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EDITORIAL

Tratskyism Today began as the pull-out supplement to
thea Workers Socialist League paper Socialist Press. Its
independent appearance as the theoratical journal of the
WSL coincides with a sharp turn in the class struggle in
Britain, characterised in detail in the WSL WNational
Committea statement on Page 3.

In such periods the task of preparing a gquafitative
political leadership with roots within the working class
movement must be the primary conecern of those claiming
the titla of revolutionary Marxists.

The role of our new theoretical journal is thus com-
pletely linked to the needs of the present situation. In fight-
ing for a new leadership politically independent of
Stalinism and reformism, we must fight two pernicious
tandencies.

On the one hand, movements such as the International
Marxist Group seek to throw aside serious discussion on the
fundamental diffarences and unresolved historical problems
that have divided the post-war Trotskyist movement—and
launch a frenzied campaign for “unity’’ between left groups
regardless of the price in terms of forsaken principles and
programine.

But on the other hand there are those tendencies—axem-
plified by the Revolutionary Communist Group—which set
aside the necessity for practical intervention in the day-to-
day struggle in the name of doveloping “‘theory"'—which
inevitably becomes completely divorced from the living

struggle.

MNeither road in our view offers any way forward for the
building of Trotskyist parties. One way offers the
liquidation of the Trotskyist prograrmme in the name of
“uniting" the movameni—the other offers the liquidation
of the movernent as a practical force in the class struggle,
in tha name of “theory”,

These positions are not of course completely exclusive,
Indeed both flow from a failure to recognise and seiza the
opportunitias opening up now within the working class
movement itself for the training of principled cadres
capable of intervening within and leading mass struggles.

But they sum up the basic problems of method to he
confronted in the building of a revolutionary party in
Britain, and of course, repeated on a world scale, similar
positions stand as the main block to the struggle for the
reconstruction of the Fourth International.

The new Trotskyism Todsy, in setting out to tackle
these obstacles, will therefore undertake two related and
simultanecus tasks.

We will carry basic information and educational
material on the history and struggles of the international
workers’ movement; and we will carry polemical and
discussion material aimed at pressing our demand for a
discussion between all those groupings internationally
laying claim to be Trotskyist, with the perspective of
reconstruction of the Fourth International,

Future editions will be open for readaers’ latters and
comments on published material,
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WORKERS SOCIALIST LEAGUE NATIONAL COMMITTEE STATEMENT

REGAIN AND

DEFEND LIVING
STANDARDS

The political defeats suffered
by the TGWU and NUM leader-
ships  last  week reflect  the
complete  rejection of wage
control by the working class. In
the face of these dovelopments
Chancellor Healey's attempts 1o
enforce wage cantrol confirm that
wea are now at a decisive turning
point in the class strugale in
Britain.

Maost fundameantally, the
demolition of the carefully laid
plans of the TUC to impose a
rigid Phase 3 indicates a political
turn by the working class parallel
lo the 1966 Seamen’s strike—the
first mass struggle by the working
class against & Labour government
—and the 1974 miners” sirike, in
which mass, active hostility to
wage controls led to the bringing
down of the Heath government.

In the wake of the destruction
of Phase 3, a wages offensiva is
already opening up. There is no
doubt that section after saction of
workers will now sesk to seize
their chance to make up for the
last two years of vicious cuts in
real wages.

The readiness of workers to
struggle  in pursuit  of  these
demands is shown by the scale of
the maobilisations in support of
the Grunwick strikers, and the
tenacious blacking action by
postal workers in defiance of UPW
leaders, emplayers and courts.

And at the same time the
defeat of Jone; at the TGWU
Conference has clearly shaken the
authority of the wnion bureau-

cracy at all levels and challenged
its ability to sabotage and disrupt
through bureaucratic decree the
struggles of their members to
defend their living standards,

But it has not removed their
roam for manoceuvre, Rather, it
has forced them 1o turn
increasinaly 1o utilise the laft
talkers and the Communist Party
to assist them in heading off and
diverting  militant  struggles  an
WELES.

Alreacdy in Fords and at Long-
bridge Stalinist-dominated leader-
ships have rushed in after the
TGWU vote to submit claims for
basic increases of no more than
15%-20%,

Even if such claims were won
in fuf! they waould still amount 1o
a substantial wage cut  under
present inflation. And workers are
clearly prepared to fight for much
higger claims.

The sole purpose of these
“responsible” claims is to take the
steam out of the wages movement
by arquing the need to keep the
employer viabla,

We say that the priority must
be the restoration of the living
standards of the working class to
1974 levels, and the defence of
this through linking wages to the
cost of living through a sliding
scale of wages,

The defeats suffered by the
bursaucracy  have Killed any
possibility of an agreed Phase 3,
and casued Liberals to question
the futuwre aof the Lib-Lab
coalition deal.

But they have not slackened
the iron determination of Healey
and Callaghan to press ahead with
their alliance with the Liberals,
and impose wage restraing,  if
necessary  without the formal
suppart of the TUC.,

They have drawn closer to the
Liberals tp set themselves free of
pressure from the warking class—
wheathaer through the unions, or
through the Labour Party itsall.

At the same time the govern-
ment is aware it can count on the
energetic efforts of TUC leaders
to stifle militant wage struggles by
any means at their disposal,

Scanlon has already announced
that the AUEW will uphald the
12 month  rule’ and honour
annugl agreements.

More dramatically, the TGWU
leadership has violatad the specific
vote of this month's conference
by circulating full time officers
informing them that the return to
free collzctive  bargaining is to
bagin  only after the end of
existing contracts.

The TGWU conference rejected
this  position  amd voted  for
unfettersd  callective  bargaining
as of Avgust 1.

It i5 with these moves in mind
that Healey has made it clear that
the government is prepared Lo
press shead withoui any formal
deal with the TUC,

From the government end, all
wage claims in the public sector
will be resisted; rigid cash limits
will be imposed, and, working
with the CBI, Healey will back
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employers in their fight to hold
down wages.

And from the union bureau-
cracy will come continual stalling
the watering down of legitimate
claims, the sabotage of official
and unofficial action  and
unceasing efforts to shackle the
working class to the requirements
of acrisis-ridden capitalist system.

The idea floated by  some
Labour ministers of using an
amanded  price code to forbid
any price increases attributed to
wage rises outside the governmeant
target shows the parspective of
the govarnment.

They intend to use the threat
of economic  chaos, roaring
inflation and mass sackings o
intimidate  those fighting  for
wagas,

But the Healey-Callaghan
policy has one fatal  flaw—it
satisfies nobody;

*The TUC arg wnlikely to see
in Healey's proposals any chance
of cobbling together even the
vaguest agreement on wage largets
—though they will attempt to
uphold the 12 month rule.

*To the mass of union
members faced with the constant
erosion of living standards, the tax
cuts offer nathing,

*And the Tories, together with
the ruling class as a whole, clearly
have no real confidence in
Callaghan's ability to control this
latest move by the working class.

But nor are the Tories
canfident of their own ahbility to
contain the present situation.

Suddenly aware of the scale of
militancy  they would confront
from the working class on wages
and union  rights should thay
topple the Callaghan government,
the Tories have encounterasd
obvious divisions within their own
ranks.

From an all out onslaught on
the rights of trade unionists ten
days ago, in which nearly every
Tory front-benchar was sounding
aoff demands for legislation to
restrict picketing, and legal action
against the postmen, the Tories
have wilted away Lo the level of
Whitelaw's pathetic appeal for
Rees to seak a woluntary “cade of
conduct™ on picketing.

Indesd Labour minister Baoth,
in pramising new laws an picket-
ing, now stands to the right of
many Tory statements.

Even the extreme rnight wing
within NAFF  have descended
fram threats of civil actions
against the Cricklewood postmen
to sneaking around the country
late at night pasting illicit mail,

The Tories had clearly planned

to use Grunwicks as a sel-piece in
their preparations for an all-out
hid far poweer.

Yet now they are wisibly
faltering im  these maves and
pulling back from any call on tha
government to resign—even after
the disastrous Labour showing in
the Saffron Walden by-election.

Thatcher hersalf issued no call
for & general election even at a
mass rally of 16000 Tories in
Blenheim last Saturday, showing
that the Tories are all too awara
of the new situation.

The central gquestion now
confranting the working class is
that of leadership.

The efforts of union leaders,
laft” talkers and Stalinists will ba
to  divert the spontangous
militancy and strength of the
working class and to preserve the
coalition government,

Against  this  perspective  we
advance a clear programme to
direct the mass  moverment
towards the mast central political
issues,

In the wages debate at the
TGWU  Canference a  crucial
struggle was carried through both
ta direct the main attack on the
platfarm and te put forward the
demand for a sliding scale of
Wages as a conscious alternative
lo wage cantrols.

A third of the conference
vated for this policy, indicating
that it is beginning to draw a
Mmass response,

Qur role in developing the
pay struggle is therefore crucial,

As the government wields the
threat of raging inflation and
chaos, our reply is that wages
can only be defended by linking
them to the rises in the cost of
living, as assessed by elected trade
union committees,

Wherever this policy is adopted
we advocate the development of
prices committees, to establish a
cast of living index independent
of the biased figures guated by
Healey.

As struggles for these demands
develop, we must aim to draw
together  the strangth of all
szctions of warkers in struggle
through the fight for couneils of
action rooted in this mass move-
ment.

In line with this perspective we
call for a recall conference of the
Campaign for Democracy in the
Lahour Movement to be convened
as snon as possible,

As a block across the path of
the struggle to regain and defend
living standards  comes  the
Callaghan-Steel government,
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We must bring right into the
wanes struggle the need to remove
Healey and Callaghan, the open
spokesmen  of the ruling class
within the labour mavment, and
to establish a government based
on the interests of the warking
class.

For threa months the ‘left’
Labour MPs have diplomatically
refused ta acknowledge that the
coalition government exists,

Mow they have all greetad with
approval Healey's proposals for
continued  wage  cuts—fooling
themselves that this represents a
leftward turn.

In fact the Labour leaders are
only maving closer into alliance
with the Libarals to throw their
waight agafnst the wages struggle,

The Labour ‘lefts’ may be
prepared  to  posture on  the
Grunwick picket line.

But they are not prepared to
call far extended postal blacking
or in any way develop the indep-
endant struggles of the working
class, let alone align themselves
with the struggle to break the
Social Contract and break the
caalition governmenl.

There must be a fight both in
the trade unions and in  the
Labour Party for the demand that
the Labour ‘lefts' break from
Hzaley and Callaghan and the
coalition government and take
upon  themselves the task of
astablishing a socialist programme
for the next general election.

In this way their ‘left" postures
can be exposed in the course of
the class struggle, and the way
apened up for the construction of
a new leadership within  the
working class.

We call for a lobby of the
September Congress of the TUC
with the demand that there be
o undercover wages agresment
with  the government; no 12
month  rule; and  fil support
declared for any section of the
waorking class in struggle.

18.7.77.
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WHAT ARE THE

The overthrow of Batista’s
dictatorship in 1959, Castro’s vast
expropriations of capitalist praperty
in 1960 and the successful repulse of
the United States sponsored Bay of
Pigs invasion in 1961 were a drastic
challenge to the theory and practice
of all movements claiming to adhera
to revolutionary Marxism.

The most fundamental questions
wera raised: what was the nature of
the Cuban state and its rulers? What
did the Cuban experience show
about the role of the revolutionary
party? Was the Cuban experience
unigque or was it comparablz to
previous historical events elsewhare?
Could it be repeated? Revolutionary
theory, strategy and tactics were all
put to the Lest in answering those
questians.,

In the major organisations claim-
ing ta be Trotskyist the Cuban
question took on special importance.
Agreement that Cuba was a workers'
state became one of the principal
axes of the pact in which in 1983 the
majarity of the American Socialist
Workers Party and the Pabloite
International  Secretariat  reunified
into the “United’” Secratariat of the
Fourth International aftar 10 years
of organisational division,

On the other hand a2 denial thar
Cuba was any form of workers” state
was one of the points used by Garry

Healy  and  the Socialist  Labour
League leadership &5 a programmatic
base from which 1o oppose the
reunification,

Within this discussion of Cuba
some important theoretical contribu-
tions were made by the SWP minor-
ity; but the leadars of the two
leading organisations of the Trot-
skyist movement, the UWSFI and the
International Committee sacrificed a
deaper  theoretical  discussion  to
tactical advantage, As a result both
the WSFI and the |G have remained
committed e positions on Cuba
which weare erroneous at the time
and which have in the succesding 158
years become increasingly exposed
by further developmenis in Cuba.
Both parties have consistently failed
to revive @ discussion which was
stifled in its infancy. :

This article s a contribution to
the necessary mevival of this discus-
sion. It is part of a longer study to be
published shartly in the form of an
intraduction ta Tim Walforth's 1963
eszay on the Theory of Structoral
Assimilation.

In this introduction the links will
bz analysed batween the Cuban case
and that of Eastern Eurooe and
China. In all these cases the exprap
riztion of the capitalist class and the
foundations of a planned econcmy
were |aid without the intervention of

LESSONS OF CUBA?

EY BOB SUTCLIFFE AND ADAM WESTOBY

a proletarian revelutionary  {Trot-
skyist) party. It is this fact which has
disconcerted the theoretical leaders
of the USFI and the IC,

Although in the casa of Cuba they
produced apparantly opposite
answers, there was a methodalogical
error comman to both making them
embrace wooden, onesided  solu-
tiong: aither thera was no proletarian

AN -:h'b.,

Casire
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ravolutionary  leadership  therafore
there could be no workers” state
{Healy} or thera was a workers’ state
therefore there must bave been an
{unconscious) proletarian ravolution-
ary leadership {USFI),

Cuba, however, was an excep-
tional example, but an example
nonathelass, af the comtradictory
process by which workers' states
have bean created in the period since
the Secand World War,

It we wished o express the
paradox of the last three decades in a
nutshell, it would be this: that the
Stalinist cancer which infected the
proletarian social revolution has not
been destroved by the extension of
the revolution, but, an the contrary,
has extended with it. Mot only that,
but Stalinism has made itself the
organising instrument of destroying
capitalism and forming the post-war
warkers' stales, in Eastern Europe,
China, Korea, Cuba, end Indochina,
just as it has made itsalf the equally
delibarate organiser af  class
compromise and counter-revalution
in the states reserved to imperialism.

Cuha, like the Eastern European
buffer states, becamez structurally
assimilated to the degenerated Soviet
workers' states. In the Cuban case
the form of this assimilation involved
the integration of the island’s
econamy with thal of the USSA, the
political integration of  Castre’s
petty-bourgenis  political movement
with the Cuban Communist Party
into a single bureaucratised Stalinist
party and the assimilation of Cuba‘s
intarnational policy inlo the counter-
revalutionary world strategqy of the
Soviet Union.

Tha Cuban Rovolution of
195963 was one which was not
sought either by Moscow or by tha
Cuban CP {which called itself tha
Popular Socialist Parly], but in which
they came, very soon after Castro
took power, to play an essential role.
It is important to distinguish clearly
the different stages in the part played
by Stalinism in Cuba, parthy because
of the myths which now surround it
both  in Stalinist  and  revisionist
"histories’.

During the Szcond World War the
CP was involved in an open ‘popular
front” alliance with Bastista: they
supported him in the elections of
1940 and 1944 and had two minis-
ters {one of whom was Carlos Rafael
Rodriguez) in his Cabinet. Aftar the
war they shifted their allegiance 1o
another section of the bourgeoisie,
Grau’s Authentico party, until Graw
drove them into illegality. After
Batista’s ro-seizure of power in 1952
they remained in an  ambiguous
symbiatic  relationship  with  his
dictatorship. In exchange for a kind
af semi-legality they held in check

the organised labour movement in
which they held a daminant position.

In 1953 they denounced Castro’s
atlack on the Monceda barracks as
putschist  and  wltra-deftist, This,
though formally correct, was done
for entirely oppartunistic reasons. In
April 1968, by refusing to back a
genaral strike which was called by
Castro’s 26th July Moavement, they
guaranteed its failure. At this tima,
however, a section of the CP beagan
through Carlos Rafael Rodrigusz, {a
leading CP intallectual and a minister
in Batista’s wartime governmeant] to
hava contacts with Castro’s querillas.
Less than a year later (1 January
1958) Batista fled and Castro’s forces
topk Havana.

The Rebel Army, the 26th of July
Movement and the other smallar
organisations which overthraw

KAruscher
Batista were under a radical, nation-
alist petty bourgenis leadership. The
bull of the movemant’s support had
come from the wrban petty bour-
geoisie  and  from  the  peasantry,
though it also gained saome base in
tha trade unions, After the revolu-
tion  Castro’s  initial  statements
(reflzacting the views of many of his
closest supporters) were anti-Soviet
and frequently anti-communist. He
spoke of building & society which
was ‘neither capitalist nor commun-
ist. In the 18 months after the
seizure of power, he formed a coali-
tion government with sections of the
liberal bourgeoisia, though his policy
of reforms rapidly frightened off the
more right-wing elemeants.

