WORKERS’ s,
ACTION

- Women and the labour movement @@ Militant’ and Afghanistan
— Lessons from the Comintern @@ Poland: towards a showdown
~ Workers and the Stalinist state ‘unions’ @@ The slump and the
_ class struggle @ Rank & file movements in building @ A new ‘FlI A




No.182 March 1981

After Wembley: turn to the unions .................. p.1
Fight the Tories ..........ccovviiiiiiiniieiiiiinnnennes. PL2
The imperialist wardrive ............cccecvvvveeenne. pu2
Labour movement at the crossroads: Revolutionary

unity and the struggle for the Labour Party ...... p.3
Poland: towards a showdown ........................ p.6
British workers and Stalinist ‘state’ unions ...... p.7
The recession and the class struggle ...............p.10
The Tories slump? .......ovvveviviiiiienireenennn.pe12
How women can change the labour movement...p.13

Rank and File Movements: 1. The Building

Industry

7
A new ‘Fourth International’ ........................ p.19

® © 0 09 000 000 5 00 0605 0 & 000 0000600000 00000 06000000000

p.1

The Third International: Organising the
revolutionaries to revolutionise the movement...p.21
The Left and Afghanistan: ‘Militant’ and the
Russian occupation ............ccvvvviiiinneenennnn... p.26

Letter to readers

WITH THIS issuc Workers' Action
changes formai and goes onto a monthly
schedule of production. We offer our
apologies to regular readers for the long
gap since the weekly stopped appearing
in late July. For some time before July

it had been the case that Socialist Org-
aniser, which Workers' Action supporters
Joined with others to produce, was pre-
senting an adequate class-struggle
political response to the practical issues
as they arose. It reached substantially
more people than Workers' Action did,
and it organised and coordinated the
work of far more. Supporters of Workers'
Action would claim some of the credit for
that. But it led to us having to re-think
what the role of Workers' Action should
be, now that a large part of its former
Sfunction had been taken over or dupli-
cated by Socialist Organiser.

The result was a decision to throw more
of our resources behind Socialist Org-
aniser, making the paper fortnightly
and building Socialist Organiser groups,
and to make Workers' Action into a
monthly, in magazine format. We expect-

ed to start monthly publication in Sep-
tember or October, but we couldn't
manage it before now. The pressure of
other work on our resources increased
with the tempo of the struggle leading up
to the victory at the Wembley confer-
ence [so far, only a provisional victory].
Workers ' Action was, of course, heavily
involved. through the SCLV and Socialist
Organiser, in setting up and campaign-
ing with the Rank and File Mobilising
Committee for Labour Democracy.

Workers' Action will appear monthly
Jrom now on. It will carry heavier and
less immediate material than Socialist
Organiser. [The present issue is, how-
ever, more ‘heavy’ than we expect the
average Workers' Action to be}. On the
question of doctrine and programme, it
will represent and argue for the views of
a distinct trend in the labour movement.
It will attempt, by linking militants to-
gether on those politics, to knit together
the trade union, Labour Party and other
fronts of the class struggle, and to
discuss and [we hope] clarify the political

questions that arise in and from the
struggle.

Our viewpoint, of course, is that of
Trotskyism. However, there are now
many individuals and groups who set out
to respond to political events on the basis
of Trotskyvism and yet arrive at different
conclusions, sometimes radically differ-
ent conclusions. So it must be with any
living movement. For this reason we
will try to make Workers' Action magaz-
ine a forum for discussion of principles
and issues, and a vehicle for dialogue and
interaction. In politics, the monotone
makes for lifeless music! In that spirit,
we offer the comrades of Militant space
to reply to the discussion of their views
in this issue.

Published by Workers’ Action, PO Box
135, London N1, and printed by Moming
Litho (TU), London.

Production work on this issue was done
by Jo Thwaites, Constantin Giannaris,
Martin Thomas, Andrew Homung,
and Bruce Robinson.
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' RACHEL LEVER, 'a member of the _
_ vExeeuﬁf:: Commiittee of the Cam-
" paign Labour Party Democracy, .

outlines the tasks facing L-bonr’;

Leftafter Wembley. -~ .

