of the West Indian atmosphere
that I know is a recent winner of the Prix Renaudot, La Lezarde, by a young
Martiniquan, Glisant. Yet his style is more traditionally French than that of
Cezaire. He lives in Paris. I cannot believe that the last resources of West
Indian artistic talent can be reached under these conditions.

That is what the nation needs at the present time, and that is what the artist
needs, the creation of a national consciousness. Perhaps the most important
thing 1 have to say this evening is that if the threads of a tradition can be
discovered among us and made into a whole, if we are to be shocked into
recognition of what we are, and what we are not, with the power that this
will bring, it is the great artist who will do it. He may by fiction or drama set
our minds at rest on the problem which intrigues so many of them: what is
Africa to us? He may be a great historian. (His history might be denounced
by professional historians and justly. It would not matter. It would have
served the national need: look at the illusions most of these European nations
have had of themselves.) But such work cannot be created under the condi-
tions in which our artists work today.

These conditions can be changed. Lack of money is too facile an explana-
tion. It is lack of that very national consciousness, lack of that sense of need;
we lack that impulse towards a more advanced stage of existence which sees
material obstacles in terms of how to overcome them. Today we can no
longer compare ourselves in artistic (as well as in other) matters with the
barrenness of 25 years ago. The time for that is past. Our sights now should
be trained 25 years ahead. In the Caribbean there are many things that are
denied to us and will be denied for a long time to come. But the production
of a supreme artist and all that he or she can give to us (including what lesser
artists will gain), that we need not despair of. The rapidity of all modern
developments is on our side. Our native talent is astonishing—it continually
astonishes me. And in these matters we never know. Life is continually
causing us to revise our most carefully based judgments. Let us do what we
can do. Let us create the conditions under which the artist can flourish. But
to do that, we must have the consciousness that the nation which we are
hoping to build, as much as it needs the pooling of resources and industrial-
ization and a higher productivity of labour, needs also the supreme artist.
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IV. SPORTS & LITERATURE

Excerpt from: Beyond A Boundary (1963)

“‘What is Art 7’

HAVE made great claims for cricket. As firmly as I am able and as is
I here possible, I have integrated it in the historical movement of the

times. The question remains: What is it? Is it mere entertainment or is
jtan art? Mr. Neville Cardus (whose work deserves a critical study) is here
most illuminating, not as subject but as object. He will ask: “Why do we
deny the art of a cricketer, and rank it lower than a vocalist’s or a fiddler’s?
If anybody tells me that R. H. Speoner did not compel a pleasure as
acsthetic as any compelled by the most cultivated Italian tenor that ever
lived I will write him down a purist and an ass.” He says the same in more
than one place. More than any sententious declaration, all his work is
eloquent with the aesthetic appeal of cricket. Yet he can write in his
autobiography: ‘I do not believe that anything fine in music or in any-
thing clse can be understood o truly felt by the crowd.” Into this he goes
at length and puts the seal on it with T don’t believe in the contemporary
idea of taking the arts to the people: let them seek and work for them.’
He himself notes that Neville Cardus, the writer on cricket, often intro-
duces music into his cricket writing. Never once has Neville Cardus,
the music critic, introduced cricket into his writing on music. He finds
this ‘a curious point’. It is much more than a point, it is not curious.
Cardus is a victim of that categorization and specialization, that division
of the human personality, which is the greatest curse of our time. Cricket
has suffered, but not only cricket. The aestheticians have scorned to take
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notice of popular sports and games—to their own detriment. The aridity
and confusion of which they so mournfully complain will continue until
they include organized games and the people who watch them as an integral
part of their data. Sir Donald Bradman’s technical accomplishments are
not on the same plane as those of Yehudi Menuhin. Sir John Gielgud in
three hours can express adventures and shades in human personality
which are not approached in three years of Denis Compton at the wicket.
Yet cricket is an art, not a bastard or a poor relation, but a full member of
the community.

The approach must be direct. Too long has it been impressionistic
or apologetic, timid or defiant, always ready to take refuge in the mysti-
cism of metaphor. It is a game and we have to compare it with other
games. It is an art and we have to compare it with other arts.

Cricket is first and foremost a dramatic spectacle. It belongs with the
theatre, ballet, opera and the dance.

In a superficial sense all games are dramatic. Two men boxing or
running a race can exhibit skill, courage, endurance and sharp changes of
fortune; can evoke hope and fear. They can even harrow the soul with
laughter and tears, pity and terror. The state of the city, the nation or the
world can invest a sporting event with dramatic intensity such as is
reached in few theatres. When the democrat Joe Louis fought the Nazi
Schmelling the bout became a focus of approaching world conflict.
On the last morning of the 1953 Oval Test, when it was clear that England
would win a rubber against Australia after twenty years, the nation
stopped work to witness the consummation.

These possibilities cricket shares with other games in a greater or
lesser degree. Its quality as drama is more specific. It is so organized that
at all times it is compelled to reproduce the central action which char-
acterizes all good drama from the days of the Grecks to our own: two
individuals are pitted against each other in a conflict that is strictly per-
sonal but no less strictly representative of a social group. One individual
batsman faces one individual bowler. But each represents his side. The
personal achievement may be of the utmost competence or brilliance.
Its ultimate value is whether it assists the side to victory or staves off
defeat. This has nothing to do with morals. It is the organizational
structure on which the whole spectacle is built. The dramatist, the
novelist, the choreographer, must strive to make his individual character
symbolical of a larger whole. He may or may not succeed. The runner in
a relay race must take the plus or minus that his partner or partners give
him. The soccer forward and the goalkeeper may at certain rare moments
find themselves sole representatives of their sides. Even the baseball-
batter, who most nearly approaches this particular aspect of cricket, may

68



and often does find himself after a fine hit standing on one of the bases,
where he is now dependent upon others. The batsman facing the ball
does not merely represent his side. For that moment, to all intents and
purposes, he is his side. This fundamental relation of the One and the
Many, Individual and Social, Individual and Universal, leader and
followers, representative and ranks, the part and the whole, is structurally
imposed on the players of cricket. What other sports, games and arts
have to aim at, the players are given to start with, they cannot depart
from it. Thus the game is founded upon a dramatic, a human, relation
which is universally recognized as the most objectively pervasive and
psychologically stimulating in life and therefore in that artificial repre-
sentation of it which is drama.

The second major consideration in all dramatic spectacles is the
relation between event (or, if you prefer, contingency) and design,
episode and continuity, diversity in unity, the battle and the campaign,
the part and the whole. Here also cricket is structurally perfect. The total
spectacle consists and must consist of a series of individual, isolated
episodes, each in itself completely self-contained. Each has its beginning,
the ball bowled; its middle, the stroke played; its end, runs, no runs,
dismissal. Within the fluctuating interest of the rise or fall of the game as
a whole, there is this unending series of events, each single one fraught
with immense possibilities of expectation and realization. Here again
the dramatist or movie director has to strive. In the very finest of soccer
matches the ball for long periods is in places where it is impossible to
expect any definite alteration in the relative position of the two sides.
In lawn tennis the duration of the rally is entirely dependent upon the
subjective skill of the players. In baseball alone does the encounter between
the two representative protagonists approach the definitiveness of the
individual series of episodes in cricket which together constitute the whole.

The structural enforcement of the fundamental appeals which all
dramatic spectacle must have is of incalculable value to the spectator.
The glorious uncertainty of the game is not anarchy. It would not he
glorious if it were not so firmly anchored in the certainties which must
attend all successful drama. That is why cricket is perhaps the only game

in which the end result (except where national or local pride is at stake)
is not of great importance. Appreciation of cricket has little to do with the
end, and less still with what are called ‘the finer points’, of the game.
What matters in cricket, as in all the arts, is not finer points but what
everyone with some knowledge of the elements can see and feel. It is
only within such a rigid structural frame that the individuality so
characteristic of cricket can flourish. Two batsmen are in at the same time.
Thus the position of representative of the side, though strictly independent,
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is interchangeable. In baseball one batter bats at a time. The isolated
events of which both games consist is in baseball rigidly limited. The
batter is allowed choice of three balls. He must hit the third or he is
out. If he hits he must run. The batter’s place in the batting order is fixed
—it cannot be changed. The pitcher must pitch until he is taken off and
when he is taken off he is finished for that game. (The Americans obvi-
ously prefer it that way.) In cricket the bowler bowls six balls (or eight).
He can then be taken off and can be brought on again. He can bowl at
the other end. The batting order is interchangeable. Thus while the
principle of an individual representing the side at any given moment is
maintained, the utmost possible change of personnel compatible with
order is allowed. We tend to take these things for granted or not to
notice them at all. In what other dramatic spectacle can they be found
built-in? The greatness of the great batsman is not so much in his own
skill as that he sets in motion all the immense possibilities that are con-
tained in the game as structurally organized.

Cricket, of course, does not allow that representation or suggestion
of specific relations as can be done by a play or even by ballet and dance.
The players are always players trafficking in the elemental human acti-
vities, qualities and emotions—attack, defence, courage, gallantry, stead-
fastness, grandeur, ruse. This is no drawback. Punch and Judy, Swan Lake,
pantomime, are even less particularized than cricket. They depend for
their effect upon the technical skill and creative force with which their
exponents make the ancient patterns live for their contemporaries. Some
of the best beloved and finest music is created out of just such elemental
sensations. We never grow out of them, of the need to renew them. Any
art which by accident or design gets too far from them finds that it has
to return or wither. They are the very stuff of human life. It is of this
stuff that the drama of cricket is composed.

X

Innate faculty though it might be, the progress of civilization can
leave it unused, suppress its use, can remove us from the circumstances
in which it is associated with animal energy. Developing civilization
can surround us with circumstances and conditions in which our original
faculties are debased or refined, made more simple or more complicated.
They may seem to disappear altogether. They remain part of our human
endowment. The basic motions of cricket represent physical action which
has been the basis not only of primitive but of civilized life for countless
centuries. In work and in play they were the motions by which men
lived and without which they would perish. The Industrial Revolution
transformed our existence. Our fundamental characteristics as human
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beings it did not and could not alter. The bushmen reproduced in one
medium not merely animals but the line, the curve, the movement. It
supplied in the form they needed a vision of the life they lived. The
Hambledon men who made modern cricket did the same. The bushmen’s
motive was perhaps religious, Hambledon’s entertainment. One form
was fixed, the other had to be constantly re-created. The contrasts can be
multiplied. That will not affect the underlying identity. Each fed the
need to satisfy the visual artistic sense. The emphasis on style in cricket
proves that without a shadow of doubt; whether the impulse was litera-
ture and the artistic quality the result, or vice-versa, does not matter.
If the Hambledon form was infinitely more complicated it rose out of a
more complicated society, the result of a long historical development.
Satisfying the same needs as bushmen and Hambledon, the industrial
age took over cricket and made it into what it has become. The whole
tortured history of modern Spain explains why it is in the cruelty of the
bull-ring that they seek the perfect flow of motion. That flow, however,
men since they have been men have always sought and always will. It
is an unspeakable impertinence to arrogate the term ‘fine art’ to one
small section of this quest and declare it to be culture. Luckily, the people
refuse to be bothered. This does not alter the gross falsification of history
and the perversion of values which is the result.

Lucian’s Solon tells what the Olympic Games meant to the Greeks.
The human drama, the literature, was as important to them as to us.
No less so was the line, the curve, the movement of the athletes which
inspired one of the greatest artistic creations we have ever known—
Greek sculpture. To this day certain statues baffle the experts: are they
statues of Apollo or are they statues of athletes? The games and sculpture
were ‘good’ arts and popular. The newly fledged democracy found
them insufficient. The contrast between life under an ancient landed
aristocracy and an ancient democratic regime was enormous. It can be
guessed at by what the democracy actually achieved. The democracy
did not neglect the games or sculpture. To the contrary. The birth of
democracy saw the birth of individualism in sculpture. Immense new
passions and immense new forces had been released. New relations
between the individual and society, between individual and individual,
launched life on new, exciting and dangerous ways. Out of this came the
tragic drama. After a long look at how the creation of the Hambledon
men became the cornerstone of Victorian education and entertainment,
I can no longer accept that Peisistratusencouraged the dramatic festival asa
means of satisfying or appeasing or distracting the urban masses on their
way to democracy. That would be equivalent to saying that the rulers of
Victorian England encouraged cricket to satisfy or appease or distract the
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urban masses on their way to democracy. The Victorian experience with
cricket suggests a line of investigation on the alert for signs both more subtle
and more tortuous. It may be fruitful to investigate whether Peisistratusand
his fellow rulers did not need the drama for themselves before it became
a national festival. That at any rate is what happened to the Victorians.

The elements which were transformed into Greek drama may have
existed in primitive form, quite apart from religious ceremonial—
there is even a tradition that peasants played primitive dramas. However
that may be, the newly fledged Greek democrat found his need for a
fuller existence fulfilled in the tragic drama. He had no spate of books to
give him distilled, concentrated and ordered views of life. The old myths
no longer sufficed. The drama recast them to satisfy the expanded per-
sonality. The end of democracy is a more complete existence. Voting
and political parties are only a means. The expanded personality and
needs of the Victorian aspiring to democracy did not need drama. The
stage, books, newspapers, were part of his inheritance. The production of
these for democracy had already begun. What he needed was the
further expansion of his aesthetic sense. Print had long made church walls
and public monuments obsolescent as a means of social communication.
Photography would complete the rout of painting and sculpture, pro-
moting them upstairs. The need was filled by organized games.

Cricket was fortunate in that for their own purposes the British
ruling classes took it over and endowed it with money and prestige.
On it men of gifts which would have been remarkable in any sphere
expended their powers—the late C. B. Fry was a notable example. Yet
even he submitted to the prevailing aesthetic categories and circum-~
scribed cricket as a ‘physical’ fine art. There is no need so to limit it. It is
limited in variety of range, of subject-matter. It cannot express the emo-
tions of an age on the nature of the last judgment or the wiping out of a
population by bombing. It must repeat. But what it repeats is the original
stuff out of which everything visually or otherwiseartistic is quarried. The
popular democracy of Greece, sitting for days in the sun watching The
Oresteia; the popular democracy of our day, sitting similarly, watching
Miller and Lindwall bowl to Hutton and Compton—each in its own way
grasps at a more complete human existence. We may some day be able to
answer Tolstoy’s exasperated and exasperating question: Whatis art?—but
only when we learn to integrate our vision of Walcott on the back foot
through the covers with the outstretched arm of the Olympic Apollo.