Castro’s  initial  reforms  were
aimed at dismantling Batista's state
apparatus and expropriating the great
landhaolders and certain sections of
foreign  capital, espacially  the
American sugar monopolies. Initially,
the palicy led 1o economic pressure
fram  American  imperialism.  This
intensified in step with the reforms,
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and as the liberals left the govern-
mant. In the summer of 1960 the US
hroke off its agreement 1o buy sugar,
the bedrock of the Cuban economy.
The US also gave material assistance
to  armed  counter-revolutionary
groups, Then, in  April 1961,
Kennedy evidently acting on
highly aptimistic intelligenca reports,
compiled by the CIA largely from
Batista supporters in Florida —
launched the disastrous ‘Bay of Pigs’
invasion which was totally routed by
the mass mobilisation of the Cuban
people. A few days later Castro was
to declare the ‘socialist” charecter of
the ravolution,

Owar the previous yvear the Soviet
Union had moved swiftly into an
unaasy political alliance with Castro,
This was cemented by the great
ecanomic influence which the Soviet
Union acquired when, in 1960, it
quaranteed [along with China) the
sugar exports which had previously
gong to the USA. In 1960 over threa-
quarters of Cuban trade vas still with
the USA; in 1961 over threc-quarters
of trade was with the workers” states.
And the Soviet Union had begun to
grant large loans to Castro to covar
the trade deficit.

During 1962, fellowing the
further nationalisation of US prop-
erty in Cuba, Kennedy imposed an
economic blockade — thereby deap-
ening Cuban economic reliance on
the Sowiet Union. In this situation
Cuba'’s palitical and social develop-
mant came to be dominated by the
prablems of Soviet policy as a whala:
culminating in the Cuban ‘missile
crisis’ of Octabar 1962 and the
subsequant  ‘settlement’  wheraby
Kennedy promised there would be
no further attempts to invade the
istand (thaowugh this did nothing to
inhibit attempts at internal subvar-
sion, including a series of exotic ClA
plots to assassinate Castro).

The ‘missile crisis’ of October
1962 had its roots in the complex
political and economic crisis of tha
Moscow leacership and its relation-
ship with imperialism. Kruschey was
still battling to secure his contral in
the Party apparatus, mainly through
the selactive ‘destalinisation’
launched at the twentysecond CPSU
Congress  [October  1961).  His
attempls to  boost  agricultural
production  weare unsuccessful; the
Berlin crizes and pressure fram the
military  hierarchy  for  increasad
spanding in Europe, together with
the crash  programme of  missile
construction, imposed a8 rising
burden on  resources.  Kruschey's
promises o increase consumption
could not be met at the expanse of
heavy industry, and whan (in June
1962} hikes in food prices were
announced  there was at least one
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seripus riot. On top  of  this
Kruschev's public claims that the
USSR had equalled or passed the LS
in nuclear striking power were false
land were strongly suspected of
being so at the top levels on either
side). Previous attempls at ‘detante’
notwithstanding, Kruschey  was
therefore under strong pressure to
find a cheap way of compansating
for the US advantage in inter-contin-
ental ballistic missiles (ICEMs) and
the rising of US bases in allied states
around the Soviet Union — cheaper
at least, than the enormous cost of a
comparable body of ICEMs based on
Soviet soil.

Hence the secrel dispateh {on
Kruschev's initiative)l of ‘intermed-
jate ranga balistic missiles’ {IRBMs),
much less costly than 1CBMs] 1o
Cuba in the summer of 1962, When
fully installed they would have
threatened affactiva retaliation
against most major cities in the east,
southern and central USA.

But, before they were et up
ready for wse, Kennedy, acting on
Intelligence  reports,  issued  his
COetober 22nd ultimatum, imposed a
naval blockade of Cuba, and brought
to immediate  readiness  plans  to
bomb the missile sites and for a
full-seale  US  invasion.  Kruschay,
after six days of secret negotiation,
was Torced to withdraw the missiles,
but with the major quid pro quo of
an  American  C‘hands  aoff®  Cuba,

That the plan to szcretly install
the missiles had its arigin in Soviet
warld policies, and not in the
defence simply of Cuba was high-
lighted by — firstly — the fact that
the proposal came from Kruschey,
not Castro, and — secondly — that
alternative mare cautious methods of
protecting Cuba  against American
invasion were not maooted. 1t would
have heen quite possible,  for
exampls, in the altermath of the Bay
al Pigs and with increasing reliance
by Kruschev on the detarrent effect
of a major nuclear retaliatory strike,
to have simply ‘integrated’ Cuba into
the Warsaw pact alliances, declaring
that any invasian would be treated in
the same fashion as, say, an invasion
of NATO forces into East Germany.
But no such ‘costless’ political steps
ware taken, Relations betwsen the
Cuban leadership and the Kremlin
were severely strained after Kros-
chey’s retreat in the ‘missile crisis’ —
reflacting Castro’s recognition that
the fate of Cuba was being deter
minad in the wake of relations
betweaen the two super powers. The
‘missile  erisis’ was handled  direct
betwean Washington and Mascow. |1
was brought rudely hame to Havana
that thera could be no such thing as
‘national independence’ — ‘socialist’
or otherwise — in one country.

Thereafter, however, the social
transformation of Cuba continued in
conditions of relative external secur-
ity, though Soviet aid was not
provided under conditions  which
would allow the Cuban economy o
pscape its traditional depandence on
sLigar.

In parallel with the development
of the alliance with the USSR went a
growing, but “uneasy, intimacy
betwean Castro’s political forces and
the Cuban CP. CP members had
taken many posts at lover lavels in
the new state administration and
from 19680 the Party began o move
into a closer political relationship
with Castro’s governmont., But this
was not basad merely on Castro's
growing economic and political ties
with the USSR, The CP leadeors
realised that they could not maintain
any independent following, even the
immanse popularity  of  Castro,
unless they moved towards him. At
the same time Castro required the
suppart of the CF as the only s2rious
organised political party at the time
of the revalution. The organisation
of the 26th July Movement was so
loose as to be almast non-existent.

In May 1961 a first attempt was
made to fuse Castro’s movement and
the old CP into a single political
arganisation, the Integrated Revolu-
tianary Organisation (ORI}, And in
February 1962 Carlos Rafael Rod-
riguez became the first PSP member
to bz appointed to a senior govern-
ment post when he became the head
of the Agricultural Reform Institute
(INCRA) in succession to Fidel
Castro himsel{,
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But the ORI virtually collapsed
within  months when in 1962 the
General Secretary of the ormanisa-
tian, the stalinist Anibal Escalante,
was denounced by Castro  for
attempting to seize power through
‘micro-factional  activities' and was
exiled to the USSH, Although mast
CP leaders took their distance from
Escalante, this event soured relations
betwzen Castro and the CP. A second
step towards a fusion was made in
1963, with the formation of the
United Revolutionary Socialist Party
(FURS). But this proved equally
abartiva, The result of these efforts,
howaver, was to put a virtval and to
any organised political  activities
outside  the state  bureaueracy.
Folitical parties were in effect sus-
pended. 1t was not until 1965 that
the Cuban Communist Party  was
finally formed, entirely as a hureau-
cratic construction; it was not o
hald a Congress far 10 years,

Despita the Hsion of Castro's
political allies with the stalinists,
Cuba’s profound economic depen-
dence on the Saviet Unjon and fram
1966 Castra’s public hostility 1o
China, the political ties helween
Moscow and Havana were still not
mechanically close, During the 19605
Cuban support for guerilla struggles
provoked  splits  in several Latin
American CPs. The bonds were
nonatheless very real, as 1968 was to
demonstrate. The ‘Prague spring’ was
reported by the Cuban press without
comment, And even far three days
after the Soviet invasion Soviet and
Crzechoslovakian  lie.  pro-Dubeek}
press agency statements were printed

Frogue, 1968
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side by side. Then, after a long
session of the CP Central Commitlee,
Castro made a speech which, though
bitterly critical of the inadequacy of
Soviel assistance to Cuba {and to
Vietnam) completely supported the
Soviet invasion.

But already weeks bafore this,
Castro  had  given scarcely any
support to the French general strike,
and certainly issued not a breath of
criticism of the French CP' role in
destraying it. And after 1968 Cuban
support for  Soviet  international
policies became more and more close
until by the early 19705 it had
become sychophantically uncritical,
aHhough on occasions performing as
a kind of licenced left face of world
stalinism,

Virtually all support for guerilla
movements was withdrawn. Castro
gave more or less uncritical suppart
to ‘revolutionary’ military dictator-
ships in Peru and then Panama. The
Popular Front government of
Allende received total support from
Cuba and mild criticisms were reser-
ved for after its destruction by the
1973 military coup. Through all this
period a string of visits took place
fram CP leaders from Latin America,
Eastern Europe and eventually
Western Europe, too — all of them
elaborately feted.

The Cuban revolution was the
immediate stimulus ta Wohlforth's
essay — wia the internal crisis
produced in the International Com-
mittee by its disputes ower Cuba,
However, The Theory of Structural
Assmilation does not embrace or
discuss Cuba in any concrete way.
This was because Wohlforth — at that
time — aquiesced in the pressure
brought by the Healy leadership of
the SLL. Healy argued that to grant
that a social transformation had
taken place in Cuba, and that it had
bacome a workers’ state, would be Lo
concede that a political leadership
othar than a Trotskyist party could
destroy capitalism and would there:
fora, be to capitulate politically (a.
the SWP majority leadership  were
doing) to Pabloism. Thus, arqued the
SLL leadership, Cuba had to be
reqardad as still & capitalist state,
though of "a special type’. Wohlforth,
under pressure, finally accepted this
position. In retrospect it is easy to
seg both the historically inaccurate
character of the SLLs conclusion
{mare precisely, premise) and its
purely formal, logical content, and
also the basic flaw which it imparts
to  Wohiforth's essay, which is
written so as to emphasise at all
points the differences — even if thay
are not truly relevant — between
developments in Cuba on the one
hand, and in Eastern Eurcpe and
China on the other,

¥et in fact this basic thesis of
‘structural assimilation’ — that the
saociagl transformation of the post-war
workers® states, and the establish-
meant of full-blown stalinist bureauc-
racies based on the exercise of
national state power, was closely
connected with Lhe exigencies of
Soviet military and political strategy
in  maintaining its balance with
imperialism — applies in its essential
respects 1o Cuba itself, During 1962
Kruschev sought, in the most diract
way possible, to use Cuba as a milit-
ary point of pressure — like the
‘buffer zone” — for defence and
deterrence against the main imperial-
st states; the most obviows differ-
ence — important, but not abso-
lutely s0 — is that Cuba is not
adjacent to the Soviet Union. The
post-war  development  of  both
nuclear fusion (hydrogen) bombs and
long-range missiles made this, how-
ever, less and less of a crucial factor,
Like the forces of production them-
salves the nature of state (and milit-
ary) power, has taken on not just
international, bt world-wide
contours. The greal states exercise
power not just within their frontiers
but on a world-wide basis. In the
Cuban missile crisis, for example,
matiers were settled {including the
class nature of the state in Cuba)
direct on the telephone between
Washington and  Moscow, with
scarcely a reference back to Havana
on Kruschev's part,
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The masses in Cuba provided the
forces which enabled Castro to oust
Batista, propelled him  towards
expropriating the landowners and
capitalists, and formed the bedrock
of popular support Tor his regime
which made it impossible for any
marely  ‘pump-priming’  counter-
revolutionary attempts {such as the
Bay of Pigs) to succeed against him,
But the political character of the
Castro  leadership ruled ouwt  their
appealing, for the defence of the
Cuban  revolution, to the interna-
tional working class. Like stalinism,
Castro’s  movement had national
origins, a national outlook, and, as it
developed into a fully-fledged bur-
eagucracy, national interests.

Takan as a whole therefore, the
Cuban revolution confirms, precisely
in its ‘exceptional’ features, the
general thesis of ‘structural assimila-
tion'. For all the talk of ‘national
independence’, ‘socialism in  one
country” is {and was even more in the
early 1960s] an absolute and
immediate economic impossibility, 1
was a question either of making
peace with imperialism, or depen-
dence on and integration with the
Soviet bloc econamies. Hand in hand
with this went the internal political
fusion of Castro’s movement with
Stalinism, and in due course, the
complete alignment of Cuban with
Saviet foreign policy.
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While a study of the history of Bolshevism in Russia can be of great
educational value in showing the paths through which Lenin was able
to lead the revolutionery seizure of power in Octobar 1917, it is also of
interast 1o study the ways in which latter-day pretenders 1o the heritage
of Bolshevism seek 1o tailor events to conform to their own subjectiva and

factional intarests today.

This articla by John Lister and Mark Hyde

examines the ways in which the International Marxist Group have under-
taken such a rewriting of history in their series of articles on ‘Faction and

Party’.

ORGANISATION

From the time he wrote What fs
Ta Be Dare? in 1902 Lenin fought
to build a disciplined party of trainad
revolutionaries  in the Russian
warking class. The Bolshevik Party
was able to take and retain state
power in 1917 only because of
Lenin's  struggle  against  every
tendency which was in any way
hastile to the independence of the
waorking class and its party.

Betwean 1803 and 1812, as Lenin
tells us in Left Wing Communizm:

Thara wara poariods of savaral years in

which wa wuore formally united with tha
Mensheviks in ona Social Demoeratic
Party,” (p, 68).
It was here, in the main workers’
party, part of the mass forces of the
Secand  International, that  the
Bolsheviks ware able to place tha
central political quastions before the
advanced sections of workers, In the
fight 1o test out the programma
agreed in 1903 it was necessary o
struggle for proletarian  discipling
against the antics of the Mensheviks,
This raised again and again the
question of the nature of the revol-
utionary party and the independenca
of the working class. On this basis
alone was it possible to exposs
Menshevism as a Sowrgeais influence
in the working class.

‘“Wa never stopped our ideological and
political struggle sgainst tham as oppor-
tunists and vehicles of bourgaais influance
upon the proletarist”

{Left Wing Communizm, p. 69)

This was the political basis for the

By Mark Hyde and John Listar.

Balshevik fight for the unity of the
RSDLP. It has nothing in common
with the sham unity of unprincipled
blacs and compromise pursued by
the so-called “United Secretariat of
the Fourth International” and its
British offshoot, the International
Marxist Group.

Throughout 1976 the [IMG's
paper, the now dissolved Red Weekly
carried several attacks on the "sectar-
janism’ of the Workers Socialist
League. They centred these attacks
on the WSL's refusal to unite with
the IMG an a “‘merga now, pay later”
bazis. In producing armuments to
suppart their line the IMG twisted
and distorted Lenin’s struggle for the
Balshavik Party in a saries of articles
entitled ‘Faction and Party’. The
purpose aof this exercise was o
present Lenin as a prectitiongr of
a-palitical unity along the lines of the
MG today.

In Socialist Press of March 24
1976 the WSL replied:

“*In essanece the IMG leadarship seam to
be saying "If Lenin and the Mansheviks
eould ba membars of the sama party far a
dacede, shouldn't the WSL and tha IMG
cambine todayf—thovgh they diplomatic-
ally stear clear of who corraspands to
whom!""

Sadly, but not unpredictably, the
Red Weekly did not change course.
The HMNovember issue of  its
‘theoratical” supplement Battle of
idfeazs carried a long and extravagant-
Iy foot-noted piece entitled The
Bolshevik Faction and the Struggle

POLITICS

for the Party’. The authors, John
Marshall and Adrian Yeesles, revealed
more sharply than ever the anti-
Marxist approach which constitutes
a stumbling block to a clarification
of the political differences which
separate the WSL from the IMG.

These dilferences are rooted in
the political positions, and, more
deeply, in the method of approach
to political gquestions and orientation
towards the working class that the
IMG has acquired in the course of
the history of the post-war Trotsky-
ist movemeant.

Particularly  important  in  this
respect are the issues that were
central to the 1953 split in the
Fourth Intemational, issues which
have yet to be objectively discussed
by any af the international groupings
now claiming Lo be Trotskyist.

The IMG in the ‘Faction and
Party" series approached the 1953
split as an organisationad question—
brushing aside the 2normous pofitical
crisis which brought it about, And in
the Marshall-Yeeles article they uze a
similar method in order o examing
Lenin‘s fight in the Russian Social
Democratic Labour Party.

The authors tell us the WSL has

failed to undarstand Lenin’s “organ-
isational  principles”.  But, _ for
Marxists, organisati ions

must flow from political principles—
n vICE cal

principles rate scarcaly a mention
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from start to finish of their article.