: v." FOR FLEET Street Labour s Wembley

_-conference all had to be fitted in to- the
‘greedy unions’ or umon barons’ myth
ology..
Yet the vrctory for a real change in the
method of electing the Party Leader
(as against the GMWU'’s sabotage pro-

posal) ‘actually reflected the enormous -

pressure of rank and file trade unionists,

" whe increasingly support the democrat-

- isation of the Labour Party. If it had been

- left . to the whnns of general secretaries,

- democratise mot onl;
. many other unlon procedures and struc-,

the principle would never have been:

_.carried in Blackpool, or a wrecking ‘pro-
..posal - would - ‘have gone through at
. Wembley. -All the Camjpaxgn for Labour
Party Democracy’s ‘tactical .brilliance’
. would: have been to no avail without the
support of hundreds of trade union de-

- legates. )
" The Press wanted to glve the credlt for :

the Wembley result to Clive: Jenkins. But.

in fact thé casting of the ASTMS vote
was ‘ decided by the delegation, and -

.- against. Jenkms plea.- At Blackpool ‘he
“had swung the delegatrou against a ‘vote
for both’ position . which would have

. settled the i issue there and then at 50%

trade unions, 25% CLPS, and 25%
shared between the PLP and prospective

’ parll;mentnry candidates. So much for -
.. the'idea that Jenhns was the chief archi-

tect of the ‘union majority’ position.
- Even now, unless the” rank and file
“steps -up its fight, there is a serious
, danger of the. Wembley result being re-
versed by a counter-attack from the Parl-

.. iamentarians and sections of the trade
union top brass. Yet there is also every
“reason. to hope that the Wembley result .

will help to stoke up agn important fight to

“the block vote, but

’tures aswell.
For one thin,
provides for

, the' Wembley formula
votes to be recorded and

. published. K it’s to. be done for electing
. the party leader, why not for all confer-

:

- ence votes. Trade unionists are bound to

- be asking this question, and others. -

‘Immediately the spotlight is on the

"’T;Leader €lection, and how the rank and-

’ﬁle is. going to have democratlc control

in that process. :
Normally, if the block vote is functnon- :

ing ‘hatfway demorratlcally,, it is cast

i according to uniom policy.as agreed at -
confer,ences or nationally -elected com--

5 and if there is no previous policy
to the delegation to decide. - -

eadwshlp election will require -
‘Nominations  will = -
'fornnion

the possibility of other matters that have
.come up since the union conference bemg
“discussed and decided at such a meeting,

' mg to their afﬁhated trade union mem- - -

- which would have by then the published

agenda for the whole Labour Party con-
~ ferénce.

Mostly wh‘at s wrong with the block

- 'vote is that the union delegations are
often dominated by non-elected officials,
or leaders who might once have been

A .elected but are now in position” for life

and -therefore less accountable than the
Labour Leader they are electing. To rem-
edy this, all delegates should be lay mem-

bers of the union, elected either at. ann- -
ual conference, or in branch or work- -

place ballots, or at ‘spécial mandating
conferences. And attention will have to

be paid to those sections of unions at .

O THE UNIONS

- bership, -
"branches. .
The next immediate battle, however,

and ‘into workplace party

is to make the Wembley vote stick. This
means getting union conferences that had -

no chance to adopt a position between
Blackpool and Wembley to support ‘the
decision arrived at on January 24th, and
explaining to any doubters that a reversal

*” would. not bring a slight adjustment in

favour of an essentially similar option
such as the three-thirds formula, but:

would sweep away major features such as °

annual election and the recorded vote and
give the PLP a decisive say.
The sooner the new system is put into

* practice, the better. It should mean an

present wholly or virtually disenfranch- -

ised: women, who can be a majority in a .

union_and absent from the delegation;
and black people, who are rarely seen in
the trade union seats at Labour confer-
ences. Special measures will have to be

* taken to include them in -delegations.

If these measures are taken under
pressure of the Wembley dec1s1on, they
will have profound repercussions. Quite

a number of unions have now cast. their .

votes for measures in the Labour Party

. which they would do well to emulate
themselves. How many trade union gen-
_ eral secretaries and presidents submit
themselves to annual election, as a Lab- -

our Leader must now do?

Although in the short term anti-union
feeling has found an echo among con-
stituency party' members, the increasing-
pressure from rank and file trade uhion-

ists in favour.of both trade union and

Labour Party democracy could undo this
.damage in the longer term. - Specific
measures to give the constituencies a

heavier vote at Annual Conference might -

also help — such as shifting some of the
‘union vote into the constituencies accord-

...ww bt
the llgl\l for
trade union
4emocrd¢9

" age of the Conference Arrangements :

electoral college at the Brighton confer-
eiice in October. But we cannot put it past
. the waverers on the NEC, under the tutel-

Committee, to plead that it’s all too

sudden and can’t be done for another

year. Letters and resolutions to-the NEC
supporting an electoral college this’ year
are essential. .

This is also the year in which MPs will
for the first time face the reselection pro-

‘cess. And there are many democratic - .
changes still to be won: control .of the -

Manifesto; the functioning of the‘ PLP,
local government. .