———EE > H—
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Excerpts from:
Mariners, Renegades & Castaways (1953)

THE CRISIS

Melville understands what America has given to
the world—none better. He has chosen whaling for his
unit of demonstration. And in a brilliant page he sums
up the grandeur of the American past.

“What wonder, then, that these Nantucketers, born
on a beach, should take to the sea for a livelihood! They
first caught crabs and quohogs in the sand; grown bolder,
they waded out with nets for mackerel; more experi-
enced, they pushed off in boats and captured cod; and at
last, launching a navy of great ships on the sea, explored
this watery world; put an incessant belt of circumnavi-
gation round it; peeped in at Bhering’s Straits; and in all
seasons and all oceans declared everlasting war with the
mightiest animated mass that has survived the flood;
most monstrous and most mountainous; That Himma-
lehan, salt-sea Mastodon, clothed with such portentous-
ness of unconscious power, that his very panics are more

to be dreaded than his most fearless and malicious as-
saults!

“And thus have these naked Nantucketers, these sea
hermits, issuing from their ant-hill in the sea, overrun
and conquered the watery world like so many Alexan-
ders; parcelling out among them the Atlantic, Pacific, and
Indian oceans, as the three pirate powers did Poland. Let
America add Mexico to Texas, and pile Cuba upon Can-
ada; let the English overswarm all India, and hang out
their blazing banner from the sun; two-thirds of this
terraqueous globe are the Nantucketer’s. For the sea is
his; he owns it, as Emperors own empires; other seamen
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having but a right of way through it. Merchant ships are
but extension bridges; armed ones but floating forts; even
pirates and privateers, though following the sea as high-
waymen the road, they but plunder other ships, other
fragments of the land like themselves, without seeking to
draw their living from the bottomless deep itself. The
Nantucketer, he alone resides and riots on the sea; he
alone, in Bible language, goes down to it in ships; to and
fro ploughing it as his own special plantation. There is
his home; there lies his business, which a Noah’s flood
would not interrupt, though it overwhelmed all the mil-
lions in China. He lives on the sea, as prairie cocks in the
prairie; he hides among the waves, he climbs them as
chamois hunters climb the Alps. For years he knows not
the land; so that when he comes to it at last, it smells
like another world, more strangely than the moon would
to an Earthsman. With the landless gull, that at sunset
folds her wings and is rocked to sleep between billows;
so at nightfall, the Nantucketer, out of sight of land, furls
his sails, and lays him to his rest, while under his very
pillow rush herds of walruses and whales.”

It is his history of America from 1620 to Moby-Dick.
But note that Melville, as every truly great writer, sees
history in terms of men. These Nantucketers were heroic
men. And they did heroic deeds. Whalers have explored
unkuowin seas aud archipelagoes. People write of the fa-
mous vovages of men like Captain Cook and other heroes
of international exploration. But, says Melville, many an
incident to which these writers devote three chapters in
their books, unknown whaling captains of Nantucket had
experienced so often that they would not have thought
them worth putting down in the ship’s log-book. The
whaling vessels rounded Cape Horn and established in-
ternational commerce. They gave impetus to the libera-
tion of Peru, Chile and Bolivia from the yoke of Spain.
They nursed and repeatedly saved from extinction the
infant colonies of Australia. That was America. And be-
cause already, in 1851, Melville could see that the social
structure was cramping and thwarting men instead of de-
vcloping them, he knew that the time had come for the
ship of destiny once more to sail and see what the future
would be.

He is as systematic as a sociologist, and the first thing
he does in Moby-Dick is to show the existing world as
he saw it.
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The story is told by one Ishmael, a young New Yorker
who goes to New Bedford and Nantucket, seeking a job
on a whaling-ship. He gets one from the owners of the
Pequod, Bildad and Peleg, two retired Nantucket sea cap-
tains who, like Ahab, had worked their way up from
cabin boys. They are Quakers but the moral earnestness
of the old Puritans has changed into a piety which but
thinly covers their lust for money. Bildad, always reading
the Bible, uses Scriptures as an argument to justify the
most avaricious deals. From this Quaker whaling-stock
with its grand and glorious history, we have as represen-
tatives, Bildad and Peleg, and the rebellious Ahab.

Equally unlovely are Nantucket and New Bedford.
New Bedford has the finest patrician houses in America
and is the place for brilliant weddings. But in its streets
are the meanest mariners from all over the world, sav-
ages from every part of the South Seas, and green boys

from the hills of Vermont and New Hampshire. When
Mrs. Hussey, the landlady where Ishmael stays, suspects
that someone may have committed suicide in one of her
rooms, she prays for his soul, but laments what has hap-
pened to her counterpane. She refuses to allow the door
to be broken down at once and suggests that a locksmith
who lives about a mile away be sent for. She sends a mes-
sage to the painter asking for a sign, which will say that
smoking in the parlor and suicides should not be al-
lowed—might as well kill two birds with one stone, she
remarks. In Nantucket, Ishmael is offered the only accom-
modations available—to share a bed with a savage. When
he inquires more as to this man, he receives the laconic
reply, “He pays reg’lar.”” Nothing else matters.

This population, in addition to its lust for money, has
a craving for the horrible. A Negro preacher, like a black
Angel of Doom, reads a book in his pulpit and his text
is the blackness of darkness, and the weeping and wailing
and teeth-gnashing there. In one inn a picture shows a
vessel half-floundering in the journey round Cape Horn.
Only its three dismantled masts are visible, and an exas-
perated whale, purposing to spring clear over the craft,
is in the act of impaling himself upon the three mast-
heads. Another piece of furniture consists of a heathen-
ish array of clubs and spears with glittering teeth; others
were tufted with knots of human hair. The savage who
is to share Ishmael’s bed is busy selling dried-up human
heads which are in great demand as curios. He carries
them knotted on a string, and is very active that after-
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noon because it is Saturday and it would not look well to
be hawking such things in the streets on Sunday when
people are going to church.

Whaling, as seen from the shore is the source of death
and terror, and the religion of the Nantucketers corres-
ponds. To the mourning widows and the solemn whale-
men about to face the perils of the fishery, Father
Mapple, himself an old seafaring man, tells the story of
jonah and the whale so that it is more terrifying than
it is in the Old Testament. His moral is that the truly
and faithfully repentant do not clamor for pardon but
are grateful for punishment.

There is wealth of course. In the fine patrician houses
there are reservoirs of oil and nightly they recklessly
burn the spermacetti candles. But this wealth has been
dragged up from the Atlantic and Pacific and the In-
dian Oceans by whaling men. It is what happens to
these men, the men that create the wealth, which will
decide the future of society. Melville mentions the
owners and the spenders only to brush them aside.

This is life on land.

Like the rest of the story it is all seen through the
eyes of Ishmael. Like Ahab, Ishmael lived first in Mel-
ville’s imagination. Like Ahab, it is the twentieth cen-
tury, our own, which has its Ishmaels in every city block.

He is a member of a distinguished American family,
is well educated and has been a teacher. But he cannot
endure the social class in which he was born and reared,
so he lives as a worker, digging ditches, or what else comes
to hand. He is subject to fits of periodical depression
(today we would call him a neurotic) and whenever he
feels a fit coming on, he goes to sea. Today they do not
go to sea—they join the working class movement or the
revolutionary movement instead.

Who does not recognize Ishmael? He wants to be a
plain ordinary seaman. He feels himself one of the
people. But it isn’t that he likes workers. It is that he
hates authority and responsibility of any kind. He does
not want to be a Commodore but he does not want to
be a cook either. Presidential elections, international
politics, commerce, all of these he wants no part of. He
wants to go to sea because when life on land is too much
for them, men have always gone to sea to find there some
explanation of what is baffling them. He wants to go
whaling because he wants adventure and peril in far
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places. And (which sends a shiver down our spines
today) he loves the horrible, although he is neither per-
vert nor degenerate.

Ishmael’s description of himself shows that the instinct
for violence, the cruelty and the sadism inherent in
Western Civilization of the twentieth century are not
accidental. They were detected in America over three
generations ago.

What is wrong with this young man? He is as isolated
and bitter as Ahab and as helpless. He cannot stand the
narrow, cramped, limited existence which civilization
ofters him. He hates the greed, the lies, the hypocrisy.
Thus shut out from the world outside, he cannot get
out of himself. The only truly civilized person he can
find in New Bedford and Nantucket is a cannibal savage,
the harpooneer, Queequeg, and the story of their relations
is, like all great literature, not only literature but
history.

Everyone knows Fenimore Cooper’s stories of the white
hunter, Deerslayer, and his two Indian comrades, The
Last of the Mohicans. In these tales Cooper Wwas only
following a practice which for centuries had been fol-
lowed by some of the very greatest writers of France and
Britain. They were using the primitive savage, in his
presumed nobility and innocence of vice, as a stick with
which to beat the constantly increasing injustices, suffer-
ing, deceptions and pretenses which seemed to grow side
by side with the growth of civilization. That such a
literary device should have been so widespread, so popu-
lar and should have lasted so long shows only the ter-
rible need in Western culture for some protest against
the burdens which the growth of material wealth was
placing on the human personality.

Already a man disillusioned with the world, what he
sees in New Bedford and Nantucket so shocks Ishmael
that when he goes back to the inn he watches Queequeg,
the seller of human heads, with fresh interest. What he

sees in him is exactly what he has not been able to find
in the world around him.

“Through all his unearthly tattooings, I thought I saw
the traces of a simple honest heart; and in his large,
deep eyes, fiery black and bold, there seemed tokens ol a
spirit that would dare a thousand devils. And besides
all this, there was a certain lofty bearing about the
Pagan, which even his uncouthness could not altogether
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maim. He looked like a man who had never cringed and
never had had a creditor.”

Where could one find men like this? The men Ishmael
knew were pent up in lath and plaster, tied to counters,
nailed to benches, clinched to desks.

Along with Queequeg’s untamed and undefeated ap-
pearance went an equally distinctive calm and self-re-
liance. “He made no advances whatever; appeared to
have no desire to enlarge the circle of his acquaintances.
All this struck me as mighty singular; yet, upon second
thoughts, there was something almost sublime in it.
Here was a man some twenty thousand miles from
home, by the way of Cape Horn, that is—which was the
only way he could get there—thrown among people as
strange to him as though he were in the planet Jupiter;
and yet he seemed entirely at his ease; preserving the
utmost serenity; content with his own companionship;
always equal to himself.”

Poor lonely Ishmael feels something melting in him.
Queequeg is the opposite of everything he has known.
“No more my splintered heart and maddened hand were
turned against the wolfish world. This soothing savage
had redeemed it. There he sat, his very indifference
speaking a nature in which there lurked no civilized
hypocrisies and bland deceits. Wild he was; a very sight
of sights to see; yet I began to feel myself mysteriously
drawn towards him. And those same things that would
have repelled most others, they were the very magnets
that thus drew me. I'll try a pagan friend, thought I,

since Chiistian kindness has proved but hollow courtesy.”

He makes overtures of friendship to Queequeg who
returns them with an immediate generosity which knows
no bounds.

So far it might seem that Melville is merely repeating
the old pattern of noble savage versus corrupt civiliza-
tion. But he is not doing that. Queequeg is no ideal
figure. Queequeg’s ignorance often makes his behavior
entirely ridiculous. His religious practices, if sincere, are
absurd. In his own country he has eaten human flesh.
But the thing that matters is that as soon as they get off
the land into the boat from New Bedford to Nantucket,
Queequeg shows himself what he will later turn out to
be, not only brave and ready to risk his life, but a master
of his seaman’s craft. To his splendid physique, uncon-
quered spirit and spontaneous generosity, this child of
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Nature has added mastery of one of the most important
and authoritative positions in a great modern industry.
Thus here with Queequeg, Melville does what he does
all through the book, begins with the accepted practices,
beliefs and even literary methods of his time, and then
consciously and with the utmost sureness leaves them
behind or rather takes them over into the world he saw
ahead. He saw the future so confidently only because he
saw so clearly all that was going on around him.

Ishmaels, we say, live in every city block. And they
are dangerous, especially when they actually leave their
own environment and work among workers or live among
them. For when Ahab, the totalitarian, bribed the men
with money and grog and whipped them up to follow
him on his monomaniac quest, Ishmael, the man of good
family and education, hammered and shouted with the
rest. His submission to the totalitarian madness was
complete.

Most of the men on the ship at some time or other
showed antagonism to Ahab. Ishmael never did—not
once. And the analysis of why this type of young man
behaves as he does is one of Melville's greatest triumphs.

As usual with Melville’s people in Moby-Dick, Ishmael
at first sight is merely one of those dreamy young men
of education and intellect who cannot live in the world.
Ishmael’s favorite place on board ship is up on the
mast-head where he is supposed to be taking his turn at
looking for whales. He never sees one, for he is up there
dreaming his life away and imagining that his soul is
once more at one with the waters that stretch around
him to the horizon on every side. But soon it becomes
apparent that Ishmael is no mere dreamer. He is a com-
pletely modern young intellectual who has broken with
society and wavers constantly between totalitarianism
and the crew.

First, totalitarianism. Why does Ishmael join Ahab’s
quest? What overwhelms him in 1851 is what modern
psychologists talk about more than anything else, a sense
of guilt. But it is not guilt for any sins he has personally
committed. He does not feel at home in the world and
he is constantly aware of this. Because of this he is dom-
inated by a sense of inadequacy and isolation. In turn,
he sees his fellow men as ridden with his own sense of
homelessness and despair. As the Pequod sails in far-
distant and lonely seas, sea ravens persistently perch on
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the stays, though repeatedly driven away. For Ishmael
these birds see in the ship some drifting uninhabited
craft, a thing appointed to desolation and therefore a
fit resting-place for their homeless selves. The black sea
heaved and heaved as if its vast tides were a conscience
and the great soul of the world was in anguish and re-
morse for the long sin and suffering it had bred. As the
Pequod rounded the stormy waters of the Cape of Good
Hope these birds and the fish seem to him to be guilty
beings condemned to swim on everlastingly without any
haven in store or to beat that black air without any
horizon. There is no such world, there are no such fish,
there are no such birds. Ishmael is. an intellectual Ahab.