Indeed much of Marshall and
Yeeles' argument centres on the
notion that Lenin was at all times
opposed to any split with the Men-
sheviks on what they call “political™
grounds. Lenin would only carry
through a split on “organisational”
questions, they tell us, and sum up
the differences betwean Lenin and
the Mensheviks as the Mensheviks’
refusal to submit to party discipline.

From this starting point the IMG
authors conclude that the split in
1912 between the Bolsheviks on the
one hand and the Mensheviks who
proposed winding up the ASDLP an
the other, was an ‘organisational’
split. Up to that time, they tell us,
no Bolshevik Party existed. There
was noting mare than the Bolshevik
faction of the RSDLP.

Sogiafist Press has already spoken
on the guestion of whether a split
with a group that actively calls for
the liguidation of the movement can
be termad an ‘organisational’ step:

“0Ons membar publicly advocetes
winding up the party-ths other membars
arn prepered to dis to defond it. By what
stratch of the imagination can this be
describad a8 an organisational guestion?

Have not the differant poiitical asses-
ments of the liguidator placed him organ-
isationally outside tha party in all but the
most formal, literal interpratation?

More tangibly, if IMG membars
produced a newspaper, or wrote in The
Guardian that the IMG was “dasd”, and
pthors began adwocating winding up your
indapandant spparatus would you be
content ta brend them #s “'in breach of
discipling” —and not seak tha political
motivation of such action?”

(March 24, 1976}

But there is an even harder
problem Marshall and Yeeles blindly
run into. We all know there are many
guotes from Lenin which refer lo
the Bolsheviks as a faction of the
R5DLP. But unfortunately for the
IMG and the USFl there are also
many from Lenin and other Marxists
which make it clear that Lenin
considered the Bolshevik Party to
have bean in existance since 1803,

Far the formal thinkers like
Marshall and Yeeles, who see to it
that all developments are placed into
neat categories, the answer to this is
simple. One set of guotes musl be
right, and used accordingly. The
other set must be wrang; and either
ignored or explained away. They
proceed throughout in this manner,
mechanically separating the organisa-
tional from the political guestions
involved, and the Bolshaviks'
activities as a faction in the RSDLP
from the struggle to build a homao-
ganecus revolutionary party.

Of course, the ‘contradictory’
statements of Lenin about factions
and parties arise from the reaf contra-
dictions of the development of
Bolshevism—the fact that, while a
party in all but name during cartain

periods, it operated as a faction of
the RSDOLP. This necessary process
can not be subjected to the crude
formula ‘either a faction aor a party’.
Such a method owes everything to
Aristotles Law of the Excluded
Middle, and nothing to Marxism.

As Trotsky wrote:

8 Marxist party should, of coursa,
strive to full independenca and to the
highast homogenaity. But in tha process of
jts formation, a Marxist party oftan hasto
act as a fection of a centrist and aven a
reformist party. Thus the Bolsheviks
pdhorad for a numbar of years 10 the sama
party o5 tha Manshaviks."”

Unable to see the development of
the Baolshevik Party in anything but a
completely onesided way Marshall
ard Yeeles have to meke a contemp-
tuous dismissal of Lenin’s reference
to a pre-1912 Bolshevik Party in
Left Wing Communism—An Infantile
Disorder. We are told to ignore 'half
a sentence’ of Lenin's writings on
this question,

If we are generous We can assume
that this flows out of complete
lgnorance  rather than _conscious
hetortion. Left Wing  Communism
was distributed to every delegate at
the Second Congress of the Com-
munist International i
“Tay in the fact, among other things
that it contained Lensi’s 3ssassmert.
of the development of Bolsheyism in.
Fussia._ Anyone who takes the
trouble 1o read it will see that it
contains not ‘half a sentence’ but an
entire analysis of the development of
the Bolshevik Party since 7803 It
will do here to assemble a few
quotations [some of which were
used in the earlier articles in Socfalist
Press).

“fe g gurrent of political thought and
as a palitical party, Bolshevism has oxigtad
since 1903, Only the history of
Bolshavism during its entire pericd of
axistenca can satisfactorily explain why it
has boan shle 1o build up and maintain,
undar most difficult conditions, tha iron
disciplina needed for the victory of tha
praletariat.” [p6).

“0f pll tha defeatad opposition and
rovolutionary  parties, the Bolshaviks
offoctad the mast orderly retroat, with
the lssst lass to thair “army”", with its
cora hest pressrved, with the leasi lin
rospact to profundity and irramadiability}
splits, with tho laast demaralisation, and
in tha bast condition to resume the work
on the hroadest scele and in the most
carrect and anergetic mannor.”

Lenin goes an in this passage to
explain the necessary role of axpul
sions in the development of the
movenent, dealing a heavy kick in
the teeth to the MG paddlers of
gasy-going unity ™

“*The Bolshoviks achioved this only
becauss thay ruthlessly exposed and
expalted the revelutionary phrasa-mongers
who rofused to undarstand that one had
to ratreat, that ona had to know how to
retroat, and that ane had absolutaly to
laarn how to wark legally in the maost
reactionary parliamants, in  the mast
reactionary trada  unions, cooporative
saciaties, insurance sociaties and similar
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organisations.’” (pp 11-12).

“Dvarcoming unprecodented
difficultins, the Bolshevils thrust back tha
Mansheviks, whose role a8 bourgsols
agents in the working class movemant was
clearly recognised by the satire bourgeois-
o aftar 1805, |p. 12, Emphasis addad),

It is not clear whether the IMG
want us to believe Lenin was for
seven years in favour of wonity with
these “bourgeois asgents in  the
working class  movement’, or
whather they feel that Lenin was less
aware of the Mensheviks role after
1905 than was the  Russian
bourgaoisie,

“the struggle that Bolshavism waged
against ‘laft” deviations within it gwn
party essumed particulerly large propar-
tions (...} In 1908, the ‘laft’ Bolsheviks
wera expelied from oaur Party  for
stubbornly refusing to  wnderstand the
nacasity of participating in & most reac-
tionary “'parliamant™ ", (emphasis added].

So  ultra-left  elemants  wwers
expelled by Lenin for the pofitical
offence of “refusing to understand”
a policy! So much for the IMG's
line of “unity’ on any level, and
splits only on "organisational”
guestions.

We should compare this passage
in Left Wing Communizm to Lenin's
contradictary statement at the time
of these expulsions, when he wrote:

“Wa do not hava s split in tha Party,
but in the faction.™

Lenin was not suffering from a
bad memory when he wrote Left
Wing Communism. But he clearly
considered that the Bolshevik Party
existed in 1908 as a faction within
the RSDLP,

But perhaps the most telling
passage in showing the way Lenin
approached the question of ‘unity’
with the Mensheviks occurs in the
section entitled “*No Compromises?'’,
Lenin, in challenging the ultra-leftism
of the inexpericnced Comintern
parties, catalogues some of the
temparary COMPromises and
manoeuvres made during the history
of Bolshavism. And the question of
unity with the Mensheviks comes,
without comment, in the middie of a

list of temporary hloes  with
bowrgeals  and  pelty baurgeois
parties:

*Tha Bolsheviks hava always adhered
to this policy. Beginning with 1805, thay
systamatically advocatad  an alliance
hatwaen the working class and  tha
paasantry  againit 1he libaral bourgaoisio
ard Tsardom, never, howsever rafusing to
support the bourgecisie against Tsardam
[for instanca during sscond rounds of
aloctions, or during sacond ballots) and
nover ceasing their relentless idealogical
and political strupgla against tha bourgenis
revolutionary peasant party, tha “Socialist
Revolutionarias”, oxposing tham as petiy-
bourgenis dumocrats who falsely dascribed
themsalvas as socialists, During the Duma
elactions in 1907, tha Bolsheviks [net the
RSOLP!] for a brief period antered into a
farmal political bloc with the “Socialist
Ravolutionaries'’. Batween 1203 and 1912
thera were pariods of several yoars in
which wa were farmally united with tha
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Mansheviks in one Socisl Democratic
Party; bul we mever ceassd our idealogical
and political struggls sgainst them a3
opportunists and vehicles ol boureois
influgnca among the prolotarist. During
tha war wa concluded eertéin coOmMpra-
mises with tha “Kautskyites” with the
Laft Mensheviks [Martovl and with a
saction aof the “Socialist Hevolutionarias
T {F, m

“Unity™ with the Mensheviks was no
more a fixed principle for Lenin than
any of these other political arrange-
ments. Al certain points it became
objectively necessary—at others il
became a political liability.

And in case the IMG feel inclined
to dismiss even the whole of Left
Wing Communism as an unforiunate
“slip of the pen” by Lenin or an
exception to the rule, we should
point out that this view was
axplicitly adopted by the Execulive
Committee of the Communist Inter-
national in 1921, In ‘Directives on
the United Fromt' we find the
following.

“q8. The ECCI considars it usaful to
remind all brother parties of the expar-
jances of tha Russion Bolshewiks, that
party which up to now i tha aonly one
that has succasded in winning victory over
the bourgecisie and taking power into its
hands, During the fifieen years (1903-17)
which elapsed be&twesn the birth of
Bakhovism and its triumph ower the
bourgecisie it did nol cease 1o wegs a
tiraless struggla against  reformism, or,
what is the sama thing, Manshavizm. But
at the same tima the Bolsheviks often
came 16 an understonding with the Men-
shoviks during thoss filtesn years. The
farmal bBreak with the Mensheviks fook
place in the spring of 1335, but at the end
of 1805, influenced by the stormy
dovelopments in the workerns' movement,
the Bolsheviks formed a common front
with the Menshaviks . . . and these unific-
ations and sami-unifications happaned not
only in sccordance with changes in tha
fractional struggle, but alsa undor the
direct prassurn af the working masses who
wira awakening 1o active palitizal life and
domanded the opportunity of testing by
thair own experionce  whother  the
Manshavik path really doviated in funda-
mantals from the rosd of revolution . . .
The Russisn Bolshewiks did not reply o
the desira of the workers for dnity with a
renunciation of tha united frant. On the
contrary. As a countaraeight ta tha diplo-
matic game of tha Manshavik leaders the
Russian Bolsheviks put larward tha slagan
of 'unity from balow’, that §s, unity of
the working masses In the practical
struggle for the revolullonary damands of
the workars against the capitalists, Evants
showed that this was the only correct
answor. And a5 & result of thosa factics,
wirich changed scconding fo time, pisce,
and circumstance, & largs number of the
bast Menshevik workers wore won for
Communism.”

{(Commumnist International Docements,
Degras, Vol 1, p. 314, smphasis aclded).

The explicit reference to “unifi-
cations and semi-unifications™ in this
passage is testimony to the tactical
and partial nature of the arrange-
ments themeelves. And the reference
10 Bolshevik-Menshovik unity as a
“united front” is a clear statement
that two independent parties existed.

But much more is contained in
this quotation. |1 actually gives an

insight into the political background
to the splits and unifications; and
the political basis on which thay
took place. Sueh a view is avoided
completely by the IMG. It is worth-
while examining the early yoears alter
1903 to show how the picture cen
ba falsified if the political questions
ara wnored.

In 1903 the RSDLP divided into
iwo factions: the Bolsheviks on the
one hand, and the Mensheviks,
around Martov, on the other, While
the Mensheviks succeeded in defeat-
ing Lenin's proposal for @ strict
definition of the responsibilities of
membarship of the Party under the
Party Rules, Lenin’s supporters 1ook
a majority on the editorial board of
iskra and all three places on the
Central Committes.

While the guestion ol the Rules
was by no means a minor one, the
Balshovik majority in the leadership
meant that there was no political
necessity for Lanin to call for an
immetliate split with the Mensheviks.
The struggle against their opporiun-
ism had opened up—and could for a
while be persued within the united
RSDLP.

But the Menshewks forced the
split, Martov took the line that he
would only work on the Editorial
Board if three mare Mensheviks
ware co-opted on W0 it and
Plekhanov, who up to then had sided
with  Lenin, swung in  Martov's
support. The Mensheviks in this way
taok the majority in deliance of the
Congress decision, and Lenin with-
drew  from the Editorial Board,
taking up a fight for an alternative
leadership  within  the Party. In
Dacomber 1904 he  established &
grouping of local party committess
that supported tha Balsheviksthe
Burcau of Majority Committees, And
this grouping then launched its own
newspaper, Vperyod, as a direct
rival to the now Menshevik /skra, and
went on to call its own Thind
Congress of the RSDLP in 1905,

The IMG, as British section of the
‘United Secretariat’, is part of an
“International” in owhich it Is nat
uncommon Tor there 1o be two or
more national sections in any one
country each producing competing,
independent  newspapers.  For  this
reason they probably see this stale
of affairs in 1904-5 as perfectly
pnarmal. But the wvery fact that
Lenin's supporters went on lo call a
Congress  indepandently ol the
Menshevik wing, and than described
thig as tha RSDLP congress indicates
that Lenin was far from concerned
with the guestion of "unily” at this
point of time.

In the first edition of Vperyod,
for example, Lenin writes:

‘W have made all possible concessions
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end sowaral guite impossibla onas in arder
to continus working in one party with the
“‘Minoriiy". Now that tha Third Congreis
has besn abstructed and the disruptive
{actics have beon directed against the local
committens, all hope aof achieving this s
fost. ™

ITima to Call a Halt, Dec. 22, 1904,
emphasis pdded).

In a leiter to Bogdanowv, Lenin
makes the point more firmiy:

“Tha split is now complete; for we
have exhausiod ofl mesns. It is the Thind
Congress against the will of the Cantral
Committes and tha Council and wirhowt
thewn, Complete ruptura with the Contral
Committes, An open statement that wo
have our own Bureau. The complete
ramoval  of the Mensheviks and  now-
Iskraists avorywhara.”

{January 10, 1205, Lenin's amphasis)

Thesa statements prior W the
Third Congress were confirmed by
Lenin's stand after the Congress
itself, The subsequent call to umity
was o unile ground the programme
and rules adopred at this Bolshewk
Congress. Mnd Lenin pul this call for
unily in terms ol inviting  the
Menshoviks, now regarded as oulside
the Party, to refain the (Bolshevik-
led party.

“The party crisis sobwed itsell by the
mare foct that the Congress was convened.,
The root caute of the crisis, a5 ewryone
knows was the stubborm refusal of the
minarity ot the Second Congress o
submit to the majority. The sgonising
and protrascted nature of tha crisis wos
conditioned by the delay in convening
the Third Cangress, by the fact thers was
virtually a split in tha Party, a split that
was kapt hidden and secrat benaath o
hypocritical show of wnity, while the
Majority was making desperate efforts 10
find o guick and direct way out of the
impossible  sitluation. Tha
provided this way outl by bluntly sking
the Minority whether it accapted the
decisions ol tha Majarity, iz whether Party
unity wai 1o be restored or to be larmally
andl ecomplotaly broken. Tha Minogity
choss the latlar coursa. It proforred m
split ., .

The Minarity has spiit away from the
Party, that is an sccomplished fact. Some
of tham will probebly be brought to see
by the decisions of the Congress, and still
more by its proceedings, how naive the
sundry iales sbhout mechenical supresion,
ete, are: thay will come to sea that the
rights of the Minority in general are fully
guaranised by the naw Rules, thet tha
split is harmlul; and this section of tha
Minority will re-enter the Party.”

[The Third Congress, Coll, Works val B,
ppda2-3). [Emphasiz sdded].

Under  these  conditions  the
proposal of unity 1o the Mensheviks
on the basis of revolulionary
discipline, when the Mensheviks'
whole position was steepad in pelty
bourgeois individualism and indisci-
pline, was anything but a coneili-
atory mowva. |t was the highest form
of struggle against tham.

When in 1906 Lenin procesded
towards reunification, it was Tirmly
an the political starting point of the
Second and Third Congresses which
had agreed:

“an the necossity for the Parly io
participata practically and most ener-
gatically in tha armed uprising and to give
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it leadarship; and an the Party's parspec-
tive of & provisional mvolutionary pavern-
mant."

The political situation was one in
which:

““the vael majority of Social Demo-
cratic workers are exceedingly dissatisfied
with the split and are demanding unity."

Under these conditions Lenin was
supremely  confident that  the
Bolsheviks would win the support of
these workers in a united RSDLP. He
advizsed Bolshevik supporters:

“thesa elamants can ba inflluonced, snd
thay will submit to the influence of the
stepdisst and solid core of Social Demo-
crats,” |Emphasis sdded: note that the
“gora of Social Democrats” is tha Bol-
thaviks.)

Mone of these factors have the
slightest influence an Sed Weekiy.
They ignore the influx of workers
demanding unity. They ignore the
political platform on which Lenin
demanded unity., They ignore the
complexitias of the split itself.
Instead they offer us the shabhy
device of a censored guatation, with
the paolitical heart torn out. The
authors tell us that Lenin said the
wish for unity is:

“Surely legitimate, historically necos-
sary and psychologically comprehensible
.« .« Lot us then unita to maka this revol-
ution."