.To extend the gains the rank and ﬁle
. have won, to make them work, and to
"fend off a counter-attack (which will also

" focus on weakening the left on the NEC),
- ‘'we must step up-the left unity that has

been forged in'the past year. And we
must extend support for the Campaign
for -Labour Party Democracy. through
affiliation - of both Labour Party and

_ trade union bodies. E
The Rank and File Mobilising Com-

mittee has been a significant force in the

. past year in turning -back the right’s

machinations. Formed in" June 1980 on -
“the initiative of the.SCLV (Socialist Org- -
| < aniser), it brought together up to ten ~ -
- organisations  and supplemented the
‘unremitting detailed work of the CLPD "~

with- meetings,  broadsheets, rallies,

* and press publicity: While not the ruth-.

fear it to be,
s component

168s phalanx the right win
it has enabled some: of

organisations to get together at .local
level; provided a regular framework for .
central cooperation instead of the prev-

ious. episodic, ad hoc or- nonfex;‘v.tent

_ contacts; and helped to focus attention.on
the priorities and play down or remove -

inessential barriers to victory.

The tremendous authority it had on the T
left, gained from the appeal of unity, may. -

well _have been. a .decisive factor ‘at

Wembley, persuading’ delegations to- - .
back the only formula which would win . -
against the right even though it was notg.. -

~ their preferenice. - -




AS WE GO to press, the National Union
of Mineworkers’ executive has responded -

- to threat to miriérs’ jobs posed by the
 National Coal Board’s demand for the

.- closure of 50 pits over the next two years -

"~ by declaring that it will call- s national

- 'strike. -

) Contmgency plans are already under-
way to get the support of th= railway
workers, steelworkers, and dr<kers. The

. steelworkers’ leaders themselves have
-s0 far backed down to every attack on

_- their members’ jobs, but this joint

approach might have the effect of raily- '

ing the rank and file to put pressure¢ on

Sirs, Smith, Basnett, Evans, and the craft
umion leaders. -

At the same time the Tories . are

rushing a bill throagh Parliament so

* that the British Steel Corporation can gét

an immediate £500. million transfusion.

while the Tories continue their internal
wrangles over the McGregor plan.: The
- McGregor  plan -will certainly call for
many more thousands of job cuts in the
industry.

Meanwhlle Linwood workers have been k

fold that the Talbot works there will be
closéd. According to the parent company,
Peugeot, the problem is the age of the
machinery — a tribute to decades of

- jobs will go at the plant itself, with anoth- .
- _er 5,000 in ancillary industries.
T Although there has been a promise to

- ontinue production at the Ryton plant in

. Coventry for the present, workers there
snow their days are numbered.

should be seized on not only by workers
in the coal industry — unofficial strikes
have already broken out — but by work-
- ers in other industries. A linking up of

N

underinvestment by the.owners while
they - enjoyed the profits.” About 5,000

ma)or mdustnal sectors could confront
strike — it could
. confront the rank and file workers” move- -
“-ment with the: possibility of imposing its
solution to the crisis-on_ the backs of the
. _ capitalists.

The working class must go on ‘the off-’
ensive against the Tories. It must do to

the Tories witha g

Thatcher what%t did to Heath® But this

time it dare not leave the conduct of -

affairs_to a Labour Party dominated by -
the, right wing. and uncbntrolled from
- outmde Parhament it must reach for
power itself. - )

THE

WAR
DRIVE

THE PENTAGON wants to up ‘US mili-
- tary spending by about $32,000 million
{£13 675 million) in line with the priorities
* outlined by President Reagan durmg his

election campaign. °

The shift to the right in American poh-
- tics- that brought Reagan to. powet has
meant a partlcularly war-like . twist - to
the political expression of imperialism’s
aims. Since Reagan’s election, he and his
. administration -have taken a number of

serious steps that could bring the trigger-
touch of world war much nearer.
Firstly, Reagan has announced his

"bomb. programme which Carter had. de-
- fused after a lot of public pressure in
1978. The neutron bomb, which produces
‘less blast and more radiation than other
nuclear weapons, increases precisely the

factor that is least controllable. A more .’

" The initiative of the NUM leatiers E .vivid example of capitalist irresponsi- .

bility could hardly be found.
Politically, the resumption 6f the neutr-
* on bonib programme is part of Reagan’s
get-tough-wrth Russia’ " line. That line
will have serious domiestic effects as-

Reagan attempts to create a new cold war )

atmosphere. And that in turn will be one
of the factors seriously affecting the hke-
lihood of war.