As Ahab is enclosed in the masoned walled-town ot the
exclusiveness of authority, so Ishmael is enclosed in the
solitude of his social and intellectual speculation.

Melville makes a heroic effort to get us to understand
this type of mind. Ishmael says that he followed Ahab
for a reason peculiar to himself, and he adds, unless he
makes us understand this, then the story he is writing
will have no meaning. We have to respect what a great
writer says about what he is trying to do. Ishmael says
that he shouted with the rest because the color of the
whale was white.

It is startling but before you have read a page you get
an idea of what a great imaginative writer can do, and
what philosophers, economists, journalists, historians,
however gifted, can never do.

Ishmael begins his explanation with a recognition of
the fact that whiteness is the color of religion, of beauti-
ful ceremonials, of weddings, of peace, of things that are
beautiful and sincere, and grandly historical and above
all, spiritual. After an impressive list acknowledging
what the color white has meant, he says that neverthe-
less it is a color of terror. The reason is clear. For him
there is no longer anything beautiful or sincere, or
grandly historical, and above all, there is no longer any-
thing of spiritual beauty in the world any more. So that
now wherever he sees whiteness, it is a symbol of his
spiritual isolation, his loneliness, his revulsion against
the world, his deep psychological misery. We understand
now why at the very beginning, long before he had
seen a whale-ship, far less a whale, he carried already in
his mind visions of whales and among them a white
hooded monster. His experience of the world had created
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in his mind a picture of it which he wanted to pursue
and kill because it was torturing him. It was a monster
large and powerful. It was hooded, because it saw
nothing, paid attention to nothing, merely went its own
way. And it was white because white was for him the
immediate reminder of a world without any spiritual
values, which for him, an intellectual, were the things
by which he lived.

In the last paragraph of this famous chapter on the
whiteness of the whale, Melville ties together all the
social and philosophical themes which he is weaving.

For Ishmael who believes in nothing and therefore
constantly analyzes all that he sees to find something,
everything in the world is appearance, something super-
ficial, put on. He examines it and below is nothing but
bare, dead, white blankness. Whatever is beautiful is
only deception, a color added to this dead unending
whiteness, as a whore puts paint on her face to cover
the rottenness inside. Everyone sees Nature in his own
way. And this is the Nature that Ishmael sees. And the
menace, the deadliness of Ishmael to society can be seen
in a few phrases he uses to describe how he sees the
natural world: “A dumb blankness, full of meaning, in
a wide landscape of snows,” and again, “the great prin-
ciple of light, forever remains white or colorless in
itself.”

This is his explanation of the universe, seen as he
would like us to believe, in the light of science by a
thoughtful and sensitive human being. But there is
nothing sensitive about it and nothing human. For when,
at nights working at his charts, Ahab’s humanity was
conquered, there remained behind “a ray of living light
to be sure, but without an object to color and therefore
a blankness in itself.” They are the very phrases Ishmael
uses to describe his conception of Nature. Thus the to-
talitarian personality devoid of human feeling and re-
straint, no longer the master, but the instrument of his
purpose, embodies in action the theoretical conclusions
of the disoriented intellectual. No wonder that, with
terror in his soul, Ishmael follows Ahab, as the guilt-
ridden intellectual of today, often with the same terror,
finds some refuge in the idea of the one-party totalitar-
ian state.

But if Ishmael, the intellectual, is so strongly at-
tracted to the man of action, equally strong on him is
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the attraction of the crew. That in fact is what makes
him modern. He must decide.

Ishmael begins by clinging to the powerful Queequeg
and, in typical modern fashion, his relationship with
him on land has all the marks of homosexuality. But
as soon as they get on board among the crew, that re-
lationship disappears. Ishmael submits to Ahab’s mad
purpose. But then over a long period under the influence
of daily work with them, he almost becomes one of the
anonymous crew. What keeps them apart is his intel-
lectualism, his inability to embrace reality spontaneously,
the doubt and fear and guilt and isolation from people,
which compel him at all times to seek to find out what
is happening to himself in relation to the world.

Melville does not let us for one moment escape from
this distinction between Ishmael and the crew. Take the
first day they see a whale. Ishmael is weaving some cord
and Queequeg is helping him by periodically sliding a
heavy oaken sword between the threads. As he works,
Queequeg, unconsciousness personified, is looking idly
at the water but Ishmael is busily constructing some
complicated philosophical schema in which the whole
operation is the Loom of Time, the cord is Necessity
and Queequeg’s sword represents the free will of men.
Suddenly:

“Thus we were weaving and weaving away when 1
started at a sound so strange, long drawn, and musically
wild and unearthly, that the ball of free will dropped
from my hand, and I stood gazing up at the clouds
whence that voice dropped like a wing. High aloft in
the cross-trees was that mad Gay-Header, Tashtego. His
body was reaching eagerly forward, his hand stretched

out like a wand, and at brief sudden intervals, he con-
tinued his cries. To be sure the same sound was that very
moment perhaps being heard all over the seas, from
hundreds of whalemen’s look-outs perched as high in
the air; but from few of those lungs could that accus-
tomed old cry have derived such a marvellous cadence
as from Tashtego the Indian’s.”

No wonder the ball of free will drops from Ishmael’s
hand. The energy, power, and utter concentration of the
terrific Tashtego blow Ishmael’s philosophical nonsense
to the winds. But it does not mean that Tashtego is,
philosophically, a barbarian. No. His very lack of self-
consciousness in life and work is itself a philosophical
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attitude to life. Ishmael, looking up at him, is vaguely
aware of this.

“As he stood hovering over you half suspended in air,
so wildly and eagerly peer:- row.rds the horizon, you
would have thought him some prophet or seer beholding
the shadows of Fate, and by those wild cries announcing
their coming.”

After his first violent experience of what hunting a
whale from an open boat is like, Ishmael almost forgets
his preoccupation with himself. He decides that, what-
ever happens, he will take it in his stride. He goes to
his friend Queequeg and makes his will. He is the one
who is attached to Queequeg by the rope. He sweats
and strains with the rest. One day when they are squeez-
ing spermacetti, all their hands in the soft fluffy mixture
together, he experiences a sensation of comradeship and
fraternity such as he had never felt before, and he wishes
they could all squeeze sperm forever.

But Ishmael can go only so far. There comes a stage
in the voyage of the Pequod which breaks him to pieces
and leaves him worse than before.

In Moby-Dick the process of labor, though very real-
istically described, is presented as a panorama of labor
throughout the ages. The men do not merely collect
and prepare the raw material. The whale-ship is a’so a
factory. When the blubber is ready, then the try-works,
huge cauldrons, are put into place, and the oil is dis-
tilled. This is really modern industry. It is the turning
point of the book, for everyone is shown for what he is.

That night Ishmael is at the helm and he looks down
at the men working below.

“The hatch, removed from the top of the works, now
afforded a wide hearth in front of them. Standing on
this were the Tartarean shapes of the pagan harpooneers,
always the whale-ship’s stokers. With huge pronged poles
they pitched hissing masses of blubber into the scalding
pots, or stirred up the fires beneath, till the snaky
flames darted, curling, out of the doors to catch them by
the feet. The smoke rolled away in sullen heaps. To
every pitch of the ship there was a pitch of the boiling
oil, which seemed all eagerness to leap into their faces.

“Opposite the mouth of the works, on the further side
of the wide wooden hearth, was the windlass. This
served for a sea-sofa. Here lounged the watch, when not
otherwise employed, looking into the red heat of the fire,
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till their eyes felt scorched in their heads. Their tawny
features, now all begrimed with smoke and sweat, their
matted beards, and the contrasting barbaric brilliancy of
their teeth, all these were strangely revealed in the ca-
pricious emblazonings of the works.

“As they narrated to each other their unholy adven-
tures, their tales of terror told in words of mirth; as their
uncivilized laughter forked upwards out of them, like
the flames from the furnace; as to and fro, in their front,
the harpooneers wildly gesticulated with their huge
pronged forks and dippers; as the wind howled on, and
the sea leaped, and the ship groaned and dived, and yet
steadfastly shot her red hell further and further into the
blackness of the sea and the night, and scornfully
champed the white bone in her mouth, and viciously spat
round her on all sides; then the rushing Pequod,

freighted with savages, and laden with fire, and burning
a corpse, and plunging into that blackness of darkness,
seemed the material counterpart of her monomaniac
commander’s soul.”

That at first sight is the modern world—the world we
live in, the world of the Ruhr, of Pittsburgh, of the Black
Country in England. In its symbolism of men turned
into devils, of an industrial civilization on fire and
plunging blindly into darkness, it is the world of massed
bombers, of cities in flames, of Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
the world in which we live, the world of Ahab, which he
hates and which he will organize or destroy.

But when you look again, you see that the crew is
indestructible. There they are, laughing at the terrible
things that have happened to them. The three harpoon-
eers are doing their work. True to himself, Ishmael can
see the ship only as an expression of Ahab’s madness.
The men with whom he works, even Queequeg, his
splendid friend, all of them are but part of the total
madness.

“Wrapped, for that interval, in darkness myself, I but
the better saw the redness, the madness, the ghastliness
of others. The continual sight of fiend shapes before me,
capering half in smoke and half in fire, these at last
begat kindred visions in my soul, so soon as I began to
yield to that unaccountable drowsiness which ever would
come over me at a midnight helm.”

Part of his difficulty is that he is guiding the ship; in
other words, however temporarily, he is in command of
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the ship of destiny, and such responsibility always over-
whelms this type with terror.

“I thought my eyes were open; I was half conscious of
putting my fingers to the lids and mechanically stretch-
ing them still further apart. But, spite of all this, I could
see no compass before me to steer by; though it seemed
but a minute since I had been watching the card, by the
steady binnacle lamp illuminating it. Nothing seemed

before me but a jet gloom, now and then made ghastly
by flashes of redness. Uppermost was the impression, that
whatever swift, rushing thing I stood on was not so much
bound to any haven ahead as rushing from all havens
astern. A stark, bewildered feeling, as of death, came
over me ..."”

He caught himself just in time to prevent the ship
from perhaps capsizing.

That is the end of Ishmael. Henceforth he will seek
refuge from the world in books, particularly in Eccles-
iastes where it says that “All is vanity. ALL"—in large
print. He takes refuge in his philosophical abstractions—
he will soar like the eagle in the mountains and even if
he has to swoop, his lowest flight will still be higher than
that of ordinary men.

How wrong he is is proved but one brief chapter after-
wards. The boiling is over and the hatches are replaced
and sealed. What follows now is the summation of a
whole way of life, the climax of all that Melville has
been saying about the meanest mariners, the renegades
and the castaways.

“In the sperm fishery, this is perhaps one of the most
remarkable incidents in all the business of whaling. One
day the planks stream with freshets of blood and oil; on
the. sacred quarter-deck enormous masses of the whale’s
head are profanely piled; great rusty casks lie about, as
in a brewery yard; the smoke from the try-works has be-
sooted all the bulwarks; the mariners go about suffused
with unctiousness; the entire ship seems great leviathan
himself; while on all hands the din is deafening.

“But a day or two after, you look about you, and prick
your ears in this self-same ship; and were it not for the
tell-tale boats and try-works, you would all but swear
you trod some silent merchant vessel, with a most scrup-
ulously neat commander. The unmanufactured sperm oil
possesses a singularly cleansing virtue. This is the reason
why the decks never look so white as just after what they
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call an affair of oil. Besides, from the ashes of the burned
scraps of the whale, a potent ley is readily made; and
whenever any adhesiveness from the back of the whale
remains clinging to the side, that ley quickly extermin-
ates it. Hands go diligently along the bulwarks, and with
buckets of water and rags restore them to their full
tidiness. The soot is brushed from the lower rigging. All
the numerous implements which have been in use are
likewise faithfully cleansed and put away. The great
hatch is scrubbed and placed upon the try-works, com-
pletely hiding the pots; every cask is out of sight; all
tackles are coiled in unseen nooks; and when by the
combined and simultaneous industry of almost the en-
tire ship’s company, the whole of this conscientious duty
is at last concluded, then the crew themselves proceed to
their own ablutions; shift themselves from top to toe;
and finally issue to the immaculate deck, fresh and all
aglow, as bridegrooms new-leaped from out the daintiest
Holland.

“Now, with elated step, they pace the planks in twos
and threes, and humorously discourse of parlors, sofas,
carpets, and fine cambrics; propose to mat the deck; think
of having hangings to the top; object not to taking tea
by moonlight on the piazza of the forecastle. To hint to
such musked mariners of oil, and bone, and blubber,
were little short of audacity. They know not the thing
you distantly allude to. Away and bring us napkins!

“But mark: aloft there, at the three mast heads, stand
three men intent on spying out more whales, which, if
caught, infallibly will again soil the old oaken furniture,
and drop at least one small grease-spot somewhere. Yes;
and many is the time, when, after the severest uninter-
rupted labors, which know no night; continuing straight
through for ninety-six hours; when from the boat, where
they have swelled their wrists with all day rowing on the
Line,—they only step to the deck to carry vast chains, and
heave the heavy windlass, and cut and slash, yea, and in
their very sweatings to be smoked and burned anew by
the combined fires of the equatorial sun and the equa-
torial try-works; when, on the heel of all this, they have
finally bestirred themselves to cleanse the ship, and make
a spotless dairy room of it; many is the time thg poor
fellows, just buttoning the necks of their clean frocks,
are startled by the cry of ‘There she blows!” and away
they fly to fight another whale, and go through the whole
weary thing again.”
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Thus, around the try-works, there comes to a head the
hopeless madness, the rush to destruction of Ahab, and
the revulsion from the world of Ishmael. Ahab sat in his
cabin marking his charts; Ishmael, thinking of books and
dreaming of how he would soar above it all like an
eagle, will become in his imagination as destructive as
his monomaniac leader. But the Anacharsis Clootz depu-
tation, the meanest mariners, renegades and castaways,
remain sane and human, in their ever-present sense of
community, their scrupulous cleanliness, their grace and
wit and humor, and their good-humored contempt of
those for whom life consists of nothing else but fine
cambrics and tea on the piazza.