But it is those tell-tala dots which
indicate a saction has been omilted,
In  reality the quotation should
conclude:

“Wa have already written a very good
and comprehensive programme for the
damocretic revalution. Lat us, than, unita
also to meke thiz revolution.” {amphasis
pcddad).

There can be little doubt that this
omission by the IMG is a conscious
altempt to avoid political embarass-
ment; a deliberate falsification of a
quotation to force it into supporting
their own case.

The Unity Congress of 1806
found the Bolshaviks in a minority
an both Central Committee and
Editorial Board. The response from
Lenin was to stress and insist upon
the autonomy of focal commiltees
in carrying out the general line
adopted at the Congress. Lenin was
convinced that in this way the class
conscious worker members would be
brought rapidly to  reject  the
Manshevik line of concluding an
electoral alliance with the bourgeois
Cadet party.

This is where we find Lenin
stating hluntly that:

“"The Bolsheviks plainly stated, in the
committee appointed by tha [Unity]
Congress to draft the Party Rulas, that
any attempt to curlsil the autonomy of
the local organisations and the rights of
the opposition & formulated by the
factional Third Congress will inevitzbly
lead to a gplit.”

{On the Ouestion of Organisation, CW
p. 406.)

And the political groundwark for

this fight in the local oroanisations

had also been laid, even during the
Unity Congrass itsalf.

“Any infetuation with guasi-consti-
tutionalism, any oxaggeration of the
“positiva” role of the Duma by enybody,
any sppeals of tha axireme Right Social
Damocrats for moderation and sobriety—
wo have in our posssssian a most pawar-
ful weapon egainst them, Tha weapan is
Clause 1 of tha Congress resolution on
insurrection.

The Unity Congress of the RSDLP has
recagnisad that the immaediate task of the
movament s io wrest power from the
asutoeratic govarnmant. Whoovor forgets
sout this immediate task, whoaver
attampts to push it into the background,
will fofrings tho will of the Congross: and
wa shall Tight all who are guilty of this in
tha starnast fashion.”

{Rapart on tha Unity Congress, W vol
10, p. 3B1),

This last report was published
in the Bolshevik daily paper Volna;
the Balsheviks maintained their own
daily papers throughout the spring
and summer of 1806, And they sot
up a secret  Bolshevik organising
centre  even during the Unity
Congress itself at Stockholm. Lenin's
concept  of  "unity”  with  the
Mensheviks was clearly one which
placed  primary emphasis on  the
integrity and development of the
Bolshevik cadres.

We have shown some of the
complexity of this, possibly the
most contradictory period of all. The
Bolsheviks organised as a  party
within a party. But they also argued
as a tendency within a single party.
In Lenin's retrospective, considered
analysis, the Bolsheviks were a party
throughout this period.

Tha conclusion must be that the
fight for the palitical continuity
af Bolshavism, for the pressrvation
af the revolutionary core emerging
from the 1903 divisions, was Lenin's
primary objective for which tactical
moves and manosuvres towards the
Mensheviks were a means and not an
and in themselves.

It is not accidental that during the
1905 revalution and after 1912 when
the Russian working class resumed its
forward movement, the split in the
RSDLP was absolutely in the open.
That in the period in between it was
possible to preserve formal unity,
Lenin’s fight to direct revolutionary
agitation and the ideas of Marxism
towards the Russian workers in the
struggle for a revolutionary party was
consistent  throughout,  but  the
particular form it assumed differed
from period 1o period,

During the periods of the rising
struggle of the working class the
priority was given to the opan mass
work of which the Bolsheviks could
take advantage; during the periods of
retreat to consolidation of the gaing
made; to the preparation of the core
of the party inside the RSOLP for
the coming upsurge. During  the
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stormy periods the vanguard of the
working class was 1o be found and
mabilised on the streats and in the
Soviets, during the lulls the central
area of work was the faction struggle
inn the RSOLP.

Far from lamenting the 1905
periad in which there was an absol-
utely open split as a period of party
‘disunity’ Lenin described it as tha
pericd in which “The revolutionary
parties . . . were learning how 1o
attack,” This was the ‘dress rehearsal’
for the 1917 revolution. The rise of
the revolution itself could not have
parmitted unity belween Bolshevism
and Meanshevik opportunism.

Marshall and Yeales set aside this
historical context to the splits and
unifications conducted by the Bol-
sheviks. And in doing so they
attempl 1o drag into their support
historian  Brian  Pearce, whose
account of Lenin‘s  tactics they
mysteriously describe as “axcellent”.

If the reader actually looks at
Pearce's account, it raveals the
complete oppozite of the IMG view,
Pearce shows how Lenin used the
fight for revolutionary unity 1o
politically  defeat  the Menshevik
leaders and win  workers 1o
Bolzshavism:

. . . @ decision was tekan (1908)
agafnst agitation for @ saparata Qelshovik
Congress to ba convened at anca, as advo-
cated by some comradas indignant at the
dogenaration of Menshovism inta ‘liguid-
atianism’, The iter developmant had
aroused misgivings ameong many of the
Manshovik rank and file who, though
thiay disagreed with tha Balsheviks on
some imporiant politicel points, shared
with tham the convietion that ths workers
must retain an independant perty of their
own, organised far illegal as wall as legal
activity. |f the Bolshaviks played their
cards properly they could win over o
substantial  saction of this Menshavik
rank and file; at this stage it would be
wrong to take the initiative in splitting
tha party, though a split was inevitable in
tha not too distant futura. A fight must be
waged under the slogan of ‘presarvatiaon
and consclidation of tha ASDLP" ™,

In fact this pzriod provides an
excellent  example of how the
struggle for vnity on a revolutionary
basis can be used to spfit off reval-
utionary  from  non-revolutionary
alementls.

The papar Zvesda run by the
Bolsheviks and ‘pro-party
Mensheviks between 1910 and 1912
set out to organise the revalutionary
forces in the ASDLP on o ‘definite
party ling’. The fact that the pro-
party Menshevik faction soon dis-
appearad after 1912 was the vindi-
cation of Lenin's fight Tor regroup-
ment and unity on a firm ideclogical
brasis.

Marshall, Yeeles and the Red
Weekly obscure these points, Mas-
merised by the prospect of organ
isational unity  they ignore the
question of tha struggle for pafitical
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unity. Instead we are told that the
‘size of the differences’ batween the
WSL and the IMG are not as graat as
those between the Bolsheviks and
the Mensheviks, Trotsky and Stalin.

This is  simply  ahistorical
nonsense. The question of the ‘size’
of differences is not a fixed and
immutable thing;, a nquestion of
arithmetic, which can ba determinad
by formal agreement on this or that
guestion at any particular time,
Centrism and revisionizm today do
not take as their point of departure
for activity the writings of Axelrod
ar Martav,

While it is true that the content of
revisionism (its turning away fram
the guestion of revolutionary leader-
ship and the independence of the
working class from the bureaucracy
and the bourgecisie) remains the
same, the form grows out of a
struggle against Marxism. At each
stage in history  revolutionary
tradition is used as a cover for anti-
Marxist theory and practica.

Lenin's hitter struggle against the
Mensheviks began on  apparently
"minor’ questions. It was successful,
as Socimiist Press has shown in its
articles dealing with the subject,
because he understood from  the
stert that these ‘minor’ guestions
were a pale reflection of a very deep
oppartunism;  he  organiszd  his
supporters for struggle on the basis
of that understanding.

“*If yau raust unita, Marx wrote to the
Party leadars, then enter into agroamants
to satisfy tha practical asims of the move-
ment, but do not allow any bargaining
over principles, do not meke ‘concessions’
in questions of theory , ..

Without a revolutionary theory thore
can be no rovolutionary movement, This
though cannot be insisted wpon too
strongly at 8 tima when the fashionahle
preaching of opportunism goes hand in
hand with &en infatuation for the narrowest
forms of practical activity. Yet, for
Russian Social Damocrats the importance
of thoory is enhanced by throe more
circumstances, which are oftan forgotten:
firsthy by tha fact that our Party & enly in
the process af farmation, its Teatures are
enly just bacoming outlined, and it is
yot far from having sattled accounts with
other trends of revolutionery thought
which thraatan to divert the movement
from the correct path . . . Undar these
circumstances what at first sight appoars
to be an “unimpartant”™ mistake may lead
to most deplorsble consequences, and
only shortsighted pesople can consider
factional disputas and strict differen-
tistion between shadas inopportune ar
superfluous, The fate of RAussian Social
Deamaocracy far many, many years to come
may dopand on the strengthening of one
or anothar “shada™.”

(What Is To Ba Danae? [Paking, 1973]
p.28).

Today the ‘minor’  differences
with the IMG reflact themselves in a
completely  different  arientation
towards the waorking class and the
tasks which face it; we have no doubt
{and the experience so far has con-

firmed this) that thess differances
will widen unless the IMG is able, as
a rasull of the fight of the WS5L, to
radically break with its past, absorb
rew lessons and undergo a trans-
formation on all levels, To speak of
the ‘size’ of differences has no mean-
ing in this context. In their tims
Lenin and Trotsky always faced
towards the advanced warkers that
could be wan to Marxism.

It is this that makes a comparison
between the IMG and the WSL with
the Meansheviks and Lenin or the
Stalintern  and Trotsky a  futile
axercisga. The RSDLP and the Second
International as a whole, despite the
bourgeois  opportunism  of  the
leaders, contained the cream of the
wiorking class —the most sarious and
acdvanced warkers who had come Lo
understand the neesd for a working
class party to struggle for socialism.

The Comintern likewise was the
party of those workers who had
developed on the strengths of the
early Second International and had
come to recognise fully the need for
revolution and proletarian dictator-
ship.

It is laughahle ta put the IMG or
the ‘United’ Secretariat on a par with
moverments like these. The WSL
prefers, after Lenin and Tratsky, to
turn away from circle palitics, and
towards the working class and its
advanced sactions.

We disagree with those like the
IMG who claim that to win the
acdvanced warkers it is helplul to seek
“upnity’" on  a “lowest common
denominator’” basis between groups
claiming to he Trotskyist. Such a
pasition is only one step away from
the absolutely liguidationist “mass”
politics of the Socialist Workers
Party taday—far whom new recruits
need only be generally in favour aof
socialism, against  capitalism, and
not racialists—or of the “Trotskyist™
Warkers Revalutionary Party.

THE BATTLE FOR
TROTSKYISM
Documents of the 1974 expulsions
in the Workers Revolutionary Party
which led to the formation of the

Warkers Socialist League.
£1.00 plus 25p p&p.

THE TRANSITIONAL
PROGRAMME
The founding programme of the
Fourth Interpational, reprinted
with an introduction by Alan
Thornett, and a glossary.
20p plus 15p p&p.
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We should recall instead the way
Trotsky approached the issue of
fusion between the inter-district
Mezhrayontsi crganisation [of which
he was then a member) with the
Bolshevik Party in July 1917, He
published the following statement
in Pravda:

"Thara ara in my opinion a2t the
prasent time no differences either in
principla or tactics betwean the intar-
district andd the Bolshevik organisations.
Accordingly there are no motives which
justify the separate existenca of these
arganisations,’

{Histary of the Russian Rovolution Yol
2, Page 296].

Trotsky, in other words, has
closely scrutinised  the  principles
upheld by Lenin's party, and their
tactical meathaods of translating those
principles into practice, And he has
found complete agreement, on which
palitical basis he proposes fusion.

Howe different fram the 1MG's
call to “unite” and ““fuse’’, The MG
seek oul no discussion on political
principles. They pursue no discussion
on the brazenly obviouws tactical
differences that place an enormous
question mark over the possibility of
a unified movement. They make no
attempt to prove sither to their own
members or to the WSL that any
palitical basis for fusion actually
axists, Instead they atlempt o assure
all  and sundry that  political
differences are secondary to so-called
“arganisational principles™.

Far the IMG to play any terious
role in the fight to reconstruct the
Fourth International  this  down-
grading of political principle, this
striving o adapt at each point to the
latest forces on tha scens, muost be
consciously ended.

And the political mathod that has
led its leadership to such a position
must be examined, together with its
roots, which are 1o he found in the
post war crisis and disorientation of
the Fourth International.

THE TOOLROOM STRIKE AND
THE FIGHT TO END
WAGE CONTROL
WSL pamphlet Mumhber 1, tracing
the turbulent struggles that hrought
the Lib Lab coalition to power and

foratold the end of wage contral.
25p, plus 10p p&p.

Available from:

Folrose Books,

31, Dartmouwth Park Hill,
London MWS THR.
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LEYLAND:

PASSPORT TO

INTERNATIONAL
REPRESSION

By Bob Sutcliffe.

Despite the financial catasirophe suffered by
some of its subsidiaries (in Spain, Italy and
Australia), British Leyland remains a vast
international company. And, wherever il oper-
ates, it shows the same arrogant hostility to
workers’ demands as it shows in every dispute in
Britain,

In Italy on November 26 1975 Leyland announced
the complete closure of its Innocenti workers and
tried to sack all 4,500 workers.

Although the company put every possible obstacle in
the way of the woarkers’ organisations, especially the
elected factary council, the woarkers occupied the
plant.

After five bitter months, during which Leyland
refused to pay a penny in compensation o tha sacked
worlers, the occupation ended because of the betrayal
by the leaders of the Italian Communist Party. They
cooked up a deal with the gowernment and Halian
capitalists to ‘rescue’ the factory— an agreament which
laft the workers without a thread of sacurity.

Leyland prefers to operate in countries where the
activities of the workers are under firmer state
control—in places like South Africa and India where a
cambination of starvation wages and brutal repras-
sion af workers by the state in alliance with Leyland
management have produced high profits.

In South Africa Leyland has three factories. At
Blackheath near Cape Town it manufactures and assem-
bles cars; and at Mabani in Durban and at Elandsfontein
in Transvaal it makes vans and trucks,

Since 1973 Leyland South Africa has been involved
in a long disputa with its B00 or so black workers.
Through a policy based on lies, hypoerisy and collusion
with the racist repression of the state, Leyland has
refused to recognise the trade union to which its black
workers balong.

The Meatal and Allied Warkers Union (MAWLU) First
began to recruit members in the Mobeni plant in April
1973, Within three months 95% of the black workers
had joinad.

MAWU  applied for recognition which Leyland
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refused, saying it was illegal,

In fact, though under South Africa law black unions
are denied any of the facilities given to white unions,
thay are nat as such illegal, nor is it illegal for indivicdual
companies to negotiate with them.

Faced with Leyland's refusal the union retreated and
tried instead to elect representatives to the plant ‘works
committee’, Leyland refused to recognise these repras-
antatives.

At the beginning of 1974 Leyland tried to set up a
management-dominated  ‘laison  committee’.  The
warkers boyecotted it and demanded a referendum of the
workers.

Leyland refused and so the wnion called the first
recognition strike for many years. The company sacked
all the striking workers and, when the union was forced
to retreat, refused to employ anyone who had playead a
part in organising the union.

MAWL  tried 1o spread s recruiting to  the
Elandfontain plant but the Union secretary and other
warkers organising within the plant were prompily
arrested by the Security Branch and threatensd with
various charges.

That was three years zgo. The MAWU campaign for
recognition has continued. And Leyland continues to
rafuse recognition.

Union organisers have bzen incessantly intimidated
and wictimised. Levland claims, with unbelievable
hypocrisy, that to recognise the union now might set
back the cause of African trade unionism,

The truth is that any increase in the pawer of the
black workers [whose wage in 1974 was £10 a week)
would set back the cause of Layland’s profits and might
threaten its lucrative deals with Vorster's racist dictator-
ship.

A very large proportion of Land Rover production,
for example, is sald to the South African army and
police —and are widely used in internal security opar-
ations.

The British Leyland Combineg Committee voted last
year for a black on supplies going to the South African
subsidiary until MAWLU gained recognition,

Len Murray, Jack Jones and Hugh Scanlon claim to
support this demand. But in sccordance with their class
collabarationist paolicies in Britain, they have done
absolutely nothing to enforce it

Meanwhila Leyland is trying to crush the union in
South Africa by maving its Mobeni operations to Black-
heath in the Cape where MAWLU has no strength.

Leyiand's activities in India have been avan less
publicised than those in South Africa. But they reveal
the same ruthless hostility to its warkers,

At Ashok Layland in Ennare in Madras a manufac-
turing and assembly operation employs 4,000 woarkers
making old models using old machinery on which the
intensity of work is very high.