S
W

THE WORK, THE AUTHOR,
AND THE TIMES

g‘e have now analyzed the most important of Mel-
ville’s writings. But in all such analysis, and particularly

when it is related, as it must be related, to the social
movement, there is one great danger. This is that the
book, as a work of art, fades into the background, and it
becomes a mere expression of social and political ideas.
This is fatal because the social and political ideas in a
great work of imagination are embodied in human per-
sonalities, in the way they are presented, in the clash of
passions, the struggle for happiness, the avoidance of
misery.

With the disappearance of the work as an imaginative
creation of human relations, the author also tends to
disappear, the supreme author, a unique individual, the
type of human being who appears but rarely in the his-
tory of civilization. Yet he and his life are rooted in the
life of their time. No book on Melville would be com-
plete which did not attempt to place in their proper
relation the work, the author, and the period.

The ancient Greeks in the great days of Greek civili-
zation looked upon their great writers as second to none
in the state. Here also, as in so many other judgments,

87



they were wiser than we. For consider. What Melville did
was to place within the covers of one book a presentation
of a whole civilization so that any ordinary human being
today can read it in a few days and grasp the essentials
of the world he lived in. To do this a man must contain
within his single self, at one and the same time, the
whole history of the past, the most significant experiences

of the world around him, and a clear vision of the future.
Of all this he creates an ordered whole. No philosopher,
statesman, scientist or soldier exceeds him in creative
effort.

Melville knew how rarely such writers appear, and as
usual, he has given the best description of these gigantic
efforts of individual human beings.

The great author begins, as we have seen, by seeing
the elements of his characters in the world around him.
Melville tolerates no nonsense on that question.

But after that an entirely individual personal process
begins. The great author has read the great creative
works of the past, and it is in this way that he absorbs
the great characters and experiences of previous civiliza-
tions. He is mature, according to Melville, only when
these writings are a part of him, and his own mind, so
nourished, functions with complete independence.

Then follows his own original creation. It seems that
really new characters with original instincts cannot be
developed adequately within the framework of the con-
sciousness of the age. The great author must find in his
mind new depths of consciousness, hitherto unprobed, to
fill out these original characters. Melville actually uses
the term, “strange stuff” which upheaves and upgushes
in the writer’s soul. This strange stuff the author has to
resolve into its primitive elements. Thus these rare orig-
inal characters seem to demand for their creation an
extension of the range of consciousness of their creators,
and through him this extended consciousness is trans-
ferred to the rest of mankind, when they are ready to
listen.

It is impossible to test whether all this is true or not.
" All we can do is to examine some other great creative
works of the past and great authors of the past and see
if any light is thereby thrown upon Melville in this
combination of observing actual human character, read-
ing the great works of the past and then digging down
into the consciousness.



Two writers immediately come to mind—the great
Greek tragedian, Aeschylus, and his Prometheus Bound,
and the still more famous Shakespeare and his play
King Lear.

Ahab is a rebel, i.e., a man who is dissatisfied with the
old and must have something new. So is Prometheus. So
is Lear. Ahab defies science and industrial power, the
gods of the nineteenth century. Prometheus was nailed
to a rock because he had stolen fire from heaven and
given it to primitive, backward, suffering mankind to
start them on the road to civilization by means of the
arts and sciences. For this, Zeus, King of Gods and men,
chained him to a rock for 30,000 years. But still Prometh-
eus defied him. Lear believed that Nature was a benefi-
cent goddess in whose name he ruled, and by whom all
his actions were blessed. When he discovered that it was
not so, he defied Nature. Then going mad, he denounced
the whole society of which he had been ruler and gave
a vision of the future.

When Ahab defies the spirit of fire, he is way out in
distant seas, thousands of miles away from civilization,
standing on the deck of the Pequod, with the meanest
mariners, renegades and castaways around him. When
Prometheus defies Zeus, he is chained to a rock, on a
wild expanse of land at the very ends of the earth.
Around him are some young women from all parts of
the world who are determined to share his fate. When
Lear defies the thunder and the lightning, the most
powerful manifestations of the forces of Nature, he is
also on an open heath, and with him are a retainer whom
he himself had banished; a crazy fool; and another fugi-
tive from justice, disguised as an agricultural vagrant.
Zeus hurls Prometheus and his followers into the lower
regions with the thunderbolts and lightning of a great

storm. Lear is driven mad by the thunder and lightning.
These breaking upon him after his grievous experiences
seem to be the final culmination of his sufferings. Ahab
escapes the lightning and the thunder and the corpusants
only to fall victim to his own madness. At times the
three characters use almost the same words. These simi-
larities cannot possibly be accidental.

It seems that at very great crises in human history, and
they must be very great, an author appears who becomes
aware that one great age is passing and another begin-
ning. But he becomes aware of this primarily in terms of
new types of human character, with new desires, new
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needs, new passions. The great writer, at least each of
the three greatest writers the author of this book knows,
conceives a situation in which this character is brought
right up against things that symbolize the old and oppbse
the new. The scene is set cutside the confines of civiliza-
tion. What is old is established, it has existed for cen-
turies, it is accepted. But the new will not be denied. It
is not fully conscious of itself, but it is certain that it is
right. A gigantic conflict is inevitable.

It is here that Melville’s description of the creative
process may help us.

Prometheus, though in the play he is one of the Gods,
is an Athenian of the fifth century before Christ. Amidst
the surrounding primitiveness and savagery, a wonderful
civilization had flowered with almost marvellous sudden-
ness, a civilization based on the development of industry
and commerce, practicing democracy, gifted in architec-
ture, sculpture, philosophy and the drama. We have not
got the complete drama on Prometheus written by
Aeschylus. We have only what amounts to Act.II of a
play of three acts. But it seems fairly clear that Prometh-
eus stood for the new, the splendid civilization, against
the apathy, the ignorance, and perhaps the brutal tyr-
anny of the old regime, or more probably the readiness
of the first founders of the new regime to compromise
with the old and leave things much as they were before.
The history of Athens shows us figures who could have
served as a model for him. How far he, from this model,
was the creation of his author, we cannot at this distance
tell. But this much we know. While the ancient Greeks
understood the character, to this very day Prometheus
is still the prototype of the revolutionary leader, bene-
factor of humanity, bold, defiant, confident. It would
seem that Aeschylus went far beyond his actual model
or models, and created the type in such perfection that
it lives to this day.

With Lear we can get closer to Melville’s theories. Lear
was created at the beginning of the seventeenth century
about a dozen years before the founding of New England.
A new world was on its way, the world of free individual-
ism, of the conquest of Nature, of social revolution
against tyrannical monarchy, of open conflicts over the
distribution of the national income, when new concepts
of justice would be battled over, and scientific explana-
tions would be sought for human crime and error. Now
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this is what Lear spoke about when, driven mad by the
wrongs inflicted upon him, he defied the storm on the
heath.

Where did Shakespeare get all this from? How did he
conceive of it all in the person of one single character?
All we can say is that Melville’s explanation is as good
as any, and we should not forget that it is a great writer
himself speaking. It took literally centuries before the
modern world began to understand Lear. Shakespeare,
having been given the initial impetus from outside, had
to dig deep down into his own consciousness for the new
feelings and the new ideas needed to complete his por-
trayal.

Melville says more than once and with great emphasis
that what a great author like Shakespeare writes down
is only a partial, inadequate, poor representation of what
is in his mind. He says that there are two books, the one

the author sees in his mind and the one he writes. And
the one in the mind is as sluggish as an elephant, it will
not move when called upon, and it sucks away the life-
blood of the writer. It is tco big and in places too obscure
for accurate reproduction. It would seem then that the
author does create within himself the character and its
world and gives the best account of it he can.

The achievement of a great writer who writes an im-
mortal book now stands before us in all its magnitude.
He creates a world of human beings and an environment
to correspond. He has read and absorbed how great
characters in previous critical situations acted. He recog-
nizes the similarity of emotions. He can use them to help
his own structure. But what matters in his work is what
is new, and that he must dig out for himself. What mat-
ters to us in Ahab is not his heroic determination. It is
the sense of purpose, the attitude to science and industry,
the defense of individual personality, the attitude to the
men around him. There is not, and could not be any-
thing like this in Aeschylus or in Shakespeare.

It is the completeness of the creation in the mind that
seems to be the most astonishing thing. Just as from the
real world of human beings, one can abstract philosophy,
political economy, scientific theory, so from the partial
account that is written down of this inherent world, one
can deduce scientific theories of which the author was
not at all directly conscious. Melville wrote Moby-Dick
in 1851. Yet in it today can be seen the anticipations of
Darwin’s theory of man’s relation to the natural world,
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of Marx’s theory of the relation of the individual to the
economic and social structure, of Freud’s theory of the
irrational and primitive forces which lie just below the
surface of human behavior.

He does not only anticipate the work of scientists. He
is himself a scientist in human relations. Ahab is of the
race of Prometheus. But it seems as if, for Melville, that
type was now doomed. Great men, leading their fellows
from one stage of civilization to another, there have
always been and will always be, but the Promethean
individual, containing in himself, his ideas, his plans,
the chart of the future, he seems finished. In the world
of affairs he leads only to disaster, which is why perhaps
in literature he no longer appears at all.

The world of the author’s creation is his own world
in a very precise sense. Though rooted in reality, it is not
a real world. No man ever chased or would chase a2 White
Whale as Ahab did. No intellectual ever followed a total-
itarian because of the whiteness of anything. The great
writer is dealing in human emotions. The world he
creates is designed to portray emotions. Those are real
enough. And he will use anything that will bring those
emotions vividly before his reader. The White Whale
seems infinitely remote from the idea of the master race
or the master plan. But within Melville’s world the rea-
soning and feelings and actions and effects of the men
who follow this fantasy are as real as those in the actual
world of men.

The greatest scene in King Lear is that scene in which
the old man defies the storm and then begins to speak
like a prophet inspired with a vision of three centuries
to come. Very fortunately we are fairly certain where
Shakespeare got the idea. A few months before he wrote
this play, a tremendous storm swept over Western Europe
by sea and land and dealt such damage as had never been
experienced within the memory of living man. For the
men of Shakespeare’s day, a Nature giving its blessings
to men was an integral part of their philosophy of life,
their concept of the world. Already in Hamlet Shakes-
peare had drawn a picture of a man whose personality
was in insoluble conflict with the world in which he
lived. In Lear Shakespeare was to carry this to its logical
conclusion. Here in the storm was a symbol of a Nature
that, far from being beneficent, had turned on man and
wrecked his civilization. Shakespeare seized upon this and
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found in it the perfect foil which would dramatize the
sufferings and the defiance and the vision of Lear. So
impressed was Shakespeare’s imagination by the storm
that he used it in another play, Macbeth, written about
the same time. The references to the great storm are un-
mistakable.

This was the procedure that Melville seems to have
followed in Moby-Dick. As a young man he had been
enormously impressed by the story of a whale which had
turned on its pursuers and smashed their ship to pieces.
Years passed and he began the writing of Afoby-Dick.
The central character is Ahab with his purpose. But
Melville had to find an opposition. He found it in an
actual whale, Moocha Dick, a gigantic monster which
sought its pursuers on sight to give them deadly battle.
Thus whales, the traditional source of wealth and power
of men of that age, in the shape of the malignant Moocha
Dick, became the symbol of a civilization which was no
longer beneficent, but had turned against man.

Once the writer has got hold of his characters and their
environment, then that world dominates everything, in-
cluding himself. Structure, style, ideas, phrases fit into or
spring from this distinct creation. For convenience we
have spoken of characters, then of environment, here of
reality, there of logical imagination. But in these great
creative works these things are no more separate than,
in the real world, a man’s political activity can be sep-
arated from his personality. The artist’s world is a total
whole and its effects on the reader is designed to be total.
Ahab for example is eaten up inside by his speculations
on the nature of the universe and his scientific plans to
capture Moby Dick. This is shown en his physical person
by the great lines of thought on his forehead which are
constantly brought to the notice of the reader. Again, on
two dramatic occasions, first Melville and then Ahab
himself refer to the weight upon Ahab’s back of the
countless miseries men have endured since the days of
Adam. Ahab's words are worth repeating, “I feel deadly
faint, bowed, and humped, as though I were Adam, stag:
gering beneath the piled centuries since Paradise.”

But on at least twenty-five occasions in the book, from
the chapter in which we first see him to the last pages in
which he destroys the Pequod, Moby Dick is persistently
described for us as a whale with a wrinkled forehead and
a hump on his back. Those and his whiteness are his
distinguishing features. Thus by degrees it dawns upon
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us that Moby Dick is the physical embodiment of Ahab’s
inward crisis. His determination to slay Moby Dick is
his determination to slay the demons which are torturing
him. But Melville at the same time makes it consistently
clear that Moby Dick is actually just a big fish in the
sea. It is crazy Ahab who makes of him this fantastic
symbol. Similarly the evil effect of the whiteness of the
whale is felt by Ishmael who had brought with him from
his life on land the vision of a white monster.

If within this world the writer feels that characters or
events are needed to make his conception logical, he
creates them, often in direct contradiction with ordinary
experience and ordinary sense. He is guided by one fact
—his world needs them. The writer of this book feels
that it is out of some such need that there came figures
like Queequeg, Daggoo and Tashtego.

This is the type of world created by the great writer.
These are the effects he seeks and these are the means he
uses to achieve them. This is his book, his own individual
creation, and it is by means of the wrinkled brow and
the whiteness of the whale, and the flag streaming for-
ward from Tashtego’s own forward-flowing heart that
Melville says what he has to say.

And yet at the same time, this most intense individual-
ity of creation is moulded not only out of the general
social environment but of the very nationality of the
author. Melville establishes in the most unequivocal form
that his theme is world civilization. But Aeschylus was in
every line of his work an Athenian of the fifth century
B.C. Similarly Shakespeare was an Elizabethan English-
man, and Melville is the most American of all writers.
It is not only his original character that is rooted in
the external world. He himself is rooted in that world.
We have tried to show this in the slight biographical
sketches, and the attempt to outline the growth of his
mind. But the roots are deeper.

We have given examples of Melville’s strictly scientific
method of selecting and defining his theme. All of Moby-
Dick is built on this principle. From Chapter I to the
last chapter he has his plan plotted and worked out in
order, item after item stated, almost like a bill of lading.
When he is finished with one topic he takes up another.
He constantly classifies. From Chapter I to Chapter XXII
he describes the land. Chapter XXIII describes the pur-
pose of the voyage and describes mankind in general.

84



Chapters XXV to L describe all on board and Moby
Dick. Chapters LI-XCV are almost entirely devoted to
the crew. Chapter XCVI describes the Try-Works and the
collapse of Ishmael. Two chapters later we have the
stowing-down and the clearing-up and then the next
chapter, XCIX, the Doubloon, brings all the characters
up once more for systematic review. Chapters C to
CXXXII shows all the characters now in rapid move-
ment, introducing some new ones. Every chapter now
deepens character and brings the catastrophe nearer. The
last three chapters describe the chase. In between Mel-
ville periodically introduces a chapter describing a pass-
ing ship either to bring in some facet of the outside
world, to increase the tension on the Pequod, or to do
both. Structurally Moby-Dick is one of the most orderly
books in the world but orderly in the sociological sense.
It is the mark of a man shaped by a civilization where
from its foundation the construction and objective classi-
fication of material things dominate life and thought to a
degree far greater than in any other modern country.

But having once arranged a basic systematic plan, Mel-
ville then in his style exhibits all the American exuber-
ance and insatiable grasp at every aspect of life in sight.
Ancient and modern history, theology, mythology, philos-
ophy, science, he takes hold of everything and uses it for
any purpose he wants. He has in his head the majestic
rhythms of the great English prose-writers and he can
originate new variations of them. But even within these
rhythms he is incurably colloquial and discursive. On
occasion some of Ahab’s speeches ring slightly hollow.
But Melville achieved a harmony between classical Eng-
lish style and the ease of American civilization, which has
been managed neither before nor since. He could do
whatever he wanted to do, and almost on the same page
he could reconcile the most contradictory styles without
strain.

And finally he was American, too, not only in structure
and in style, but in the deepest content of his great book.
No one can really say with any precision what influences
shaped a writer’s creative imagination. But the period in
which Melville wrote was one of the most curious in the
history of the United States. On the one hand the mass
of the nation in the North, disoriented, cut away from old
moorings, hungrily seeking a new basis for a sense of
community. On the other—some of the most boundlessly
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egotistical individual personalities the country has ever
known. Some of the men of that period, Stanton, the
Secretary of War, Thaddeus Stevens, William Lloyd
Garrison, were men of a tempestuous force of character
such as have no parallel in contemporary life. The lives
of the generals, Grant, Sherman, Sheridan, make equally
strange reading.

The Civil War put an end to this torment of a nation.
The people found themselves in the formation of the
Republican Party, and the struggle for the unity of the
nation. The great individualists found their energies
disciplined or stimulated in the war itself. But it seems

clear that in his ruthless probing to the very end of the
problem of individual personality and at the same time
the search for a new basis of community, Melville was
writing about an America that he knew. When with the
end of the Civil War normal life returned, Melville was
forgotten. But with the return of crisis in 1914, this time
on a world scale, he has been rediscovered.

If this essentially American writer now takes on in-
creasingly the status of the most representative writer of
modern civilization, one result of it should be to bring
more sharply into prominence the period in which he
wrote, the period which preceded the Civil War. That
period ushered in the world in which we live. For our
world, a world of wars, the fact is neglected that the
Civil War was the first great war of modern times. The
great Americans of the period preceding it knew that
something was wrong, something deeper than slavery, but
inasmuch as they lived under democracy and the repub-
lic, and had no monarchy nor land-owning aristocracy to
contend with, their task was difficult. They probed into
strange places and what they found they did not often
fully understand. There were no precedents. It is only
today when democracies and republics once more have
to examine their foundations that the work of Poe,
Hawthorne, Whitman, Garrison and Phillips, and Mel-
ville can be fully understood. Melville today already
towers above his countrymen, and such is the hunger of
the world for understanding itself, that the time cannot
be far distant when men in every country will know him
for what he is—a writer in the great tradition of Aeschy-
lus and Shakespeare and the unsurpassed interpreter of
the age in which we live, its past, its present and its
uncertain future.
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V. SOCIALISM
AND THE THIRD WORLD

Lenin & the Problem: Excerpt from
Nkrumah Then and Now (Forthcoming)

The countries known as underdeveloped have produced the greatest states-
men of the 20th century, men who have substantially altered the shape and
direction of world civilisation in the last 50 years. They are four in number:
Lenin, Gandhi, Mao-tse-tung and Nkrumah. They are not merely gifted indivi-
duals and effective politicians. They of the underdeveloped must be seen
against the background of the developed civilisation of their times. The very
words underdeveloped and advanced need some definition. It is a common-
place of contemporary life to be horrified at the fact that the Hitler regime
murdered six million Jews. That is only part of the gruesome history. By
1941 Hilterism ruled and tortured and massacred its enemies from the Bay of
Biscay to Eastern Poland. Since the 20th Congress of the Russian Communist
Party, it is possible to say without dispute that Stalinism was doing the same
from Eastern Poland to Viadivostock. Thus a vast area of civilisation had
degenerated into elementary barbarism, primitive cruelty and disregard of
human life, of ordinary common decency. The rest of the advanced countries
of Western civilisation need to be seen within the context of this frightful
reality. For a century, the United States had perpetrated against millions of
its citizens a civil and psychological brutality of which it itself is only. now
becoming fully aware. James Baldwin, popularly regarded at home as well as
abroad as the effective spokesman against the cetury-old persecution of Negro
Americans, has unequivocally stated that the problem is not a problem of the
black skin—it is a sickness in American civilisation itself which has expressed
and expresses itself in the persecution of the Negro population.

France killed 80,000 in Madagascar and fought to the end to preserve its
domination of Indo-Cnina, Morocco, Tunis and Algeria. Just a few miles
across the Mediterranean, France killed a million Algerians, a million of a
total population of 10 million people, equivalent in terms of the United
States to the extermination of the Negro population. Obviously the need of
French civilisation at all costs to continue its domination was very great. The
great mass of the British people have been ‘the sanest in Europe for many
years. But they have need to be on guard against what remains in Britain
which formerly made hewers of wood, drawers of water and subordinate
helots of hundreds of millions of Indians and over a hundred million Africans.
What remains hidden in contemporary Britain we do not know, only that
Britain is a part of Western civilisation, more obviously so every day. That
civilisation now contemplates itself frantically seeking to detonate the powers
of what self-destruction it so assiduously cultivates. On the whole we can say
with confidence that the powers and creativeness which the political leaders
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of the underdeveloped countries have so signally shown, spring from the fact
that they represent something new in the world, the rejection of the role on
which a dominant civilisation for centuries had built itself, and without which
it sinks deeper and deeper into moral and political decay.

Whatever the faults and blunders of the underdeveloped countries, they
represent something new in a decaying world, and the importance (not
necessarily the judgment) of Lenin is that he first raised the banner and
organised the revolt against what we have seen and experienced from 1914 to
1964. It is therefore a historic need to examine as scrupulously and objec-
tively as possible what the leader of the first underdeveloped country seeking
to make the transition thought; what he hoped to do, what he believed he
had done, and the directions for the future he left behind him. There are
many values in such a procedure when scrupulously carried out. One of them
is that it does not imperatively demand an estimate of the success or rele-
vancy of his achievements. That debate began before Lenin became a world
figure, continues to the present day and will continue. The reader will main-
tain, develop or even change his own opinion. Yet the facts, the facts within
the terms prescribed, are as clear as it is possible for the statements of the
head of a revolutionary state to be. They are worth examination first because
the internal problems posed and tackled are still the problems faced by all
underdeveloped countries. In Africa no less than elsewhere.

Secondly, his view of the problems as he saw them and the solutions he
proposed have disappeared from history as completely as if they were
Etruscan hieroglyphics carved in stone. Lenin’s recommendations to his party
for the consolidation of the Soviet state were two:

1. The reconstruction of the governmental apparatus which, he said,
despite the name soviet, was no more than an inheritance from tsarism;
2. The education of the almost illiterate peasantry.

There is no but or maybe. He says there are two essential points and then
names these two. They cannot be said to be forgotten, because they have
never been noticed.

The reason for this I can indicate with confidence and certainty born of a
fully documented experience—my own. Twenty-five years ago, I wrote a
history of the period.l I am certain that in preparation for the work, Iread
the relevant passages. But today I can find no concern with them on the
numerous sympathetic pages I devoted to Lenin’s ideas. I must simply have
read them and passed them by. And my experience is that all other students
of the period and writers on it have done the same. I was for years active
among the leading Trotskyists: no Trotskyist that I knew ever even spoke far
less wrote of them. 1 translated from the French nearly a thousand pages of
the life of Stalin by Boris Souvarine, a book based on personal acquaintance
with the Russian leaders and the Russian scene of Lenin’s day, and mastery of
all available material. These ideas of Lenin’s are barely mentioned. In a wide
acquaintance with Trotsky’s voluminous writings on Lenin and revolutionary
Russia, I have found no treatment of them. In authoritative and extensive
examinations of the whole Russian Revolution by Isaac Deutscher and E. H.
Carr, you find the same blank incomprehension. None of us says that Lenin
was wrong, that these ideas marked a decline in his mental powers due to the
illness which killed him. Simply the modern world is so constituted that it
cannot take seriously such politcal recommendations as the construction of
an honest and efficient government and the education of an illiterate peasant
population. These were not accidental or psychological utopias. They were, in
Lenin’s view at least, the summation of his life’s experience and studies, and
his six years experience as leader of the Russian Revolution. A decent, honest
government and the education of an illiterate peasantry. Those were the last
words of Leninism.
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The last period begins with the victory of the Russian Revolution over the
invasion by Britain, France, the United States, Japan, etc. At its Tenth
Congress in 1921, the Bolshevik Party posed the question: we have made a
proletarian revolution aiming at socialism; we have for the moment defeated
invasion, what shall we do now with this state of which we find ourselves the
masters? The Leninist Bolshevik Party was the most highly politically edu-
cated and self-conscious party in history, and this debate is the greatest
political debate that I know. The only thing to compare with it is the debate
at Putney between Cromwell and Ireton on the one side, and the revolu-
tionary soldiers of the army on the other. The problem of the Puritan revolu-
tionaries was of the same scope as the problems that faced the Bolsheviks—
now that they had defeated the former rulers, what political and social form
were they to give, what were they to do with the country of which they were
now the masters? We are concerned here only with tracing the growth of
Lenin’s ideas to their incredible climax.

The first thing to be noticed in this Marxist is his empiricism and his frank
admission of it. For years before the revolution and immediately after Oct-
ober, Lenin had insisted that Russia, an underdeveloped peasant country, was
not ready for socialism. Socialism he always saw as the organisation of an
advanced economy by the state—the economy of advanced countries or some
substantial part of them.

Now after three years of civil war the Bolsheviks found themselves with a
national economy originally backward and now almost destroyed but organ-
ised on Communist lines. War Communism was the name it bore, and to the
end of his days Lenin could not say definitely whether the Civil War had
pushed them into it or whether in a rush of enthusiasm (initiated by the
necessities of war) they had plunged into a Communist experiment for which
the country was unsuited.2 An examination of a country in the throes of
revolution, any examination which is not aware that much that happens is
unforeseen, unexpected, and cannot be logically explained even by the part-
icipants themselves, is sure, in Milton’s phrase, to make confusion worse
confounded. How they had got themselves into that hopeless confusion Lenin
never worked out. The most urgent task was to get out of it, and when revolt
broke out in Russia, with a startling abruptness, Lenin abandoned govern-
ment regulation of peasant production and trade and introduced the New
Economic Policy. Contrary to what is now popularly (and even learnedly)
believed, to Lenin this economic policg was not in any sense of the word
new. As far back as May, 1918,3 he had urged on the Farty and the popula-
tion the necessity and validity of what he called state capitalism.4 In April,
1921, speaking after the Tenth Party Congress, he quoted, literally, the 1918
speech to the extent of 10 pages. SHe was always making references to this
1918 speech, and in the last months of his life, he referred to it again:

“Whenever I wrote about the New Economic Policy I always
quoted the article on state capitalism which I wrote in 1918.”

More indication of the way he thought, of the totally unprecendented
problem which his government faced — unprecedented then — were some of
the personal expressions, obiter dicta (and rebukes) which he introduced into
the great debate of 1921. As is familiar, Trotsky, acutely aware of the magni-
tude of the economic crisis, wanted to make the trade unions a part of the
state. That, he argued, was not only imperative for Russia of 1921, in a
workers’ state it was legitimate Marxism.

Equally well known is Lenin’s refusal to accept this drastic regimentation of
the Russian working class. Russia, he said, was not quite a workers’ state. The
debate is, or ought to be, familiar. What is not so well known is how, in a
mass of confused action and conflicting proposals on all sides, Lenin arrived
at his view of the root cause of the crisis in which the Party found itself. We
babble sometimes with great profundity of analysis and learning (sometimes

99



with less) of the learned considerations by which politicians arrive at crucial
d§clslqns: Here is Lenin himself telling us what enlightened him, what gave
hlm h1§ msight into this historic moment in a great historical conjunction.