Skilled workers at the plant receive abaut a lifth of
tha wage of an unskilled worker in Britain,

A British trade unionist who managed ta visit the
plant last year during Dictator Gandhi's emergency
reports that it is ringed by wire fences and bristling with
state police,

There is a police station at the entrance to the plant
and the police continuausly intervene inside the factory.
He reported finding a ‘ruthless management hatad by the
workers’.
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Thare is a long history of violence and intimidation in
the factory against trade union militants,

This takes the form of a struggle betwaen the inde-
pendent unions and the stooge upions rin by the
Congress Party and backed wp by the managoment and
the police. The stooge unions regularly hire armad thugs
1o terrarise shop floor militants,

The Leyland managemsant was in the forefront of the
brutal strikebreaking actions taken by employers o
crush the widespread strikes in Madras in 1972,

The factory is run by British senior managers backed
up by a group of sychophantic Indian middle managers,
It was some of these who tald the visiting British trade
unionist that ‘the English manzgers have told us that
what Mrs Gandhi has done in India (the amergancy and
suppression of trade union rights) the British govern-
ment should do there’,

Leyland management, like that of other multinational
firms in India have baan firm supporters af the Gandhi
emergency,

Leyland's brutal and reactionary actions in India, like
those in South Africa, must be taken up by the workars’
movemant in Britain,

MORE |
DETAILS

We are always willing to supply further in-
formation about the Warkers Socialist League,
its aims and its work.

WSL Perspectives (25p) can be obtained
from, and gueries should be addressed to:

WORKERS SDCIALIST LEAGUE,

31, Dartmouth Park Hill,

London NWS THR.
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The Revolutionary Communist
Group set themselves the task on
their formation of re-establishing a
Marxist tradition and of raising the
level of ideological debate on the
left. To this end they created as their
public face not a newspaper, since
they believe that the theoretical basis
for one did not exist, but a quarterly
theoretical journal. The RCG laments
that tha left groups have shown a
contampt for theory in not replying
ta the positions they have developed,

This article is devoted to a
critique of the main article in Revoi-
utionary Commuanist 5 "Women's
Oppression Under Capitalism™. It is
in this article maore than any other
published by the RCG that they
have the opportunity of putting
forward a concrete analysis.

The purpose of our reply is not
simply to show how the RCG go
wrong on the question of women but
why they necessarily go wrong on all
izsues, since their whole conception
of how theory is developed and the
nature of its relation to the practice
of the working class is radically
wrong, For this reason we begin
with the RCG's general mathodo-

PROPAGANDISM
AND THE

FIGHT FOR
WOMEN'S RIGHTS

By Julia Kellett and Steve Piercey.

lagical approach and then go on to
illustrate the consequences of this
approach  in thair  analysiz  of
women's pppression.

METHOD

The RCG believe that a pre-
candition for the development of
revolutionary  theory is an under-
standing of the social relations of
production as analysed by Marx in
Capital. This is true in 50 far as a
revolutionary pragramme which does
not hase itself on an understanding
of the social relations of production
and the forms under which they
appear under capitalism will inevit-
ably he superficial and inadequate. It
will not be able to penetrate hayond
the appearances aof capitalist produc-
tion to the content of the social
relations which lie hahind them. An
analysis at the level of appearances
remains trapped within bourgeois
ideology and leads to a reformist
political practice.

It does pot follow, however, that
the programme of the revolutionary
party is no more than a logical
deduction from  the categories
contained in Cagital. It is not even
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simply a matter of showing the form
that the general laws of capitalist
production are taking in a particular
concrete situation and drawing out
the political conclusions. This is the
method of the RCG. They see
politics as a bare reflection of the
movement of capital in ils process
of accumulation, They assume that
the correct politics for the working
class  movemenl follow once the
rmatarial basis of a particular problem
is known.

This is a completely mechanical
and undialectical view of the ralation
between ecanomics and  politics
which does not see the essential
interaction  between  the  two.
Although events at the leval of
production proecipitate the capitalist
crisis and determine the general
terrain under which the class struggle
is fought aut, the form which the
class struggle takes and ity out
come depend on many political and
even cultural factors.

In Capital Marx laid down the
thearetical foundation of the revol-
utionary movement by showing that
the possibility of socialism s bam



TROTSKYISM TODAY

out of the womb of capitalism,
which prepares the material Tfoun-
dation for a higher form of sociaty.
He shows the necessity for revolution
by the fact that the limited social
basis of capitalism [the irreconcilable
interests  of Capital and  Labour)
means that the forces of production
are developad unevenly, anarchically
and through a pracess ol periodic
crisis. The barrier ta the further
development of the productive forces
is capital itzelf. Only the revolution:
ary overthrow of the capitalist social
relations of production can resole
the crisis in the inlerests of the
warking class,

In Capirad Marx was nol ocon-
cerned to present a history of capital-
ism mor an analysis of capitalism at a
particular stage of its development.

Capital, although  a  historical
analysis, 15 a general analysis of the
foundation of bourgeois society. The
form aof analysis employed by Marx
in Capital 15 not adequate for a
perspeclives  article, It necessarily
leaves out the active, conscious side
of the class struggle as it is actually
fought out. In  The Eighteanth
Brumaire of Lows Bonapacte, Marx
gives a model of a conjunctural
analysis, showing how the general
lawes of capital interact with political
and cultural factors as parts or
moments of a dialectical whaole
rather than as functions of the mowve-
ment aof capital. For the RCG, econ-
omics are the directly detarmining
glement fram which politics can be
deduced. Engels took such positions
to task in 1890:

“According 1o the mataerialist concep-
tion of history, the ultimately daetermining
alemnant in history is the production and
repraduction of real lifa. More than this
Marx and | have naver assarted. Honca if
somobody twists this into saying that the
aconomic alamant s the only detarmining
ana, he transforms that proposition into 8
meaninglass, abstract phrase. The econ-
amic situstion is the basis, but the various
alomonts of the suparsiructure . . . also
axorcise thoir influance upan the course of
avants and in many cases pregonderats in
datermining their farm, There is an inter-
action of these alaments . . . the economic
movement finally  asserts  itsalf as
nacagsary ., . .

Marx and | ara oursalves partly to
hlame for the fact that the youngar pecple
sometimes  lay  more  stress  on the
economic side than is dug to it. We had to
amphazise the main pringiple vis-a-vis our
advarsaries, who denied it, and we had not
always the time, the place or opportunity
to giva their due to the other elaments
involved in the interaction. But when it
came to presanting a saction of history,
that is, to making a prectical appifcation,
it was a different matter and there ro
error was parmissable.”" (1)

Only through such a dialectical
approach can consciousness be seen
as the result of social being. The fact
that the RCG deny this and ses
coniciousness as the bare reflection
of the material appearances of
capitalism, means that they cannot

understand how theory and practice
are united in the activity of the
waorking class through the medium of
the programme of the revolutionary
party. This theoretical weakness is
not  limited o the RCG-it s
rampant an the left in Britain. But
the RCG show it in its purast form.
This can best be illustrated by con-
sidering the RUG'S conception of the
problem of refarmism,

REFORMISM

The RCG see the main protlem in
the working class as being the fact
that the warking class and its leadar-
ship  share the views of the
bourgeaisie on the cause and the curs
af the crisis. The way to answer this
prablem, the BCG argues, is to take a

Lenin

Marxist understanding of the crisis,
wamen's oppression and other issues
inta the labour movemnent so that the
warking class can answer the idealog-
ical offensive of the buurgeoisiz with
its owen independent class view.

Although it is true that the chief
task of the revolutionary party is to
transform the spontaneously reform-
ist consciousness of the working class
into a revolutionary consciousness,
the party does this by developing the
activity of the waorking class, not by
simply equipping the working class
with propaganda to oppose bourgaois
idealogy.

From & Marxist standpoint the
revolutionary process is one in which
there must be cantinual interaction
hotween the social activity and the
social consciousness of the working
class in the class struggie. By trans-
forming the activity of the working
cless, the party transforms  its
CONSCIOLSNESS,

o locate the problem of
reformism as a problem of “wrong
ideas’ and to see the solution as
“taking a Marxist understanding’ of
the nature of the crisis and women's
opprassion into the working class is
bath abstract and idealist. Marx
demolished this conception of trans
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torming consciousnass early onin his
development when he lambasted the
Young Hegelians:

“This demand to changs consciousness
amounts 10 a demand to intarpret reality
in another way, ie. io recognise it by
another interpretation . . . they am in no
way combatting thoe real existing world
whan they are maraly combatting the
phrazas of this world"". (2]

This resort to idealism i the
means by which the RCG wainly
atternpt  to Wansform  themselves
from  contemplative matarialists to
revalutionzaries. Given their starting
point that consciousness s simply
the reflection  of  the m_amrial
appearancas of capitalism, they are
faced with the prablem of how, in
line  with  Marxist  arthodoxy,
consciousness becomes a revolution-
ary force. The problem is “solved*
by the RCG, as by earlier mechanical
materialists such as Hobert Owen, by
hoping  far  an idealist  lzap  in
conscioustess whoo the working class
comes  into  contact with  correct
ichzas. With its new understanding of
the crisis, inflation and women's
apprassicn the working class hope-
fully discards its chauvinism  and
bourgenis ideology and  proceeds
unimpeded to the task of changing
society —or so the RCG balieve.

Mowhera in this concaption of the
revolutionary process doas the reval-
utionary  party and ils programme
appear, In the final sentence of their
long analysis of women's opprassian
in Revalutionary Cormmumist 5, we
are okl that “the building of a
revalutionary  party is essential Lo
overthrow capital.’” (3) But this is
pure  formalism, no more than a
genuflection to Leninist orthodoxy.
In the preceeding thousands of words
of analyszis the RCG have not demon-
strated in any way why a party and a
programme are necessary. For them
there is simply a need for a dedicated
band of professional theoreticians
whi devate themselves to elucidating
theory in a form suitable for the
masses in their daily battle against
hourgeais ideclogy.

For the RCG theory is developed
aoutside the practice of the class
strugole. This is a truly elitist stand
poink. As Marx said of these sort of
self-proclaimed  “theorists™  who
stand above the class struggle:

i . it is essential to educaie the
pducator  himself. This decirine must,

therefore divide sociely into fwa halwes,
one ol which is superior Lo sociely”’. 4)

When Lenin said that theory has
to come to the working class “from
without” he meant that revolution-
ary theory does nol arise from the
class struggle as it sponlansously
develops.

Although Marx said that “when
theory grips the masses it becomes
a material force’, theory does not
grip the masses in pure form. There
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has ta be a form of mediation
between theory and practice. The
form of mediation is the gragramme.
The programme gives theory a
concrete form  in a  system  of
demands which advance a course of
action through which workers can
come to an undarstanding of the
necessity of revolution as a result of
thair own activity and experience.
The essential method of Trotsky’s
Transitional  Programmea  is  tha
changing of consciousness through
active struggle and experience. This is
why the demands have an expansion-
ary character. They begin with the
defence of the basic material
intarests of the working class and ara
tharefore able to relate to the present
consciousnaess of workers, Once the
demands are taken up they reveal
their offensive content by involving
workers in struggle Tor control over
production and finally a struggle for
state power. Each development of
the strugole marks a step forward
i the development af consciousness.

Marx

The fact that the RCG do not see
consciousness in relation to activity
leads them to make no distinction
betwesn  the reformism  of  the
present  bureaucratic  leadership of
the working class and the refarmism
of the mass of the warking class.

The reason why it is essential to
distinguish betwesn the mass of the
working class and its bBureaucratic
laadership is that they do Aot ocoupy
the same pasition in the social
structure of capitalism or play the
same raole in the class struggle. It
may be trug that both the mass of
workers amd  their  leaders share
similar refarmist illusions Bt Ms is
nat the main paint, if consciousnass
is looked at dialectically.

b Marx points out:

“The question is not what goal is
emviseaged for tha time being by this or
that member of the prolatariat, or even by
the prolatarial as a whole. The guestion is
what 15 the prodetaciat and what course of
action will it bo forced historically to take
in conformity with its own nature.” (G}

This passage could be repeated
with regard to the present bureau-

cratic leadership of the working class;
for the essential differance batween
the working class and the bureau-
cracy s not one of immediate
consciousnegss but one of action
which each “will . be forced
histarically to take in conformity
with its own nature.”’

If it were true that the nature of
the working class and the nature of
the prasent bureaucratic leadership
are the same, then why should the
leadership assume the form of a
bureaucracy?

The fact that the RCG do not
make a political distinction betweaen
the two means that they are unable
tp see that bureaucracy 15 not an
inevitahle, inherant part of the
working class  movement, but a
formation, an excresenca as Trotsky
called it, which arises under certain
historical political conditions to play
a definite raole in the class struggle.

The bureaucratic form of leader-
ship in the waorking class originated
historically  with  the adwant of
imparialism whose high monopoly
profits  “makes it economically
possible to bribe the upper strata of
the proletariat, and thereby fosters,
gives shape 1o, and strengthens
opportunism, ™ {B) The bureaucracy
seeks as its basis of support the top
layars of the working class who have
been detached from the broad massaes
of the proletariat,

“Opporiunisl  arganisations by thair
very nature concentrate their  chief
attention on the top layers af the working
class and therefora igneres both the youth
and woman worker,” (7}

The fact that in a period of crisis

the social basis of the bureaucracy
tends to be eroded onby intensifies
the conflict between the privileged
zections of the working class and the
mass of the working class. Ewven
when the social basis of the bursau-
cracy 15 disappearing, it still has a
definite sacial position to defend and
a definite role to perform in the
workers movermnant. This role is to
mediate between the opposed class
interests of the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie.

The leadership of the waorking
class becomes bureaucratic, freeing
itself a5 much as possible from
control balow and attacking all forms
of demoecracy because that s
assantial if it @5 to achieva its
historical role of demobilising the
working class.

In the active process of the class
struggle, the nature of the working
class forces it to reach hayond its
own immediate consciousness. But
the nature of the bureaucracy forces
it to stamp on every independent
movement and ta bacome “'masters
of the mass movemeant in order 1o
rendar it harmless’” (8] Precisely
bacause of this the guestion of
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|leadarship in the working class is
central,

The WSL doe: not argue that the
working class already has a revol-
utionary consciousness and that the
anly thing necessary is 1o sweep
away the existing leadership,

We agree that conscipusness has (o
change, hut it will aonly changs
through the independent mobilis-
ation of the working class on the
basis of an independent programme.
The bureaucracy is the fundamental
barrier 1o this process even
baginning. 1t is for this reason that
the struggle for the independent
mobilisation of the working class is
necessarily simultanecusly a struggle
against  the present bureaucratic
leadarship. The problem of reform-
ism, then, is only a problem of
wrong ideas al a very abstract level.
In concrete  political terms  the
prablem of reformism is a problem
af the feadership of the working
class.

THE FAMILY

The BRCGs mechanical material-
ism threads through its analysis on
women's oppression and is shown
very clearly in their one-sided view of
the family. They begin with some
carrect  points:  that  women's
appression  is not rooted in the
family per se but in the form of the
farmily  under  capitalism.  The
development of capitalism creates a
separation between domestic labour
and social labour. Domestic labour,
performed hy women in the family,
becomes privatised and outside social
production. The extent to which
domestic labour can be socialised is
limited absolutely by capital itself.
It is thiz economic function of the
family, as a producer of free
domestic services for capital, that
enslaves women within the family,
and materially  ties them to their
role of domeastic workars,

For women to zchieve real social
equality "the quality possessed by
the individual family of being an
ecanamfc unit of society must be
aholished.”” (9], The demand which
revolutionarias  should  raise  in
relation to the family is for the
socialisation of domestic labour and
the abolition of the family as an
economic unit, The demand "abolish
the family’® and theories which do
not distinguish batween the family
as an economic unit and “Family
life"  “obhscure  the revolutionary
significance of women's opprassion”.
1100 In any case the family cannot be
abolished: it has to be replaced,
Thus  Revolutionary  Cammitndist
concludaes:

“Undar cepitalism family lifa is
destroyed, whila st tha same time the

family as an aconomic unit is maintained.
Under socialism tha revarsa will ba the
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casa, Family life will take on a new form

a5 the family as an economic unit is

dastrayed.” (11) 4 [
Although theories which focus

antirely on the position of women in
family life do lead to reactionary
conclusions, the RCG go to the other
axtreme and confine their analysis to
the family as an economic unit.
While the starting point of an all-
round analysis of the family must be
its economic role under capitalism,
an analysis that grds with this dis-
covery has hardly begun,

The RCG can dismiss the social
and cultural aspacts of the family
because for them “‘under capitalism
family life is destroyed.” This is
nonsense. |1 is only possible to say
that capitalisim “destroys the family ™
if one has an ideal, a-historical
conception of the family, If the
RCG's “materialism’ allowed them
to see anything more than mechan-
ical forces they would realise that the
social and cultural aspects of the
family assume a definite form of
immense political importance o
ravolutionaries, The non-economic
aspects of the family are mat secon-
dary in political terms.