That is v_zhy, when the ‘scrap started’ at the Fifth All-Russian Conference of
Trade ‘Umons, November 2-6, 1920 (and that is exactly where it started),
when immediately after that conference — no, I am mistaken, during that
conference — Comrade Tomsky appeared before the Political Bureay in a high
state of extraordinary excitement and, fully supported by Comrade
Rudzutak, who is the calmest of men, began to relate that Comrade Trotsky
at that conference had talked about ‘shaking up’ the trade unions, and that
he, Tomsky, had opposed this — when this happened, I immediately and
xrreyocal_:)ly made up my mind that the essence of the controversy was one of
policy (_l.e., the trade union policy of the Party) and that Comrade Trotsky
was gntlrely wrong in his dispute with Comrade Tomsky over his policy of
‘shaking up’ the trade unions; for, even if it were partly justified by the ‘new
tas.ks and methods’ (Trotsky’s thesis 12), the policy of ‘shaking up’ the
unions at the present time and in the present situation cannot be tolerated
because it threatens a split.”

T‘his was the profoundly human and personal origin of the profundities of
political and philosophical analyses which Lenin developed before the debate
was ended.

Other observations are equally relevant to any consideration of politics at
any time This about Trotsky’s proposals:

““Take this controversy as you like, either as it arose at the Fifth All-Russian
Cpnference of Trade Unions, or as it was presented and directed by Trotsky
himself in his pamphlet-platform of December 15; you will see that Trotsky’s
whole approach, his whole trend, is wrong. He has failed to understand that it
1s necessary and possible to approach the trade unions as a school even when
one raises the subject of ‘Soviet trade unionism,’ even when one speaks of
production propaganda in general, and even when one puts the question of
‘coalescence,’ of the trade unions participating in the management of indus-
try, in the way Trotsky does. And as regards the latter question, in the
manner in which it is presented throughout Trotsky’s pamphlet-platform, the
mistake lies in the failure to understand that the trade unions are a school of
administrative-technical management of production. Not ‘on the one hand a
school and on the other hand something different’ but from all aspects, in the
present controversy, with the question as now presented by Trotsky, trade
unions are a school, a school of unity, a school of solidarity, a school for
learning how to protect one’s interests, a school of management, a school of
administration. Instead of understanding and rectifying this fundamental
error of Comrade Trotsky’s, Comrade Bukharin made a ridiculous little
amendment: ‘On the one hand . . . on the other hand.”

“Let us approach the question still more concretely. Let us see what the
present trade unions are as an ‘apparatus’ for the management of production.
We have seen from incomplete returns that about nine hundred workers —
members and delegates of trade unions — are engaged in the management of
production. Increase this figure tenfold if you will, or even a hundredfold; as
a concession to you and in order to explain your fundamental mistake, let us
even assume such an incredibly rapid ‘advance’ in the near future — even then
we get an insignificant number of those directly engaged in management
compared with the general mass of six million members of trade unions. And
from this it is still more clearly evident that to concentrate all attention on
the ‘leading stratum’ as Trotsky does, to talk about the role of the trade
unions in production and about managing production, without taking into
account the fact that 98% % are learning (6,000,000 — 90,000 = 5,910,000 =
98% % of the total) and will have to learn, for a long time, means committing
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a fundamental mistake. Not school and management, but school of manage-
ment.”

This is Lenin’s thesis all through. The backwardness of Russia imposed on
the Party the necessity of teaching and above all teaching themselves. We have
to administer. But the main business is to teach.

“Even in 10 years time we shall probably have to say that not all our Party
and trade union workers have sufficient industrial training, just as in 10 years
time not all the Party, trade union and War Department workers will have
sufficient military training. But we have made a beginning with industrial
training by the fact that about a thousand workers, members and delegates of
trade unions, participate in the work of management boards, and manage
factories, head offices and higher bodies. The fundamental principle of
‘industrial training’ of the training of ourselves, of the old underground
workers and professional journalists, is that we ourselves set to work, to study
our own practical experience in the most careful and detailed manner in
accordance with the rule: ‘Measure your cloth seven times before you cut.’
Persistent, slow, careful, practical, and businesslike testing of what this thou-
sand has done; still more careful and practical correcting of their work and
advancing only after the usefulness of the given method, the given system of
management, the given proportion, the given selection of persons, etc, has
been fully proved — such is the basic, fundamental, absolute rule of ‘indust-
rial training’; and it is precisely this rule that Comrade Trotsky breaks with all
his theses, the whole of his pamphlet-platform, are such that by their mistakes
they have distracted the attention and forces of the Party from practical ‘pro-
duction work’ to empty and vapid word-spinning.”’

For Lenin the backwardness of an underdeveloped country imposed on the
Party the necessity of teaching and above all teaching themselves.

It is not my business here to go into any detail about Russian economic
development, and more particularly the development of agriculture. That
would involve controversy of which there is enough already and material
abounding. I shall stick to the continuous development and progression of
Lenin’s political ideas. On October 17, 1921, he delivered a Report to the
Second All-Russian Congress of Political Education Departments. Now of all
political organisations, the Russian Bolshevik Government believed in the
necessity of the political education of the Russian people, especially in the
new doctrines of Marxism, of socialism. The operative word here is not
Marxism; it is not socialism. It is education.

Lenin was coldly if not brutally realistic.

“Raising the level of culture is one of our most immediate tasks. And this is
the task of the Political Education Departments, if they can serve the cause of
‘political education,” which is the title they have adopted for themselves. It is
not difficult to adopt a title, but how about acting up to it? Let us hope that
after this Congress we shall have precise information about this. A com-
mission for the liquidation of illiteracy was set up on July 19, 1920. Before
coming to this congress, I deliberately read the decree establishing this
commission. It says: All-Russian Commission for the Liquidation of Illi-
teracy. Let us hope that after this congress we shall receive information about
what has been done in this sphere, and in how many gubernias, that we shall
receive a precise report. But the very fact that it was found necessary to set
up an Extraordinary Commission for the Liquidation of Illiteracy shows that
we are (what is the wildest term I can use for it?), well, something like
semi-savages, because in a country that was not semi-savage it would be
considered a disgrace to have set up an Extraordinary Commission for the
Liquidation of Illiteracy. In such countries iiliteracy is liquidated in schools.
There they have tolerable schools, where people are taught. What are they
taught? First of all they are taught to read and write, But if this elementary
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probiem has not yet been solved, it is ridiculous to talk about a New Econ-
omic Policy.”

The reader will, I hope, allow me to interject here a solitary observation.
The day that I hear of one political leader of an underdeveloped country
speaking in these terms to a political gathering of his own people (and pub-
lishing it), my confidence in the future of underdeveloped countries would
take a great bound forward.

Russia, you must remember, was a country of many universities, publishing
houses, a wide variety of established journals. Beginning with Pushkin, born
in 1801, right up to Tchekov, who died in 1904, Russia had produced men
who even outside of Russia were acknowledged as the greatest artists of the
nineteenth century. All this Lenin ignored. His concern was the people, the
common people,

“First of all they are taught to read and write. But if this elementary
;l;r?bler.n has not been solved, it is ridiculous to talk about a New Economic

olicy.”

This was no chance remark, no individual aside. Lenin then proceeded to
make his first summation of the three principal enemies now confronting
Soviet Russia ‘“‘irrespective of one’s departmental functions.”

The three enemies were: “the first — Communist vanity; the second
enemy — illiteracy; and the third enemy — bribery.” The thing to note is that
none of these are psychological appraisals about the weakness of men, not the
vices of the instincts (according to the depth psychologists), nor the lack of
experience in democracy (beloved by the Western liberal), nor the lack of
character (beloved by the European reactionary). These are strictly social
defects of a historical origin. The vanity Lenin speaks about is the political
conceit of a member of the governing party, employed in government institu-
tion, who believes that he can solve the urgent problems affecting millions of
people by issuing government decrees.

Next illiteracy. ‘“An illiterate person,”’ Lenin decrees, “‘is outside politics, he
must first of all be taught the alphabet. Without that there can be no politics.
Without that, there are only rumours, gossip, fables and prejudices, but not
politics.”

Finally, there is bribery, or to use the more modern and comprehensive
term — corruption. Corruption, in Lenin’s view, rises on the soil of illiteracy.

Some time after this speech, Lenin grew physically much worse, but before
he took to his bed, never to leave it again, he was able to address the Party
Congress once more, and in the course of this address, he referred to the mess
the government was in, and the responsibility for it. Nobody was responsible!

“It would be unfair to say that the responsible Communists do not
approach their tasks in a conscientious manner. The overwhelming majority
of them, ninety-nine percent, are not only conscientious: they proved their
loyalty to the revolution under the most difficult conditions before the fall of
tsarism and after the revolution; they literally risked their lives. Therefore it
would be radically wrong to seek for the cause in this. We need a cultured
approach to the simplest affairs of state. It must be understood that is a
matter of state, of commerce, and if obstacles arise one must be able to
overcome them and take proceedings against those who are guilty of red tape.
I think the proletarian courts will be able to punish, but in order to punish,
the culprits must be found. I assure you that in this case no culprits will be
found. Look into this business, all of you: no one is guilty, all we see is a lot
of fuss and bustle and nonsense . .. Nobody has the ability to approach the
business properly; nobody understands that affairs of state must be approach-
ed not this way, but that way.”

What Lenin was looking at were the defects of a system, a society, a
backward society which corrupted good men.
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Before we come to the last words, the summary of a lifetime, we have to
know what he was seeing — only then shall we be able to understand what he
said and why. At the Eleventh Party Congress, Lenin told Russia (and the
world) his reflections on where Soviet Russia had reached and where it was
going.

“Well, we have lived through a year, the state is in our hands; but has it
operated the New Economic Policy in our way during the past year? No. But
we refuse to admit this. It did not operate in our way. How did it operate?
The machine refused to obey the hand that guided it. It was like an auto-
mobile that is going, not in the direction of the man who is driving it, but in
the direction desired by someone else, as if it were being driven by some
secret, illegal hand, God knows whose, perhaps that of a profiteer, or of a
private capitalist, or both. Be that as it may, the car is not going in the
direction the man at the wheel imagines.”

We now appraoch his last writings — three articles.

The three articles are the climax of Lenin’s reflections on what the under-
developed country was to do with its unprecedented control of the economy.
These are reflections on what we must remember was an entirely new and
entirely unprecedented phenomenon. It began in 1921; in 1922 illness drove
Lenin from his desk. By the early months of 1923, he had lost the power of
speech, and his last three articles represent his last will and testament. We do
not assume any loss of intellectual power. The very last article of the three,
“Better Fewer, but Better,” is perhaps as fine a production (and as famous) as
ever came from his pen. The articles contain much that is new, either never
said before or giving entirely new emphasis to objectives stated before but not
made fundamental. He had no opportunity to translate these ideas into poli-
tical action. (We have therefore to watch the articles, not only in themselves,
but in the light of what has happened since.

The first article, dated January 4-6, 1923 is entitled, ““On Cooperation.”
Lenin states at once that precisely because of the New Economlc Policy, the
cooperative movement ‘“‘acquires absolutely exceptional significance’ — such
words he did not use lightly. His new point is that since state power is in the
hands of the working class — and he at once concretises this claim, “since this
state power owns all the means of production’ — the only task that remains
to be done is to organise the population in cooperative societies. It is no
wonder that from that day to this the words and the new ideas contained in
them seem to elude, to baffle all commentators. Lenin is very serious, for he
goes on to say immediately, “When the population is organised in cooperative
societies to the utmost, the socialism which formerly was legitimately ridi-
culed, scorned and treated with contempt by those who were justly con-
vinced of the need for the class struggle, for the struggle for political power,
etc., automatically achieves its aims. But not all comrades appreciate the
enormous, boundless significance that the organisation of Russia in coopera-
tive societies now acquires.”’

Enormous, boundless. He had not spoken about the cooperatives like that
before. In fact, speaking on the Food Tax in April 14, 1921, he had given &
distinctly different appreciation of the cooperatives.6 Cooperatives have now
become all that is necessary for the building of socialism, first from the aspect
of principle, and secondly, underlining the words, Lenin makes clear what he
is getting at and the reason for this new orientation: from the aspect of the
transition to the new order (socialism) he has found ‘‘the means that will be
simplest, easiest, and most intelligible for the peasantry.”

This for Lenin is not only important. Everything else, economic planning,
the organisation of the state, is subordinate to the response of the small
peasants, who Lenin will later remind us constitute nine-tenths of the popula-
tion of Russia. They are what matters. “It is one thing to draw up lantastic
plans for building socialism by means of all sorts of workers’ associations; but
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it is quite another thing to learn to build it practically, in such a way that
every small peasant may take part in the work of construction.” Lenin now
ma}(es a criticism of the N .E. P. which he has mentioned at various times but
wl_uch hg now states was the central mistake in that perpetually discussed new
orientation. The mistake was that they forgot to think about the coopera-
tives, _they are underestimated, their ‘enormous significance’ is forgotten. No
directive on the Russian economy was ever raised by Lenin with greater force
and greater emphasis. None has been so signally ignored. Before we are
finished we shall see why.

As was his way, especially when introducing something new, Lenin now
prqceeds to deepen the argument. Every new social system arises with the
assistance of a new class. The new class he has in mind for the new Russia is
the peasantry. The state must give the cooperative peasants a bonus but not
for any kind of cooperative trade. The assistance, Lenin says, he underlines
the words, must be for cooperative trade in which “real masses of the popula-
tion really take part.”” The whole point is to “verify the intelligence behind it,
to verify its quality.”

Lenin knew that the kind of participation he has in mind is today beyond
the peasant population. It will take one or two decades. It will require univer-
sal literacy, the population must acquire the habit of reading books. (Here we
see why in his address to the Political Education Departments, he laid such
heavy stress on illiteracy.) The Russian peasant trades in an Asiatic manner.
he has to learn to trade in a European manner. This task of instructing them
he recommends should be undertaken with new enthusiasm. The emphasis
now must be on educational work. There is some highly original and highly
significant phrasing: if we confine ourselves ‘“entirely to economic internal
relations,”” the weight of emphasis is certainly shifted to educational work.
The literacy Lenin is now talking about is not primarily concerned with
politics or what in the English-speaking world is known as culture. It is the
precondition of economic progress.

How unambiguous Lenin is can be seen in the final paragraph in this brief
article. Two main tasks constitute the epoch. The first we shall come to ina
moment. But the second drives home what Lenin believes he has now se-
curely established.