The general secial subordination
of women in relation to men does
not derive from legal and political
discrimination, but from  their
position of domestic worker in the
family. As Engels deseribes the

ralation between rmen and womean:
“The insquslity of the two bafore the

law, which iz a legacy of provious social
conditions is not the cuase but the effact
of the economic oppression of women”.
{12)

The dominant position of men in
society means that, as Engels puts it,
“in tha family he is the bourgeois,
the wife represents the proletariat’
{13}). This is a consequence of her
role as domestic worker which gives
her a sacially subordinate position in
both family life and public tife. But
as Engels points out, the form in
which women's oppression appears
is male domination. This appearance
is not just an illusion. It is no
accident, therefore, that feminists,
unahle to penetrate beneath  the
appearances of women's oppression
ta the real content which explains
those appearances, see men as the
cause of their oppression.

The task of revolutionaries is not
to ignore the reality of the male
dominated form of family life under
capitalism, but to develop the
consciousness of both working class
men and women in a struggle against
the form of family life under capital-
ism. This is done, practically, by
demonstrating to both male and
fomale workers the political impaort-
ance of involving women in the class
struggle. Only in this way can sexual
chauvinism be lought in practice. [t
is the role of the famiy as a social

barrier to the invalvement of women
in political life, their stifling confine-
ment within the narrow sphere of
domestic toil and personal relations,
that is of immediate practical
concern  to  revolutionaries.  As
Trotsky noted:

“As long as a woman is chained to her
housework, the care of the family, the
cooking, tha sewing, all her chances of
participation in sociel end political lifa
ara cut down in the extrama®™. (14).

The RCG show their inabilily o
assess the family as a social unit in
their discussion of Stalin’s resurrec-
tion of the bourgeais family in
Russia. Stalin's reversals of the early
measures taken by the Bolsheviks to
provide social equality for women
thraugh the socialisation of domestic
labour were the consequence, they
argue, of the esconomic difficulties
inherent in the policy of ‘socialism in
ane country’. {15

At no point do they assess Stalin's
daification of the family as part of a
process of political counter-revolu-
tion by the wsurping bureaucracy.
The link between the cult of the
family {in all its aspects) and political
reaction is vital, The Stalinist bureau-
cracy bolstered the family not simply
to “provide an sconomic basis for its
survival”, (16} but also to provide
the political basis for its survival,

As Tratsky said:

“Tha maost compeliing motive for the
presant eult of the family is undaubtedly
the need of the bursaucracy for & stable
hisrarchy of ralations and for the disciplin-
ing of wouth by means of 40 millian

points of suppart for the bureaucracy.”
{17},

An essential part of Stalin®s
political counter-revolution was the
dastruction of the szeds of workers'
democracy. There was an intimate
connection bztween the destruction
of warkers democracy  and  the
resurrection of the bourgeais family.

The bureavcracy  required  the
damaobilisation of the masses and
their exclusion from public life. For
this the bureaucracy turngd 1o the
social role of the family, its ability to
enforce disciplineg and to isolate the
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masses in the narrow private life of
individual family calls.

The RCG's account of the re-
emergence of the family in Russia in
terms of economic considerations
hardly even gives a partial picture of
what was involved. The cultural
backwardness of the masses, their
exhaustion in the civil war, the
decimation of the working class, the
liguidation of the Left Opposition—
these were ultimately the decisive
factors in the Thermidor of the
family.

There is no one to one machanical
relation between the family, partic-
ularly its social and cultural aspects,
andd the  social relation:  of
production.

Trotsky points out  that the
astablishment of a workers state by
na means guarantees that the form of
the family will sutomatically change
in line with general political and
economic changes. The struggle to
transform the family is part of the
struggle for culture:

“The change in political regime, tha
chango avin of the aconomic order of tha
state—the passing of the factorias and tha
mills inta the hands of the workers—all
this has certainly had some influence on
family life, but only indirectly and exter-
nally . . . & radical reform of tha family
and, more generally, of the whole ordar
of domestic life requires a great conscious
affort on the part of the whale mass of tha
working class, and presumes the existenca
in tha class itsall of a powarful molecular
force of inner desire for culture and
progress.” [18]

The relation between political
reaction and the family can be seen
very clearly today in the ideological
campaign by the bourgepisie to
drive women back into the family.
The attempt to increass the domestic
burden on each individual Ffamily
with calls to ‘shap around” and ‘make
do’ recognises  the importance 1o
capitalism  of the family a3 an
econamic unit—its ability to disguise
and lessan the effects of the fall in
living standards of workers.

The ideclogical cempaign is also
commected with the pofitical and
social importance of the family to
cepitalism, its reactionary function
of fragmenting and alomising the
working class, of demabilising
workers by splitting  them  into
individual Tamily cells, Warkers ara
called upon to seck an frdieidual
salution  within  the family o
problems  which  are  sodcial  and
demand a cfass solution.

The hourgeaisic is gided in ils
attempt to bolster the family by the
present  bursaucratic  |leadership of
the working class, The labour bureau-
cracy helps the bourgeoisic demob-
ilise the working class by preventing
as far as possible class problems being
salvad in a collective class way—
by the independent mobilisation of
the working class. The bureaucracy



PAGE 20

hate and fear the movement of the
mass of the class which would
thraaten to dewelop beyand their
control and jeopardise their own
privileged position within the labour
moverment.

The extent to which woman can
emerge from the family to partici-
pate in political life depends on
ravolutionary  leadership—the sensi-
tivity of the revolutionary party to
the specific oppression of women
and the way this is reflected in its
programrme and activity in raising the
consciousness of the working class as
a whole,

DEMOCRATIC DEMANDS

Central to this task of raising the
consciousness of the warking class as
a whaole on the question of women's
apprassion is the way in which the
revolutionary  leadership fights for
demaocratic demands. In their discus-
sion on equal rights for women the
RCG damonstrate their ability to
criticise all and sundry for not having
a Marxist analysis and their inability
to advance a practical alternative for
the working class.

The attainment of political
equality for women can only guaran-
tee formal equality while their social
subordination in the family
continues. A legal right can never be
asocial freedom in bourgeois society.
Marx succinctly makes the connec-
tion between rights and social free-
dom with the economic basis fo
society: “"Right can never be higher
than the economic structure and its
cultural  developmant  conditioned
thereby' {19] A legal right in
bourgaois society can ba no mare in
reality than a right to inequality, &
reflection of the unequal position of
capital and labour.

Daspita this, the struggle for equal
rights, for democratic demands,
cannot be by-passed by the revol-
utionary party, The RCG paraphrase
Lenin's argument an the issue:

“Wa show that dasmands for lagal
raforms under capitalism can only ba in
tha interasts of the woerking class insofar a5
thay are taken up from a consistently
revolutionary standpoint. Ravolutionaries
take up the strupgles for damocratic rights
not as onds in thamsalves, but in order io
train the working cless in the spirit for
damocracy and to lay bare that it is the
capitalist systam, not lack of rights, which
parpotuates opprestion.” (20)

Having adhared to Leninist ertho-
doxy, the RCG absolve themselves of
developing any programmatic
conclusions  from  the principles
Lenin putlined. Instead they chart
the history of the British suffragette
movemnent and demonstrate how the
struggle for equality from a feminist
standpoint  inevitably  ties  the
interests of women to those of the

bourgeoisie,

In their discussion of the issua of
abortion they conclude:

“While we support the demand far
frea sbortion, this will not free women
from domestic toil, nor overcama thair
unequal position at work . . . A campaign
on the question hes to go beyond the
guesticn of this legal right to show the
working class es 8 whols the real obstacle
to social equality.” [21)

Just how this should be done is
left to the reader's imagination. The
RCG consistantly pose problems and
then refuse to answer them.

They put forward a lengthy
criticism  of the slogan, "Free
Abortion on Demand: & Woman's
Right to Choose” on the correct
basis that it raises the issue at a moral
level of individual conscience and
implies  that women have the
freedam to  choose their sooial
position. We then find that the only
way the RCG distinguish themselves
from the feminists in terms of the
demands they raize is by linking the
issue of contraception to abortion in
the demand: “"Free and safe contra:
ception and free abortion on
demand** (22),

Far from going beyond the
guestion af abortion, the RCG fail
even to take one step forward 1o the
daoor af the MHS to fight for a sliding
scale of state expenditure drawn up
by independent workers” committess
and the opening of the books of the
drug supplier industries to the NHS.
The RCG ignore the fact that cuts in
the MHS affact not only the ability
of women to obtain free and safe
comtraception a&nd abortion, but
qo on to reverse the gains won by the
warking class for adequate health
treatment for all workers,

It is no accident that the RCG
are unable to develop concretely
how democratic demands hava to be
taken up from a consistently revol-
utionary standpoint, In seeing the
problem of reformism abstractly as
ane of “wrong ideas’’ they reduce
the question to an acadermic Tight for
a Marxist analysis.

The RCG's failure to make a
distinction between the reformism
of the mass of the working class and
the reformism of its bureaucratic
leadership  means that they are
unable to understand the active role
played by the bureaucracy in block-
ing the avenue to women's active
involvemnant in palitical life.

For this reason they are unable to
reply adequately to the advocates,
such as the CP and the ICL, of
‘positive discrimination’ in favour of
women in the unions. The RCG
correctly argue that this is an adap-
tation to feminism in implying that
the problem of the unions is one of
male domination rather than political
orientation. But to leave the issue
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hera, as the RCG does, lets off the
hook thase in the unions who are
responsible for the political orien-
tation. While criticising those who
adapt to feminism the RCG rhem-
sefves adapt to the bureaucracy,

The same lack of an alternative is
shown whan they take up the CP%
perspective of achieving equal rights
by involving women in the trade
unions and relying on the spontan-
eous union struggles. The RCG argue
that while it is necessary to draw
women into the unions, the CP's
standpoint  ignores  the  specific
oppression of  women  because it
ignares woman outside social produc-
tion—domestic workers and unem-
ployed women. Mowhere do the
RCG argue why they believe "it is
essential 1o draw women into the
trade unions®’ (23],

Trotsky

What all this illustrates is that the
RCG do nat even have a conception
of a programmea, let alone a
programme itself. When Lenin said
that democratic demands have to be
fought for from & revolutionary
standpoint he meant that they have
to be fought for not in relation to an
abstract Marxist analysis, but in
relation to & programme which
represents  the interests of the
working class as a whole on all issues.
Demopecratic demands, fought for
alone, separated from such a
programme, mean confining the
struggle to the framawark of bour
geois democracy. The working class
must always fight from its own inde
pendent class position,

Unlike  bourgeois  democracy,
which rests on the exclusion of the
masses  from active paolitical life,
vworkars democracy rasts on  the
active involverment of the wiofe of
the warking class and the oppressed.
In  particular, organisations of
workers democracy have the ability
to  mobilise and  represent  those
sections of the warking class—
womean, the unemploved, blacks,
yvouth etc.—who are.not normally
represented in the mass organisations
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of the working class. Although an
essential task for revolutionarias is to
recruit these sections into the trade
unions, boath to involve them in
struggle now and to farce the bureau-
cracy to take up their interests, they
will only be mobilised in  mass
numbers in the struggle for control.

It is for these reasons that the
fight for women's emancipation,
from an independent working class
standpaint, must centrea not on
exclusively women’s demands as the
RCG implies, but on relating the
special  needs  and  problems  of
wWamen to tha Transitional
Pragramme and the fight for workers
contral. Only by linking the struggle
against women's oppression o the
fight for warkers' control, for forms
of workers democracy, is it possible
to raise in a practical manner the
question of what form of demacracy
and as part of what typa of state can
create the sacial conditions for the
emancipation of women,

Thiz does not mean, of course,
that we have to await the emeargence
of organs of workers control befora
taking up a fight against women's
oppression. We fight for women to
be involved in political life mow
both so that their interests can be
more adeguataly represented in the
organisations of the working class,
and bacause this progass can begin to
undermine their position of social
subordination in the family. Obvious-
Iy it is essential to fight for those
demands which relate spacifically to
women—adequate maternity leave on
full pay, free nurseries, trade union
branch meetings to take place at
times accessible to women with
crache facilitios, ste.

The general principles involved are
the independent interests of the
working class. This mcans that the
issues  which  relate to  workers
democracy apply at all times, not
simply when committess of workers
cantral are emarging. This can be
illustrated by  considering  the
attitude of revelutionaries to the
Tribunals set up to implament the
equal pay and sex  discrimination
Acts,

The RCG do not even mention
the Tribupals in their long article on
women's oppression, although  the
editorial in Revolutionary Commun-
st congratulates the Trico women
far not relying on them!

The main point  about the
Tribunals for Marxists is not that
they overwhelmingly rule in favour
of the employers, but that they are
organs of the bourgeois state. Even if
they weaere far less blatantly biased,
the Marxist position would remain
one of complele appasition to them.
In fact the “fairer’” they appear the

more dangerous they become in
fostering illusions about the neutral-
ity of the bourgeois state and what
can  be  achieved through  its
democracy. The fact that Tribunals
are organs of the bourgeois state
means that the soclutions they offer,
even when they rule in favour of
women, are necessarily of a form
which can in no way develop the
political conscibusnass  of  either
woman or the working class as a
whole. They promote an individual
rather than a collective class solution
and one which does not involve the
active participation of women in
public: life; they isolate women from
men and the possibility of uniied
struggle; they foster the illusion that
social equality can be gained through
a bourgeois institution and within
the framework of bourgeois demo-
Cracy.

An  independant  working  class
position is that equal pay and sexual
discrimination should be fought for
vy class methods such as strikes and
occupations. But it is necessary to go
further than this and argue that the
implementation of measures such as
aqual pay should be under the
contral of elected committess of
warkers of both sex.

The RCG can paraphrase Lenin;
they cannot understand him. They
do not understand what it means in
practice 1o fight for democratic
demands  from an  independent
working class standpoint or to train
the waorking class in its democratic
tasks,

This means that they are unable
to show how in practice the struggle
for women's emancipation and the
strugale of the working class against
capitalism can be united. They are
content meraly to show the material
basis of the unily between the two
struggles by showing that women's
oppression s rooted in the social
relations of production of capitalism
and that women, like the working
class, will not achieve emancipation
until capitalism has  been  over-
thrown:

“. . there is no separation betwean the
intorests of women and the independent
intarests of tha working class as a whole,
Both interests cen only be dofended by
averthrawing capitalism. This is the only
standpoint from which a ravolutionary
parspactive for tha defence of women's
interesis can be developed™. (24)

Perfectly true. The trouble is the
RCG do not take a single step
towards developing such a perspec-
tive programmatically. As  usual,
having identified a npumber of
problems, they give no indication of
how they are to be solved, apart
from the maximalist call to over-
throw capitalism.,

Apart from the obstacles te unity
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inherent in the confinement ot large
numbers of women to the home,
there are serious obstacles aven when
women are  brought into  social
production,

Wamen are brought into social
production as wage labourers when
capital requires them and returned
to the home and domestic toil when
no longer needed.

One of the essential functions of
this reserve army of labour is to
depress the general level of wages. In
a period of economic crisis the hour-
geoisie attempts to strengthen itself
in relation to the working class by
inzreasing the reserve army of labour
by creating vnemployment., Besides
baing necessary to maintain profit-
ahility, this serves the political
purpaose of weakening the resistance
of the working class to  further
attacks and opens the way for large
scale wane cutting. Ina period of
boom, although wage levels tend Lo
rise, the bourgeoisie can combat this
tendency to some extent by bringing
inte production the reserve army of
labour at lower than average wages.

In addition, the amployment of
women in industry on a large scale
has been a result, historically, of the
general tendency under capitalism 1o
simplify the production process and
to  replace  skilled  labour  with
machinery. This process has resulted
in the employment of women at
lower rates than men and the fall in
men's wagas as skilled processes have
baan broken down.

As a result of all this, when
women have been brought into social
production they have tended to be
seen by male workers as a threat to
their wage levels and as competitors
for scarce jobs. The reformist
perspective of the trade unidn leaders
of accepting redundancios combined
with the wview that 'a woman's
natural place is in the home' has
meant that women are usually the
first to go when redundancies are
declared. Revolutionary Communist
gives historical examples particularly
the axperience of the two wars when
women were drawn into industry on
a massive scale, to show that the
response of the leadership of the
trade unions has at bast been to
make no serious attemnmpt Lo arganise
woman and to defend their interests
and at warst to resist their employ-
ment altogether,

The problem remains: how are
these obstacles to unity to be over-
come? The RCG carrectly reject an
approach tao unity through a concep-
tion of formal equalily between men
and warmen. This approach argues
that women demand no more than
any other branch of labour demands
in relation to capital, This complete-
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Iy ignores the special position of
women and leads to accepting that
women should do night work, heavy
work, gte. because men da i, and
rejects all protective measures in
relation to women. Such a position
derives from a bourgeois conception
of farmal eguzlity, and, as the RCG
show, it has been the bourgeois
feminists, historically, who have
fought for such a position and the
revalutionary  Marxists who  have
fought against it by including
demands in their programme for
protective measures in relation to
female employment which recognisa
the special needs of women. For
axample, the Bolshevik programma
in 1917 called for the prohibition of
night work for women and of all
work injurious to women's health.