“The second is to conduct educational work among the peasants. And the
economic object of this educational work among the peasants is to organise
them in cooperative societies. If the whole of the peasantry were organised in
cooperatives, we should be standing firmly with both feet on the soil of
socialism.”

There are immense difficulties in the way of this cultural revolution but the
difficulties are “...of a purely educational (for we are illiterate) and
material character (for in order to be cultured we must have reached a certain
level of development of the material means of production, we must have a
certain material base).”

Let us carefully avoid what may be viewed sceptically as a biased inter-
pretation. There is no need to interpret, we can only presume that Lenin
means what he says.

How deadly serious (and systematic) he was is proved by the next article
which is dated three weeks later, January 23. We remember that he defined
the number of tasks which constituted the epoch as two. Educational work
among the peasants had been the second. The first had been in its way quite
as uncompromising and quite as new.

“The two main tasks confront us which constitute the epoch: the first is to
reconstruct our apparatus, which is utterly useless, and which we took over in
its entirety from the preceding epoch; during the five years of struggle we did
not, and could not, make any serious alterations in it.”
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It is to this reconstruction of the governmental apparatus that Lenin now
addresses himself. The form it takes is a series of proposals addressed directly
to the Twelfth ?arty Congress. As we grasp the precision of the proposals we
see that if Lenin had been well enough to attend the Congress, these pro-
posals would have dominated its energies and attention in the same way that
in 1921 the Trade Union question had dominated the Tenth Congress. The
first thing Lenin does is to condemn the whole soviet government as nothing
more than a survival of the old tsarist government (notoriously, by the way,
the most backward government in Western Europe).

“With the exception of the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, our
state apparatus is very largely a survival of the old one, and has least of all
undergone serious change. It has only been slightly repainted on the surface,
but in all other things it is a typical relic of our old state apparatus.”

That is where we begin; there should be no minimising of what Lenin means
to say. These are soviets, and the governement departments are headed by
Bolsheviks and Communists. But the whole thing is rotten. It is not that the
new soviet government is unworkable. It is that under the thin covering of
new forms the old tsarist apparatus still remains. Thus in the view of Lenin (a
view entirely unique) it was not the new Bolshevism but the old tsarism from
which Russia, after six years, was bleeding. The regime faces a crisis compar-
able to the most dangerous moments in the Civil War. We have to bear in
mind the article on cooperation. The tremendous task posed there will have
to be carried out by the new government that Lenin proposes. Lenin proposes
that the Congress attempt the reorganisation of one government department,
just one, and this one, the Workers and Peasants Inspection. And here we run
right up against one of the great historical perversions of our times. The Stalin
and Trotsky conflict and the debate which has followed it has confused and
even obscured what Lenin tried to do at this Congress. His proposals and the
article that followed particularised Stalin as the most offending bureaucrat,
and his department, the Workers and Peasants Inspection, as the most offen-
sive department in the government. But Stalin is not and never was the main
issue, though it was in those terms that Trotsky and Stalin represented the
conflict to Russia and the whole world. Lenin was not concerned with Stalin
but with the whole Russian apparatus of government. And we must know
what the Workers and Peasants Inspection was intended to be and why it is
the whole apparatus of government Lenin has in mind and not primarily
Stalin.

In January 1920, long before the Civil War was over, Lenin had addressed a
memorandum to Stalin on his Commissariat, copies of which had been sent to
other members of the government. Instructions on the reorganisation of the
Workers and Peasants Inspection had been issued by the Central Committee.
Lenin wanted Stalin to add the following points:

The whole Workers and Peasants Inspection should aim at abolishing itself.
Its function should be to introduce a section of the Workers and Peasants
Inspection in all departments of state control and then cease to exist as a
separate department.

Lenin’s additions read suspiciously like a totally new reconstruction of
whatever the Central Executive may have had in mind. The object of the
department is to enlist all the toilers, men “and particularly women” in the
work of the Workers and Peasants Inspection.

Local authorities should compile lists of all (except office employees) who
should take part in the work of the inspection in rotation. The department
should exercise “wider’” control over the accounting of products, goods,
stores, materials, fuel, etc. Lenin obviously had in mind a continuously
spreading inspection and checking of every sphere of government by workers,
especially women, ‘“‘all women.”
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Gradually peasants were to be invited from the local districts to take part in
the work of the state control at the centre, Peasants were to be invited to
take part ““unfailingly,” ““non-party peasants.”

Lenin may have been a utopian dreamer. That question is not being debated
here. What is certain is that he did not have utopian ideas before and while he
aimed at power, only to be transformed by power into a one-party totali-
tarian dictator. If his ideas were utopian then it is clear that after six years of
power, he turned to them as the sole solution of the mess into which the
soviet governemnt was sinking, had already sunk. That he saw the problem as
Trotsky vs. Stalin is a totally false view of this which seemed to him the
greatest crisis the soviet state had hitherto faced. The Central Control Com-
mission was a purely party body which was responsible for the discipline and
control of party members all over the country.

Lenin proposed to amalgamate this party body with the government depart-
ments of the Workers and Peasants Inspection.

The Congress was to elect from 75-100 workers and peasants as new mem-
bers of the Central Control Commission. These elected persons were to be
selected on the same principles, subjected to the same tests, as the members
of the Central Committee. This severe selection was due to the fact that those
chosen were to enjoy the same rights as the members of the Central Com-
mittee.

Let us see where we are now. For this is Lenin’s organisational counterpart
to a political policy such as the education of tens of millions of illiterate
peasants. We have now organised in one body what was originally two distinct
bodies, to which is added a new one. The three bodies are:

(a) The Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party which in reality politi-
cally controls all aspects of life in Russia. Its most important sub-committee
is the Political Bureau, the actual rulers of Russia. There is also an Organ-
isation Committee, a Secretariat, etc.

(b) The Central Control Commission of the Party so far has had nothing to
do with government. It will have 75-100 new members, workers and peasants.
Lenin proposes that the staff of the Workers and Peasants Commissariat
should be reduced in number to three or four hundred. This reduced per-
sonnel should be put to the strictest tests in regard to a) conscientiousness, b)
knowledge of the state apparatus. They should also undergo a special test in
regard to their knowledge of the principles of the scientific organisation of
labour in general and of administrative and office work in particular. Then
comes a revealing admonition. These highly trained, carefully chosen and
specially paid members of the staff should “perform purely secretarial work”
for the members (workers and peasants) of the Workers and Peasants Inspec-
tion and the new members of the Central Control Commission. The workers
and peasants are to do the inspection. The staff is to do what they are told.

If Lenin’s ideas were utopian, he was completely and wholeheartedly
utopian. What does Lenin expect to gain by this organisational reconstruec-
tion?

Two things:

First the prestige of the Workers and Peasants Inspection will be enor-
mously increased as these workers and peasants go around inspecting and
checking the activities of all government functionaries. They will have the
authority and meet with the respect that will come to them from being full
members of the ruling organisation of Russia.

Secondly, the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission in
their two-monthly meetings will more and more assume the character and
function of a superior Party Conference. This will increase the ‘“methodical,
expedient and systematic’’ organisation of its work and it will help to add to
its contacts with really broad masses.
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This is Lenin all over, the broad comprehensive democratic aims and the
tight but tentative organisational structure by which the work will be begun.
How will it work out? That would be seen. His whole method was summed
up in his quotation from Napoleon on War: “On s’engage et puis on voit.”
Napoleon was the most meticulous planner of military campaigns who ever
lived. But after the plan was made: you engage and then you see.

If we want to understand the stage at which Lenin’s ideas had reached (and
also the past and the future development of an underdeveloped country), one
must now pay special attention to the violent, absolutely unbridled condemn-
ation and abuse which Lenin continues to shower on the Russian apparatus of
government after six years of Bolshevik rule. It is not Stalin who is respons-
tble for this. The whole party is repsonsible. The enemy consists of those who
advocate “‘the preservation of our apparatus in the impossible and pre-
revolutionary form in which it exists to the present day.”

Lenin makes other technical recommendations, but the main point of his
proposals is the reorganisation proposed. It seems that the proposal was not
eagerly received and by March 2, Lenin unloosed his consuming detestation
and repudiation of the Russian form of government, a repudiation which had
been disciplined but ill-concealed in the original proposals. The first five years
of the Bolshevik Russian Revolution have “crammed their heads with dis-
belief and scepticism.”” As a socialist republic the cutlure of Western
European bourgeois states would be too modest an aim. But as a start they
should be satisfied with getting rid of “the particularly crude types of pre-
bourgeois, bureaucratic or serf-culture’” which they have. The present form of
government in Russia is ‘‘so deplorable, not to say outrageous” that ‘“We
must come to our senses in time.’” The Russian apparatys does not deserve
the name of socialist, soviet, etc. Such elements of decent government that
they have are ridiculously small and to build a decent apparatus will take
“many, many years.”

To continue with this drastic criticism of the soviet government, the most
drastic ever made, Lenin tells his party members that ‘“‘we must set ourselves
the task first of learning, second of learning, and third of learning.”

‘““We have been bustling for five years trying to improve the state apparatus,
but it was mere bustle, which during the five years, only proved that it was
useless, or even futile, or even harmful. This bustle created the impression
that we were working; as a matter of fact, it only clogged up our institutions
and our brains.”

This is the road that they must follow.

“It is better to get good human material in two years, or even in three
years, than to work in haste without hope of getting any at all.”

Lenin reaches lengths of advocacy and desperation hitherto untouched by
him. Nothing that might happen in Russia would have surprised the man who
wrote:

“I know that it will be hard to follow this rule and apply it to our condi-
tions. I know that the opposite rule will force its way through a thousand
loopholes. 1 know that enormous resistance will have to be offered, that
devilish persistence will have to be displayed, that in the first year at least, the
work in this connection will be hellishly hard. Nevertheless, I am convinced
that only by such work shall we be able to achieve our aim, and only by
achieving this aim shall we create a republic that is really worthy of the name
Soviet, Socialist, etc.”

The extremity of what might legitimately be called desperation is reached
in the following sentence:

“If we cannot arm ourselves with patience, if we are not prepared to spend
several years on this task, we had better not start on it.”
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This is not an ill-considered angry remark, It follows directly upon this
sober evaluation.

“Either it is not worthwhile undertaking another of the numerous reorgan-
isations that we have had, and therefore we must give up the Workers’ and
Peasants’ Inspection as hopeless, or we really set to work, by slow, difficult
and unusual methods, and testing these methods over and over again, to
create something exemplary, which will win the respect of all and sundry for
its merits, and only because rank and calling demand it.”

If the party is not ready to throw itself into this gigantic task, with the
necessary energy and patience, then it had better leave it alone. The govern-
ment apparatus of a country was not something to play with.

We will not go into Lenin’s exceptionally severe requirements for the train-
ing of the functionaries needed for this gigantic and, even in the eyes of its
founder, almost impossible operation. One thing we can say. It was a task
which he saw as big as the October Revolution. It was possible that it could
be carried through, at least initiated, projected on lines which would have
inspired the nation with a new national purpose. But only Lenin could have
done it. Today, after forty years, I have never read or heard anyone who
seems to have understood even what Lenin had in mind. What we have to
understand is the tremendous break with all his previous conceptions — a

break in its way as gigantic as the break in March 1917, when with the
perspective of the bourgeois- democratic revolution, and the new conception
of power to the soviets, on the way to the proletarian- socialist revolution.
Before we conclude with the unmistakeable evidence, both positive and neg-
ative, what he said and what he did not say, of this dynamic new perspective,
we think it would be well to establish once and for all the unparalleled gravity
of the situation as he saw it:

“In essence, the question stands as follows: either we prove now that we
have learnt something about state construction (we ought to have learnt
something in five years) or we prove that we have not matured for that
sufficiently. If the latter is the case, it is not worth while starting on the
task.”

What then were the changes in the basic and guiding ideas within which
Lenin had worked certainly from 1905 and particularly since 1917? He
always believed and often said that any serious and notable change in the
social and political constitution of Russia came from the proletariat or from
the masses, only when the masses take part does real politics begin. This was
his creed. Now on the face of the threatening catastrophe of all he had
worked for, he faced the fact that what was required the proletariat could not
do. What elements, he asked, do they have for guilding this new appartus
instead of the pre-bourgeois, bureaucratic serf-culture which they had? “Only
two.” What were these?

“First the workers who are absorbed in the struggle for Socialism. These
elements are not sufficiently educated. They would like to build a better
apparatus for us, but they do not know how to do it. They cannot do it.
They have not yet developed the culture that is required for this; and it is
precisely culture that is required for this.”

That was for Lenin the end of a road. The workers on whom he depended
for everything creative, everything new, were incapable of initiating this
mighty reorganisation. He had indicated in what way the energies of peasants
could be channelled into the social reconstruction of Russia. But neither
peasant nor proletariat could reconstruct, reorganise the pre-bourgeois,
bureaucratic, serf-culture with which Soviet Russia was still saddled.

“Secondly, we have the element of knowledge, education and training, but
to a degree that is ridiculously small compared with all other countries.™

Lenin recognised very clearly what he was saying and what he was leaving
unsaid. What he was saying was this:
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“For this purpose the very best of what there is in our social system must
be utilised with the greatest caution, thoughtfulness and knowledge in build-
ing up the new Commissariat.

“For this purpose the best elements in our social system, such as firstly the
advanced workers, and secondly the real enlightened elements, for whom we
can vouch that they will not take the word for the deed, and will not utter a
single word that goes against their conscience, must not shrink before any
difficulties, must not shrink from any struggle, in order to achieve the object
they have seriously set themselves.”

This utter dependence on the subjective element, on the personal qualities
of individuals, for so gigantic a social task, that was something new and this
perhaps explains Lenin’s desperation: if you are not going to tackle it with a
full consciousness of the magnitude of the efforts required, it would be better
not to tackle it at all. .