Although undar socialism women
will occupy the same position as
men, Lenin pointad out:

“"Herg wa are not, of coursa, spaaking
of making women the equal of man as
far as productivity of labour, the guantity
of lebaur, the length of tha working day,
Iabour conditions, ele. ara concerned; we
mean that women should not, unlika tha
man, ba oppressed becausa of har econ-
omic position.” [25)

The point that Lenin is making is
that what revolutionarias fight for is
the abolition of social/ inequality
hetween wamen and mean, which is
the product of capitalism; they
racognise that there remain special
prablems faced by women and make
pravision for this in  their
programme.

In recognising the special needs of
women, and in takinpg control of the
implementation of protective
measures for women, the working
class is asserting its own conception
of democracy against bourgeois
democracy which is purely formal
and without content. Workars demo-
cracy recognises that social equality
for woman will be devaid of contant
if thay are treatad “the equal of men
as far as productivity of labour, the
langth of the working day, labour
conditions ete.”

The task for revolutionaries, then,
is to put forward & programme which
can unite men and women around
their common interests while making
provision for the special needs of
warnen. The RCG do not define their
tasks in this manner. For them, “the
immediate practical task for revol-
utionaries is to take a Marxist under-
standing of women's oppression into
the labour movement®. (26) This is
pura idealism. Mo mention of party
or programme, not even a single
demand in  this “practical task”,
simply the need for a Marxist under-
standing which, for the RCG, like
Hegel’s absalute idea, solves all
practical prablems in its unfolding.

ﬁ:. genuinely  practical  point
{which the RCG could not ke
expected o make, since it is genuine-
Iy practical) is that working class
ren and weorking cfass women have
mare interests in comman than they
have intarests which divide them. As
Krupskaya said:

“That which unites working woman
with working men s strongor than that
which dividazs tham. They are united by
thair common lack of rights, their
commaon neads, their comman eondition,
which is struggla and thoir common
goal .. ." [27]

Failure 1o make this distinetion
between women in general and wark-
ing class women leads to an adap-
tation to feminism on the guestion
aof women’s oppression. They see the
forcas which divide men and women
an a sexual basis as more powerful
than the forces which unite the
working class men and women on a
cfass basis, This leads them to put
forward women’s demands as a
separate category from demands for
the working class as a whole, in the
belief that women can only struggle
on the issue of their specific oppres-
sion.

The RCG explicitly reject any
truck with faminism. They argue that
a movement led from a feminist
standpoint remains trapped within
the framework of bourgeois society;
they attack the faminist views of the
IMG and ICL that only women have
an interest in their liberation; they
point out the relationship batween
feminiszm and the economism of the
Working Women's Charter. Despite
this they show that they themselves
have not broken from feminism.
Thay argue:

‘“Woman will only be convincad of tha
politicel unity betwean tha struggle for
their libaration and the struggle against
capitalism when the working class move-
ment begins to fight against the specific
appression fa women.” (2B}

This view is a feminist one. It is
a perspactive for unity which is true
in  respect of  petty-bourgeais
feminists, but not in respect of
working class women. Petty-bour-
geois feminists, it is true, will only be
won in mass numbers to the side of
the working class at a fairly late
slage, aftar the working class move-
ment has established a consistent
record of fighting against women's
oppression. Far working class women
the chstacles 1o unity ara not nearly
s great precisely because they are
members  of the working class,

It is no accident that feminist
mavements overwhelmingly attract
petty-bourgenis women and fail 1o
make much of an impression with
working  class  wamen,  Feminism
reflects the position of  petty-
bourgeois wamen in capitalist society
who see their main problems in life
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as lack of equal political and legal
rights and sexual discrimination in
joly oportunities etc., in a male-
dominated sacinty, Although
working class women  face thesa
problems as well they also face
gzneral class prablems—wage-cutting,
unemployment, cuts in social services
elc.—in a way that petty-bourgeois
wamen do not.

It is for this reason that in many
cases working class women will be
mobilised, initially, not on  the
question of thair specific oppression
but an general class issues. It does
not follow of course that the revol-
utionary parly should approach
working class women simply  as
members of the working class, the
same as men. Working class women
face particular problems because of
their sex, but in many cases they are
most likely to confront the obstacles
and problems they face as women
through the experience of struggle;
for example women in  struggle
ingvitably confront the family as an
obstacle  to  full  involvement in
political life,

We do not deny the importance
of invalving working class women in
struggle on the issue of their specific
oppression, but to argue that this is
the only basis for their mohilisation
is to adapt to feminism. Whatavar the
issug on which working class women
are  mohilised, the revalutionary
party must at all times be sansitive
to the connection between the social
position of working class women as
membars of the working class and
the specific problems they face as
working class women,

The RCG'S failure to understand
feminism is shown most clearly in
their assessment of the Women's
Liberation Movemeant. OF this move-
ment thay say:

“The bourgesis character of the
Womaen's Liberation Movement is not
maraly & result of its largely petit-bour-
geais following but is axprossed by iis
palitical stand which sees all man, nat
capitalism, a3 the perpetustors of female
oppression, There is no basis, therefore, in
the ideas of feminism for a common
struggle with the working class to ovar-
thraw the capitalist system.” (28]

The task which the ACG see as
fallowing from this, and which the
left has abandoned, *is 1o ensure that
g Marxist view of women's position
in capitalist society was brought to
this movement”, {30) and that the
“radical left has abandoned the
leadership of the movement to the
feminists’, {31)

The RCG see its feminism as no
more than a set of *“wrong ideas”,
divorced  from the activity of a
parlicular class in capitalist sociely,

Thay complately fail to realise
the  connection between the
“political stand’” of the WLM and its
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class basis, “its largely petit-bour-
geais following’. They see a connec-
tion but have no idea of its signii-
icance. The reasan why the WLM
has a feminist perspective is mot
primarily because it coincides with
the appearances of capitalism, but
because it expresses the aspirations
of petit-bourgeois women  under
capitalism,

The political character of the
WLM—a movement basing itself
entirely  on  democratic  demands
which relate 1o women of all classes,
leading inevitably to a cross-class
alliznce of all woman who see the
obstacle to liberation as men—is a
spontaneous  reflection of  the
pasition of petly-bourgeois wormen
in capitalist society. This is not some-
thing that can be brushed aside as
sociclogical ; it is fundamental to a
Marxist political assessment. A
Marxist approach to a movement is
neither  simply:  What s its
programmea? nor simply: What is its
class basis? But rather, what is the
relationof its programme to its class
basis?

The answer in the case of the
WLM is clear; it is a patty-bourngeais
movement through and through.
Although individual members of the
WLM may be won to the revolution-
ary movement, the WLM itself,
like other bourgeois democratic
movements, will never ba  trans-
farmed politically.

Under no circumstances should
the revolutionary movement merge
with a bourgeois democratic mova-
ment, The position of attempting to
gain the leadership of such a mowe-
ment runs completely counter o the
whole  tradition of Marxism, As
Lenin said:

“0f coursa the proletariat should not
merge with the bourgsois democratic
movement; Marx and Engels did not
merge  with the bouwrgaois democratic
movament in  Germany in 1848, wa
Bolsheviks did not merge with tha bour-
gaois democratic movement in 1805."
(32)

Although a bourgzois democralic
movement does have @ progressive
side, the revolutionary parly must
maintain both an orpanisational and
ideolagical separation from it This
doss not rule oul any intervention
under the discipline of the party in
such a moverment, but the object is
not to attempl o take over the
leadership of the movement but to
intervene an the basis of a program-
matic  alternative to separate any
worthwhile forces from it,

CONCLUSION

What our critique shows is the
RCG's wlter inability to develop a
concrete programmatic alternative ta
anybody, They, of course, would
sy, a3 they never stop telling every

ane, that they distinguish themselves
by their theory, their Marxist anal-
ysis. Seldom in the revalutionary
movemnent can such tricks have been
plaved with the word ‘theary”. For
it is not simply a matter of the
RCG's analysis bzing cut short, of &
failure to concretise theory in the
form ol programmatic demands; the
RCG's theory itelf falls fer short of
what is required for the working
class, They go wrong fram the begin-
ning bacause their whole concaption
of how theory is developad and how
it relates to practice is wrong. Indeed
the RCG have a wrong conception ol
Marxist revolutionary theony.

Their approach to theory is static,
contemplative  and  divorced  from
practical activity; in short it is undia-
lectical. They see social and political
forms and consciousness  as  the
passive reflection of material forms.
We have shown several examples of
this in their analysis of women's
appression:  thair  failure aven Lo
consider the social and political
aspects af the family, thair failure to
see consciousness  in relation to
activity as shown by their identifica-
tion of the reformism of the working
class and the reformism of its bureau-
cratic leadership.

Their idealist conception of how
consciousnzss is changed is a direct
consequence of their contemplative
matarialism which separates
consciousness from activity. 11 is the
only means, givern their restricted
frameswark, by which they can make
theory an active force. Their failure
to  understand  how theory and
practice are united through the
revalutionary prodgramme and
consciousness changed through the
activity of the working class means
that they are unable even to have a
correct conceplicn of a programme,
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let alone a programme itself, Most of
our ecritique is concerned to show
that the RCG do not understand
issues  programmatically. It s
important 1o emphasise that this is
no accidental oversight by the RCG.
It is thair method itsalf, rather than a
failure to develop the method, which
prevents  them understanding  the
programmatic significance of issues.

To compound their errors, the
RCG in their blind arrcgance (only
the arrogance of a petty-bourgeois
could reach such crass proportions)
throw to the wind the one enduring
asset that is at hand in the attempt
“to retrigve 3 whole tradition of
revolutionary palitics™ 133)—tha past
thearetical gains of the revolutionary
Marxist movement, particualarly the
Transitional Programme.

Trotsky's Transitional Programme
was Lhe culmination of decades of
revolutionary  siuoale; it expressed
the continuity of Bolshevism in a
wholly practical manner, Troe, the
material basis of the Transitional
Pragramme is an understanding of
the social relations of production,
but not simply an abstract under-
standing. What lies behind the pro-
gramme is an understanding of what
it means i practice o struggle

zgainst the social melations of pro-
duction undar capitalism.

The Transitional Programme is
still relevant today because il is a
programme adequate nol simply o
the crisis of the 1830s, (althaugh it
obwiously bears the marks of that
period), but to the ganeral crisis of
the transilional or imperizalist epoch.
Its starting point is the material and
political conditions of the imperialist
epach. The strategic  orientation
which flaws Trom this understanding
is relevant to today’s crisis because it
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is a particudfsr form of the crisis of
the imperialist epoch.

This does not diminsh the impor-
tance of theory or absolve revol-
utipnaries from the essential task of
developing theory. IT the Transitional
Programme and its demands are to
live and to be wholly adequate to
today’s conditions the programme
has to be developed in the light of an
understanding of the present crisis as
it has emerged from the long post-
war boom. The RCG are correct to
gmphasise the importance of under-
standing the present erisis in its
relation to the reconstruction of
capitalism after the Second World
War and the ensuing post-war boom,
But thzory s & material force can
only be devaloped in relation to the
practical activity of the working
class. This requires both theory
and practice to be the collective
experience of a party. The point at
which theory and practice are
unified, interacting and developing
each other is tha party’'s programme.
In this way the programme is not an
ossified catalogue of dogmas but a
living, developing entity,

The RCG do not see their tasks in
this way. For them, the Transitional
Programme, as with other hasic
theoretical works by Lenin  and
Trotsky are in no way adequate for

today’s conditions. With no practica
in the working class, and no hopa of
ever having ane, the RCG cast aside
the theoretical gains already made
and appoint themselves the task of
developing theory and a programme
fram scratch. They write:

“We must demonstrate anow that the
prarequisites of socialism have besn
astablished and that the problams facing
the working class posa the necessity af
revolution.” {34)

In other words for the RCG the
task iz to discover anew a wery
starting point. Rather than stand on
the shoulders of Lenin and Trotsky
and raise themselvas above 1their
own pyomy propartions, the RCG, in
their vain search for the roots of
Marxist theary, dig themsalves a hala
in the ground.

Julia Kellett
Steve Piarcy
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LEFT IN THE

LIMELIGHT

In this regular feature in “Trotskyvism Today' we will
bring together material from a wide range of sources on
the left internationally, to make available to our readers in-
formation and views they may well otherwise miss, or
which we feel ought to be savoured anew. We invite
readers to submit suggested material for this feature - with

The dissolving by the Interna-
tional Marxist Group of their paper
Red Weekly and the appearance in
its place of Socfalist Chalfenge has
provoked a wide range of response —
from adulation amongst cerlain
amarphous sections of the left, to a
sharp rebuke by Workers Action
paper of the International Commun-
ist  League, roundly denouncing
Socialist Challenge and the IMG's call
for ‘left unity’ as a "rotten bloc™,
with “maore to do with bourgeois
diplomacy than Marxism™,

But perhaps the most penetrating
comments have come on the letters
page of Sacialist Challenge itsell,
where all manner of "left’ wing forces
have praised what they see as the
merits of the paper. Many of these
lettars sound suspiciously satirical in
tane, but are published straight-faced
without comment by the Sociafist
Challenge  editorial  board, who
apparently feal that the subordina-
tion of programme to Yunity” is
what the paper is all ahout,

Socialist Challenge No, 4 |30
June} carried the following example,
headlined  'MNon-aligned  greetings’:

sk o sk o ke oo e el o o

“We would like to welcome
Socialist Chalenge as an attempt ta
break out of the sectarian tradition
of the British left,

Both of us were in revolutionary

or without their own comments attached.

Challenge accepted?

Sacielist Challenge editor, Turig Al

prggnisations in the late 6G0s and
garly 70s. We wall emembar how at
that time the left endlessly discussed
whether the USSR was state capit-
alist or a workers’ state, We are glad
to see thal Socialist Challenge has
broken out of this petlty sectarian
attitude  and concentrates on one
important fact: the USSK isnt what
we want, (1]

We are also glad to see thal in
‘Our Policies' Socialist Challenge has
recagnised that such things as the
‘sliding scale of wages', ‘open the
books®, and s0 on, while on oceasion
heing wseful demands should not
hzcome static and a bar to unity on
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the letr.[!]

It is alsa pleasing to see that the
International  Marxist. Group  has
broken from the stance of assuming
that its complete programme is the
nnly correct oneg — an attitude which
excludes many socialists who have
ahandoned the right thinking of
1938, In this respect we fecl that
groups such as Big Flame and the
Socialist Workers Party have much ta
offer  Socfalist  Challenge,  Even
though both  these groups raject
Trotskyism in words [1] they have in
practice shown themsalves to be on
the side of the class struggle and thus
revolutionary Marxists,

We have not been very active in
the last few years on the ‘organised’
left, being involved in a small way in
the women's movement and  gay
liberation, With the emergence of
Sacialist Chalfenge we feel there js
rmare  incentive  for  non-aligned
socialists like ourselves to become
maore invalved and committed to
spreading  socialist wviews, HELEM
REID and MIKE BAIMES
(Birmingharm)”

B R L R

An  unmannerly oppasite  view
howevar appeared in Mo, 2 in which
leading IMG member Valerie Caultas
complained

“Perhaps 1'm being pedantic, bat |
was surprised to see that your four
paints in "Our Policies” did not in-
clude the expropriation of the hour
gecisie and the setting up of a
planned aconomy.

Won't  readers of  Soctalist
Challenge remain a little confused il
this paint is not made absolutely
explicit”

WMalcing
the lefts
fight

When WSL founder mambers were
bureaucratically expelled from the
Waorkers Revolutionary Party  in
December 1974 one of the ‘crimes’
with which they were indicted was
that they were "soft on reformism™.

The pretext for this charge by the
WRP leadership was that in the
opposition  document  weitten by
Alan Thornett within the WRP was a
call for the Party to place demands
cn Cleft’ Labour MPs in order to
expose  their refusal to fight the
Wilzon government. Thornett pain-
ted to the successful “Make the Lefts
Fight” campaign waged hy the
WREP's forerunner the SLL in the
19605, and strossed the crude and
sectarian mannar in which the WRP
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had descended to simply denouncing
af social democrats and  union
leaders, Falsely, as ‘corporatists’.