But what you will look for in vain in these three articles is any reference to
the soviet structure of government. This had been Lenin’s constantindication
of what Russia had brought new to the world, of what was the strer.gth of the
Russian Revolution. Now that was gone. For the new peasantry, he was
looking to the cooperatives, for the new apparatus of government he was
looking not even to the party as a whole but to the best elements in both
government and party. Perhaps the illusionary character of these ideas, the
last explosion so far of what had begun in 1789, is proved by the fact that
not only did they make no impact on the Russia of Lenin’s time, they have
completely disappeared from the estimates and details about what was
Lenin’s real contribution to modern politics and modern thought. And yet
the article, “Better Fewer but Better,” is to this day one of his famous
articles. It was in this article that he wrote the famous words: the “outcome
of the struggle will be determined by the fact that Russia, India, China, etc.,
constitute the overwhelming majority of the population that, during the past
few years, has been drawn into the struggle for its emancipation with extra-
ordinary rapidity, so that in this respect there cannot be the slightest shadow
of doubt what the final outcome of the world struggle will be. In this sense
the final victory of socialism is fully and absolutely assured.” Russia, he
ended, had to build an economic and efficient government and hold on.
“That is how I link up in my mind the general plan of our work, of our
policy, or our tactics, of our strategy, with the task of the reorganised
Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection. This is what, in my opinion, justifies the
exceptional attention which we must devote to the Workers’ and Peasants’
Inspection in order to raise it to an exceptionally high level, to give it a head
with the rights of the Central Committee, etc., etc.

“And this justification is that, only by purging our apparatus to the utmost,
by cutting out everything that is not absolutely necessary, shall we be certain
of holding on. If we do that we shall be able to hold on, not on the level of a
small-peasant country, not on the level of this universal narrowness, but on
the ever-rising level of large-scale machine industry.

“These are the lofty tasks that I dream of for our Workers’ and Peasants’
Inspection. That is why I am planning for it the amalgamation of the most
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authoritative party body with an ‘ordinary People’s Commissariat’.

Lenin always did his best to guard against being misunderstood. We espe-
cially, of the underdeveloped countries, should not misunderstand his views.
We may claim that they are utopian, visionary, unrealistic, unworkable, a
fantasy. We should bear in mind that these were exactly the charges that the
majority of his colleagues made against him in March 1917, when he arrived
in Russia, and, almost alone, hurled the masses of Russia at the bourgeois
regime and initiated a new epoch in world history, with the slogan, “All
power to the Soviets.”

109



Notes

1. World Revolution: The Rise and Fall of the Communist International, 1917-1936.
Secker & Warburg, London 1937.

2. “The peasantry demands a practicaldemonstration of the ability of the workers who
own the factories, the works, industry, to organise exchange with it. On the other hand,
an immense agrarian country with bad means of communication, boundless spaces,
different climates, different agricultural conditions, etc., inevitably presupposes a certain
freedom of turnover for local agriculture and local industry, on a local scale. In this
respect we made many mistakes; we went too far; we went too far along the road of
nationalising trade and industry, of stopping local turnover. Was this a mistake?
Undoubtedly.

“In this connection we did much that was simply wrong, and it would be a great crime-
not to see and realise that we did not keep within proper limits. Some of the things,
however, we were compelled to do by necessity; up to now we have been living under
such conditions of furious and incredibly severe war that we had no other alternative but
to act in a wartime manner in the sphere of economics. The miracle was that a ruined
country was able to hold out in such a war. The miracle did not come from heaven, it
arose out of the economic interests of thw working class and the peasantry, who
performed this miracle by their mass enthusiasm: this miracle repulsed the landlords and
the capitalists. At the same time, it is an undoubted fact, and we must reveal it in our
agitation and propaganda, that we went further than was necessary theoritically and
politically.””

“Report on the Tax in Kind at the Tenth Party Congress.”
Selected Works, Vol. IX, pp. 112-3.

3. Selected Works, Vol. VII, pp.351-78.

4. Selected Works, Vol. VIII, pp. 165-76.

5. Selected Works, Vol. IX, p. 406.

6. “Under the conditions prevailing in Russia at present, freedom and rights for the
cooporative societies mean freedom and rights for capitalism. It would be stupid and
criminal to close our eyes to this obvious truth.”
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Partial Bibliographical Listing
Much of the literature listed here is available from

Martin Glaberman
1443 Bewick
Detroit, Michigan 48214

The Life of Captain Cipriani, 1932, published in Trinidad and long out of
print. A study of a significant West Indian nationalist. Available in
photocopy from Xerox Corp. in Ann Arbor, Mich. as are others (but
not all) of James’ out of print works.

Minty Alley, a novel, published in London in the 1930s. O.P.

Toussaint L’Ouverture, a play, performed in London in the 1930s with
Paul Robeson in the lead. O.P.

The Black Jacobins. First published in 1936. Now available as a Vintage
paperback, $2.45. The classic history of the revolt which established the
independent nation of Haiti.

World Revolution—the Rise and Fall of the Comintern, 1938. Long out of
print, now being republished.

A History of Pan—African Revolt. Originally published in London in 1936
as A History of Negro Revolt, republished with a long appendix bring-
ing it up to date by Drum and Spear Press, Washington, D.C., $2.50.

Notes on Dialectics. Written in 1948, issued in rough form in 1966, it will
be published in Detroit in 1970 as a mimeographed book. A study of
Hegel and the Marxian dialectic.

State Capitalism and World Revolution. First published in 1950. Third
edition, 1969, Facing Reality, Detroit, $2.50. A fundamental Marxist
analysis of the current stage of capitalism.

Mariners, Renegades and Castaways, 1953. Available from Facing Reality,
Detroit, $1.00. A study of Herman Melville and Moby Dick.

Facing Reality {with G. Lee and P. Chalieu). 1958, Facing Reality, Detroit,
$.50. The Hungarian Revolution and the marking of a new stage in
world politics.

Party Politics in the West Indies, Trinidad, 1961. O.P.

Beyond a Boundary, 1963. Hutchinson (London). New cloth and paper
editions are now in print. A study of cricket, West Indian nationalism
and British culture.

Modern Politics, Published in Port of Spain, Trinidad in 1960, suppressed
by the Williams regime for many years. Now available from University
Place Bookshop, New York City, $2.60. Six lectures presenting the
socialist perspective within the sweep of western civilization.

Nkrumah Then and Now. Unpublished. A study of Nkrumah and the
development of Ghana.

In progress are works on the life of Lenin and on the life of George
Padmore, among others.
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PAMPHLETS i’

The Case for West-Indian Self Government. Published in London in 1936.
Available from University Place Bookshop in New York City, $1.00.

Balance Sheet, with F. Forest and M. Glaberman, 1947. Facing Reality
(Detroit), $S1.00. A critique of U.S. Trotskyism 1941-1947.

Every Cook Can Govern, 1956. Facing Reality, Detroit, $.20. A study of
democracy in ancient Greece.

Federation, 1960, Trinidad, O.P. Why Federation of the former British
West Indies failed.

Marxism and the Intellectuals, 1962. Facing Reality (Detroit), $.25.
Kwame Nkrumah and the West Indies, 1962, Trinidad, O.P. An Exchange

of letters.
Wilson Harris, a Philosophical Approach, undated, Extra-Mural Dept., Uni-
versity of the West Indies, Trinidad. A study of the Guyanese novelist.
Lenin, Trotsky and the Vanguard Party, 1964, Facing Reality (Detroit),
$.15. Three short selections.

MIMEOGRAPHED

Letter on Organization, 1963, Facing Reality (Detroit), $.25. Problems of
a Marxist organization.

Perspectives and Proposals, 1966, Facing Reality (Detroit), $.50. Further
notes on organization.

Education, Agitation, Propaganda, First published in 1943, reissued in
1968. Problems of developing an American Marxism.

The Making of the Caribbean People, 1969, available from S. James,
20 Staverton Rd., London, N.W.2, 2 shillings, sixpence. Guest lec”
ture at the 2nd Conference on West Indian Affairs, Montreal, Canada,
1966.

Black Power, 1969, same as above, also 2 shillings, sixpence.

NOTE: This bibliography is necessarily incomplete. There are pamphlets
used in particular struggles that have disappeared from view. It does not
include samplings of the many periodicals edited by James in England, in
the United States and in the West Indies. It does not include a huge num-
ber of articles that have appeared in periodicals all over the world, includ-
ing Radical America and Freedomways. It does not include a vast corre-
spondence, much of which, hopefully, will eventually be published. It
does not include many lectures which have been recorded but not tran-
scribed and published. And, it is very much a work in progress which is
being added to constantly.

M.G.
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TELOS

TELOS is a philosophical journal definitely outside the main-
stream of American Philosophical thought: it is meant to counter
the sterile trivia and nonsense which nowadays passes for phil-
osophy and whose hidden function is to stultify critical thinking.

Partial Contents of No. 4 (published March, 1970)

“The Risk of Spontaneity and Logic of the Institution: An Inter-
view with Jean-Paul Sartre’’

"Contributions to a Phenomenology of Historical Materialism,"”
(1928) by Herbert Marcuse

“’Against the Aristoteleans” (1623}, a poem by Galileo

"Lukacs’ History and Class Consciousness a Half-Century Later,”
by Paul Piccone

““The Concrete Totality,” by Karel Kosik

Partial Contents of No. 5 (available June 1970)

“Towards a Phenomenological Analysis of Marxism,” by Pier

Aldo Rovatti
“The Old Culture and the New Culture,” by Georg Lukacs
““‘Marcuse and the New Academics: A Note on Style,” by Russell

Jacoby
“Revolutionary Consciousness Reconsidered,” by TELOS staff

$2 for two issues (one year), $4 for two years
TELOS, Philosophy Department, SUNYAB, 4244 Ridge Lea Rd.,
Ambherst, N.Y. 14226.

JOINT SUBSCRIPTION WITH RADICAL AMERICA: $5.50/year.
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RADICAL AMERICA
PAMPHLET SUBSCRIPTION

Radical America’s pamphlet-sub has been designed to suit several
purposes: first and foremost, to make available to a limited number
of readers a broad range of publications from the small press in the U.S.
and abroad—creative political pamphlets, politically-oriented poetry
books, new magazines, journals, wallposters, etc.; second, it provides a
means for distributing RA pamphiet-publications without the added
difficulties of catalogues, etc.; and third, it affords a substantial means
of regular support for RA’s existence and growth unobtainable any

other way.
The best way to describe the pamphlet-sub is by the nature of pub-

lications sent in the past, and expected to be sent in the near future:
this Spring, subscribers who have sent RA $10 or more have received
two numbers of TELOS, the new Marxist philosophical journal from
Buffalo; two publications from the surrealist BLACK SWAN PRESS in
Chicago, ““The Obsolescence of Psychoanalysis,”” by Herbert Marcuse
(with an interview of Marcuse by a French surrealist journal, unavail-
able elsewhere) and Surrealist Insurrection, the periodic wall-poster; two
RA pamphlets, ““After Word Comes Weird” by Robert Head and
Darlene Fife (a 64 pp. “political’’ poetry book) and ““The Reproduc-
tion of Daily Life,” by F. Perlman, a 24 pp. pamphlet updating Marx’s
Wage, Labor and Capital; twp new publications, The Radical Therapist
and Root & Branch; and two Situationist-type texts, ’Revolutionary
Struggle in Yugoslavia” by F. Perlman (a lavishly-illustrated 28 pp.
text) and the first segment of Raoul Vaneigem’s reknowned text,
Traité de savoir-vivre 3 l'usage des jeunes generations printed in pam-
phlet-form, 64 pp., by a British group.

Over the Summer, pamphlet-subscribers will continue to receive a
variety of small-press publications, including an RA book of poetry,
“LIES"” by Dick Lourie; a theory and strategy pamphlet on the Teach-
ing Assistants’ Union strike in Madison; and several cultural and politi-
cal pamphlets from small publishers.

New pamphlet-subscribers will receive all those pamphlets and small
press issues of which we still have copies, and the remainder of those
published and distributed over the period of their subscription.

Many of the publications pamphlet-subscribers receive are simply
unavailable elsewhere; others would not ordinarily be found in book-
shops or at literature tables locally. And in all, far more than the $5
additional subscription-money is received in material. Cost: $10 per
year, including an RA subscription, and the bi-monthly RA Newsletter
with schedules of issues and future plans.
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RADICAL AMERICA, published ten times per year at 1237 Spaight
St., Madison, Wisconsin 53703. Also microfilmed at University Micro-
films, Ann Arbor. Subscription Rates: $5/year, or $10/year with
pamphlets, except with joint-subscription deals (see below). Non-
pamphlet-subscriptions: two years, $8.50; three years, $12.50. Sup-
porting subs: $15 and up. Price of current single numbers is usually
75 cents, except when they exceed 100 pages, in which case it is $1.
Back issues: Vol.l, No. 3, Vol.ll, Nos. 1—6, Vol.lll, Nos. 2—6 all
available for 75 cents each; Vol. IV, Nos. 1—3 available for $1 each.
Full set of available back numbers: $12.

Bulk prices: 40% reduction on cover price for five or more copies
of current numbers—C.L.R. James anthology is therefore available in
bulk for 60 cents per copy. Rates available for bulk orders of back
numbers.

STAFF: General Editors: Paul Buhle, Martha Sonnenberg, Dale
Tomich. Madison Staff: Dave Wagner, Jim O’Brien, Edith H.
Altbach, Chuck Hunt, Paul Richards. Managing Editor: Fig Newton,
Regional Associate Editors: Dick Howard, Mark Naison, William
Miller, Arthur Lothstein, Paul Piccone, Eric Perkins, Karl Klare,
John Heckman, Evan Stark, Franklin & Penelope Rosemont. Rep-
resentatives: Van Dusek, Elliott Eisenberg, J.M. Mewshaw, Bill Burr,
Kelly Mickey, Tom D. Good, David Gross, Stuart & Elizabeth Ewen,
Peter Wiley, Eli Zaretsky, Alan Block and Tom Herbst.

DEALS:

* year of RA plus year of Socialist Revolution, both for $9 (save $5)
* year of RA plus year of Leviathan, both for $8 (save $4)
* year of RA plus year of TELOS, both for $5.50 (save $1.50).
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