This meant the WRF was unable
to fight the illusions many workers
retain as to the role of the ‘lefts’.
These criticisms  were  ruthlessly
suppressad by the Healy leadership,
and WRP policy lurched even further
towards  sectarianism  with  the
abstract demand to *'Bring down the
Labour Government' even bafore
the Lib-Lab coalition deal was
hatched this year.

But last month’s Parliamentary
voie by two ‘left’ Labour MPs (Wise
and HRooker] against the govern-
ment obvicusly stirred some distant
memories on the editorial board of
the WRP's daily paper Mews Line.
Thay broke for a moment from this
ritual formula far  each and every
social democrat, to write a surpris-
ingly apt What We Think {17 June
1977

EEER S P s e bt o

“Chancellor Denis Healey yester-
day delivered a bullying speech
attacking two Labour MPs, Mrs
Audrey Wise and Jaff Rooker, both
from the Midlands, He said that he
did not think "the movement” would
ever Torgive them far vating against
the Finance Bill on Tuesday night.

What ‘movement” is he referring
to? The Movement of Bankers,
Fiddlers and Tax Evaders (BFTE)?
Or the Movement of Social Demac-
ratic Politicians in the Service of the
Internaticnal Monetary Fund
(SDPSIMF)?

If he means the labour movement,
then it is en affront to avery Labour
supporter and trade unionist. For, on
the contrary, Wise and Rooker des:
arve full support for their vote
against the Budget strategy of the
Lib-Lab coalition. If wa have any
recriminations with them (and we
have many}, it is that they didn't
adaopt this policy a long time ago.

They should kesp it up, And the
Benn-ites and all the ‘Tribunae'-ites
should join them at the earliest call
of the division bell,

The next big opportunity comes
next weak when Premier Callaghan
presents the Bill for Direct Elections
to the European Parliament. This is
neithar ‘Euwropean’” nor & ‘parlia-
ment’, It is a caucus for the multi-
national corporations, the banks and
NATO.

The Lib-Labk Bill further tiss
Britain to the capitalist Common
Market, i.e. roaring prices, currency
anarchy, highar unemployment.

Labour MP: are duty-bound to
vole against this reactionary, anti-
working class Bill and smash the pact
with the Liberals

This monstrous  thing called a

government is no longer any use to
man or beast. Yesterday it lost an
important clause in the Water Billl
Its future cannot bz left in the hands
aof parliamentarians. The Liberals
would like to pull aut when they like
to force an  election on  terms
favourable to the capitalist enemy,

This is what happened in Australia
in November 1975 in the Canberra
coup, and the Taries stormed to their
biggest ever victory over the Labour
Party headed by Gough Whitlam,

The initiative to  force this
government out of office rests with
the working class. The mass arrests at
Grunwicks in narth London shows
what kind of a ‘Labour” governmeant
this is.

The tims to mobilisa is now. The
issues ara clear: against Phase Three,
against the cuts, against rising prices,
against  unemployment, and in
defence of basic trade union rights.”
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Just critigue

of Mandel

One magazine many readers will
not easily encounter is a new publica-
tian entitled (nternational Correspon-
dence, which appearzd in our letter
box a faw weeks ago.

Inside the cover the magazing pro-
claims that it is; “Published in English
for the Organising Committee for the
Reconstruction of the Fourth Inter-
national by its British Sections.” [sic!)

While we know wery little of the
whereabouts or activity of the
OCRFI's "British Sections” we do
know that its principal force inter-
nationally is the Franch OCI, led by
Fierre Lambart.

The OCI was, until 1971, united in
the International Committee of the
Fourth International with the British
Socialist Labour League (now Waorkers
Revolutionary  Party] led by Gerry
Healy.

The “Special” May edition- af
International Correspondence  carrigs
material related to the discussion
leading up 1o the Torthcoming World
Congrass of the “United” Secretarial
of the Fourth Internatianal, This takes
the form af reprinting Ernest Mandel’s
285 Thesses an  World  Revalution,
together with a lengthy critique of
these Theses by the OCl's Stzphanc
Just,

Just makes a large number of points
against Mandel — several of which are
wrongly conceived or inadequate. But
the QCI's  early history in defending
“orthodox  Trotskyism® against rav-
isionist conceptions lwhich  turned
away Trom the responsibility of Trot-
skyists to give independent leadership

1o the working class) enables Just to
begin his polemic by gttacking the
central weakness of Mandel's Theses:

e o o e oo e ke o o o e o

“Carnrade E, Mandel writes:

‘The fact that the abjective condi-
tions for warld socialism have existed
at least since 1914, if not  since
1905, does not lead to an automatic
or inevitable wictory for  world
socialism, essentially because of the
central role played by the subjective
factor in the achisvement of sacialist
revolution.’ :

If we bear in mind the first sen-
tence of Comrade Mandel’s First

et

Lambert

Thesis guoted above we can see that
the methods used at the beginning of
the Transitional Programme and
those wsed at the beginning of the



TROTSKYISM TODAY

“Theses on the world Revolution'
are comparable. Has Comrade Man-
del deliberately proceeded in this
way in order that the plan of the
theses could be directly related to
the foundation programne® of the
Fourth International? One would
like to think s0, as it is an excellent
way to help the discussion.

This permits several differences to
be noted. Mandel writes that the
socialist revalution and the construc-
tion of socialism “require a conscious
effort by the toiling masses” lend of
2nd sentence, Thesis 1). Thesis 2
cantinuas: “The crisis of humanity is
the crisis of revolutionary leadership
{and of class consciousness) of the
proletariat™ {3rd sentence, Thesis 2.

We have just seen that the Transi-
tional Programme only says:

‘The histarical crisis of mankind is
reduced to the crisis of the revolu-
tionary leadership of the proletariat.’

The four additional words of
Mandel must have for him a consid-
erahle importance, as he feels obliged
to integrate them into the principal
proposition of the  founding
programme of the Fourth Intema-
tional. Mare especially as this “'con-
cept” runs like a red thread through
the 256 Theses. Thus:

‘In tha final analysis, the tempor-
ary restabilisation of capital after
1923, the victory of Stalinism in
Russia, the emergence of fascism in
Europe {and semi-Tascism in Japan at
the end aof the 1930s), the long
decline in the level of working class
consciousness, and the outcome of
the Second World War, with all its
harrors (from Auschwitz to Hirosh-
ima) are the result af the long series
of defeats for the international
revolution that occured betwean
1923 and 1943 {although this saries
of defeats was of course interruptad
by partial, geographically limited
upsurges).”” {Last sentence af Thesis
4.)

Granted, what is written here is
that “tha long decline of the level of
consciousness of the proletariat’ is
the result of the defeats incurred by
the international revolution between
1823 and 1943. But the same thing
can be said of the revolutionary
leaderships; the crisis in the revolu-
tionary leaderships has, to a large
axtant resulted from the defeats
sufferad by the proletariat. It is none
the less a determining factor. It is a
prime cause of the crisis of human-
ity, that is to say of new defeats of
the proletariat, of the delay in the
victory of the world proletarian rev-
olution.  Furthermare, Comrade
Mandel, by integrating his concept
into Trotsky's fundamental proposi-
tion clearly shows that he attributes
the same importance and the same
role to it as he does to Trotsky's

proposition. Comrade E. Mandel
shows on several occasions that it
should be understood in this way.
Thesis |l begins with this santence:

The hasic subjective ditficulty in
achieving a victorious socialist rey-
olution in West Europe, a dilficulty
resulting Trom the whole past history
of the labour movement, lies in the
deep  reformist and  semi-reformist
illusions of broad toiling masses, in
other words the widespread identi-
fication of their own democratic
freedoms with the institutions of the
bourgaois democratic state.”

The illusions of the masses cannot
he denied. But what does he mean by
the phrase, “the low level of con-
sciousness of the masses”'? Can one
place this “low level™ on the same
plane as the crisis of the “revalution-
ary leadership™? Thesa questions are
worth asking. If this were true it
would be necessary to draw the con-
clusion that the masses are “uncon-

Manded

sciously  responsible,  obviously
somehow objective, for the defeals
of the proletarian revolution in the
world,

IMusions of the masses are no new
thing. They are more ar less impor-
tant, deep and durahle. They depend
on various factors which vary accor-
ding to the country, the moments in
time, the historical experience, the
strength  and implantation of the
traditional arganisations, the trad-
itional working class parties. But
they exist at all epochs and in all
countries. They must be taken into
account. They cannot be put on the
same level as “the crisis of the revaol-
utionary leadership to which the
crisis of humanity i reduced™.

Let us examine the matter in a
concrete  fashion, Were not the
hundrads of thousands of workers
who followed the priest Gapon in
procession, that bloody Sunday in
1905, hearing a petition to the Czar,
proof of the illusions in both the
Czar and the priest Gapon, his
methods and policies? Is it not as
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Comrade Mandel writes, the abvious
expression of a “ivery) low lavel of
the consciousness of the masses™?
Looked at from a certain point of
view, it is a fact. Yet, they were
writing the first page of the Russian
revolution, ta which 1905 was the
prologue. These same men, the
selfsame proletariat built the first
soviets an the initiative of the social
democrat militants (mensheviks and
balsheviks} and other revolutionary
organizsations. They built the first
Petrograd soviet. Their class move-
ment led them, despite and thraugh
their illusions to establish the organs
of their class unity, the “parlia-
ment”, their revolutionary commit-
tees, the organs of their future
power, of the dictatorship of the
proletariat. ...,

“The defeat of the German
revalution in 1918 as in 1923 has
nathing whatever to do with the
illusions of the masses, and the "low
level of class consciousness” of the
German proletariat. The cause was
the absence of a revolutionary
leadarship, which the German CP had
been unable to assume, As Trotsky
explains, a correct policy for the
party which stands on the terrain of
the proletarian revaolution does not
guarantee victory in every case, hut
the existence of the Marxist party
applying a correct palicy, "forming a
revalutionary leadership and freeing
the masses from their illusions in the
course of the class struggle and the
revolution, is an indispensible condi-
tion for the victory of the revolution.

The same lesson emergss from the
Hungarian revolution of 1919, from
the revolutionary crisis in Austria,
Italy and elsewhere prior to 1923, It
was nat the “Parliamentary, reform-
ist or semi-reformist illusions’ that
braught the revolution or revolution-
ary crises to defeat, but the political
action of social democracy and the
political immaturity of the CPs,
which were not up 1o the tasks of
building a revolutionary leadership,
or the realisation of those tasks
which are incumbent on a revolu-
tionary leadearship.

Comrade E. Mandel goes on to
specify: for him “the long decline in
the level of consciousness of the
working class” begins in 1923 and
accentuates  progressively as  the
proletariat suffers cumulative
defeats. This assertion gives us food
for thought.

In what way was the “level of
consciousness” aof the German
proletariat lower in 1933 than in
1918 or 19237 Ta tell the truth, it is
the high level of consciousness of the
German proletariat in the years pre-
ceading 1933 and in the months
following the coming to power of the
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Mazis in January 1933 that is surpris-
ing.

Daspite the immense machine of
reprassion of the Nazis, the working
class stood behind its parties, social
democracy and the Germen CP, wait-
ing for the leaders of their parties to
lead them, and to organise the fight
against MNazism. Even after tha
coming to power of Hitler, whila
terrible repressions and provocations
ware unleashed, at the elections of
March 1933, in spite of the extra-
ordinary falsifications, the proletariat
voted massively in favour of the SPD
and CPD.

And after 1933, is it necesszary to
recall tha heroism of the Vienese
proletariat in February 1934, fight-
ing, guns in hand ageinst Dolfuss’s
troops and defending foot by foot
their neighbourhoods? Only 8 deep
class consciousness could sustain
such heroism. And finally did the
French and the Spanish prolatariats
show signs of a “low laval of class
consciousness’”’ between 1934 and
1938 — or on the contrary — of a
very high level of consciousness?
Withaut going into detail we can say:
the French working class imposed
the Workers United Front on the SP
and CP of France in February 1934,
as well as on the CGT and CGTU:
from the Asturian insurraction to the
Spanish revolution in 1936/38 the
Spanish proletariat showed proof of
8 fanatastic class consciousness, and
how fragile and easily overcome its
“reformist or semi-reformist illu-
sions”, Even in the 1936 elections,
the French working class did not
vote “Popular Front” but for its
parties. The Radical Party suffared a
resounding defeat at the first round,
and it was savad from disaster only
by the withdrawal in the Znd round,
of 8P and CP candidates in a numbar
of constituences; the SP and
espacially the CP of France on the
other hand massively increased their
vote and the number of delegates
elected,........”"

“The “low level of canscious
ness’’, or tha “decay of the level of
warking class consciousness’, or yet
the reformist or semi-reformist
illusions of the masses”, are not
responsible for the dafeats of the
proletariat before World War 1. On
the contrary, the prolatariat showed
a tenacity, a capacity, a revolution-
ary will, which are incredible, The
reformist leaderships at first, and
than these leadarships and the
Stalinist leaderships together, have
misled the struggles of the proletar
iat, blunting their revolutionary edge.
These are the leadarships which hava
opposed to the revolutionary ten-
dencies of thae proletariat, the
reformist illusions and semi-reformist

illusions, which have spread and
propagated them. To draw this
balanca is not now necessary — from
the parliamentary cretinism of the
Social democracy, the ultra-leftism
of the CP's ending in Popular Fron-
tism — it is wall known: the "non-
maturity” of the massas of which
Trotsky spoke in 1938 resulted from
thesa policias and from nowhera alse.

The failure to assign the causes
and responsibilities of the defeats, to
put on the same plane the crisis of
the revalutionary leadership and “'the
consciousness of the massaes'” which,
sean in this light, is no more than a
lifeless abstraction, opening the door
to dangerous conclusions —

the masses are spontaneously

Boycottist

During and immediately after the
June elections in Spain the Internat-
ianal Marxist Group carriad extensive
material on the campaign waged by
an electoral front including  the
Liga Communista Revalutionaria
{LCR}, one of the Spanish groups
adhering to the ‘United’ Secretariat
of the Fourth International.

They were rather more reticent
ahout the wvery different campaign
waged by another group alsa related
to the USFI - the Communist League
{LC). The LC fought consistently for
a boycott of the June elections, and
in daing so , along with a number of
other groups, ran the gauntlet of pol-
ice repression reserved specifically
for boycottists.

The Workers Socialist League's an-
alysis of the Elections has been carr-
ied in detail in two whole page art-
icles in Soci@iist Press, We will not
rapeat here our argument for a boy-
cott position.

Instead we thought readers would
be interested in one of the campaign
leaflets distributad by the boycottists
during the alection.
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Communist League (LC), Organis-
ation of the Fourth International
(OCIH), CNT (the anarchist trade
union), EMAS and LAIA (two organ-
isations of the Basque left) in Alava,
one af the four provinces of Euskadi.

ALERT AGAINST THE
ELECTORAL FRAUD
To the people of Alava:

Our pecple have the right to
exarcise their freedoms bacause that
right has been won with enormous
and heroic sacrifices. For this reason
the people must give no support to
political operations which attempt to
avoid their demands, which try to
manipulate their wish to be free,

TROTSKYISM TODAY

reformist, aven Stalinist!

the masses have the leadership

which thay deservel

the massas carry therefore the

responsibility for their defeatl

it is necessary to “revalutionise’

tham ideologically, or by exemp-

lary acts, or hoth togethar!

Thesa conclusions derive from
each other. If the masses hava
reformist illusions, it would mean
that the reformist parties and tha
Stalinist parties {which some call
reformist] are the parties which suit
them. They have the leadership
which they deserve, and in conse-
quenca carry the responsibility for
their defeats of which the main cause
lies in thair illusions.”

which are a trick designad to oppose
their aspirations.

The Suarez government has called
a8 general election. It is an election
whase framework has been agread
with the most purely reactionary
section of Francoism (the Popular
Alliance); an election before which
the so-called “democratic oppos-
ition" has shamefully backed down:
an election which places extreme
limits on freedom of expression and
which scandalously sabotages the
demand for amnesty and the action
of the parties and organisations of
the working class etc . . .; an election
in short which guarantees a parlia-
ment in whose corridors the urgent
demands of the workers are smashed
and converted into anti-working class
laws, and to which the youth, the
poor peasantry and those fighting for
wamen's rights will have no accass.

It is a parliament which sets up
in advance an impzassable and oppres-
sive barrier against the national rights
of the Basque people and all the
other nationalities. It is a parliament
which is trying in the name of
“democracy” to protect, through all
the repressive institutions the rule of
the repressive Francoist oligarchy,

In the name of freedom, amnesty
and all our social and palitical rights
DON'T VOTE
BOYCOTT THE FRAUDULENT
ELECTIONS

LETTERS
We walcome letters from readers,
particularly on points arising from
this magazine, Lettars should be as
brief as possible  Write to:
TROTSKYISM TODAY,
31, Dartmouth Park Hill,
Londan NWE THR,
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