Several foreign policy statements have
indicated the same tough line. The
public statement by the new Treasury
Secretary that aid programmes will be

have Been partly revised on the insistence
of the new Secretary of State, Alexander
Haig. Haig is the man whose pressure on
Nixon to- step up the, war in Cambodia
resulted in an orgy of t‘fevastatlon there.
Reagan hasalso expressed his. dissatis-

the direct stationing.of US troops in the -
area, somethmg that - will _enormoisly |
contribute to- raismg the danger of war.

of virtually abojxshmg det_ente, for zow. -
(However’, ¥

IMPERIALIST

intention of reactivating - the . neutron -

* cut is one example, though this seems to

| faction about the progress of the so-called .
- rapid deployment force to  pretect US -
- interests in the Middle East. He wants. '

All this takes place within ‘the context - ’

1972, fell apart in the mid- ’70s penod of

nessbytheUSSR). ~ o
Of course, for revolutionary - soclahsts

intentions of US imperialism, but a -
cynical déal made between - rulers to

allow them to get on with oppressm& the ‘
masses under their domination. )

‘Today, world imperialism is in- cnsls"
inflation and- unemployment ravage the

working class, capitalist profits rleclme, S
- and whole sectjons of industry are wiped " -

out as the recession proceeds. National
competltlon threatens to escalate mto
- full-s€ale trade,wars. :
The post world war 2 capltallst world
economy, and its imperialist world poli-

and under its hegemony. That set-up is in
an advanced state of "disintegration: :
Reagan s goal must be to bt try to restore
it. The bellicose demands that the Russ-
_ ian" bear should be driven back-into its.
lair are secondarlly designed to help
-achieve this, and td rally the other capit-
allst powersroundthe USA. =~
How real the likelihood is that the -
imperialists will deliberately unleash
war, it is impossible to know: We know .

capitalisfn, the tensions and the bellicos-
ity, make it more and more a real possib-
ility. At the same time, the instability
", within the sphere of influence of the
USSR, in Afghanistan, Poland; and else- ’
where, raises the possibility of military

venture.

~ But it is pointless to tryto guess at the =

likely trip-wire for total war. Revelution-
ary socialists must emphasise that ess-
‘entially it is the appetite "of imperialism

that causes the war threat, But we must .

not hold back from pointing out the role

of the react;onary bureaucracy of the Stal- -

inist states.

We must couple two polmcal approach-
es: on the one hand, a ﬁght for unilateral
. nuclear disarmament, agdinst US bases

in Britain, and for- British withdrawal .
from NATO; on the other hand, opposit- . .
ion to nationdlist economic solutions, '
for independent workirig class ‘struggle

mined struggle againsf the bi-partisan-
ship of the politics of tie centre and right. -
within the Labour Party, and against the
class collaborationist natlonal}sm of the
trade union bureaucracy. -
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" weakness -of the USA and assertive- o

 detente represented mnot the: ‘peaceful -

tics, were- organistd around the UsA~

that the present chaotic state of world - -

action -by the Russian bureaucracy -
panicking imperialism mto a mllltary .

against capitalism. This means a deter- "~
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unions - and parliamentarianism . a8

. supra-historical categories, as magni- -
tudes that are givep once and for all.

" And since the utilisation of the trade

Social Democtacy failed to lead to

- revolution, therefore’ Comrade Gorter

" proposes that we turn our backs upon

. . the trade umions and parliamentar-
- . janism, not noticing that he thereby is,

at the given nioment, turning his own -
back upon the working class itself’’. .

Leon Trotsky, ‘On the Policy of the

.. KAPD", 1921. In ‘The First Five

s .. Years of the Communist Inter-
. national’, vol.1,p.180.
- .. .THE BOURGEOIS press is full of the

7 crisis.which Labour’s Right is experienc-
. " ing. You have to read the press of the
- revolutionary Left, and with some care,

~in ofder to appreciate the crisis whien 1s

. being brought to a head for the far Left
* ‘group’s by:the events in the Labour Party
.~ since the defeat of the Callaghan govern-
- ment 18 months ago. ..
" " Socialist Worker- has responded to the

Wembley conference, where the trade

- ‘unions gained the major vote in electing a .
. future Labour prime minister, by telling’

.. itsgeaders that it is unimportant and that
they shauld not join the Babour Party. to

help the Left because, ‘if you want to
: push a wheelbarrow, you don’t sitimit’. -*

* These are parallel crises.

~The entire far Left either came into

e existence during the years after--Wilson
" formed his majority government in 1966, -

- -or, where groups like the present SWP
" 'and Militant existed before that, they

‘have -been radically reshaped and re-
‘moulded by the experience of Labour in

"~ government after 1966 and by the

" - character of the class struggle since then.

S0 Of course, the éverwhelming majority ‘of

- individuals - in the far left spectrum are
. people who have come in since 1966.
s What'has shaped this far Left?

* Disappoined with the Labour govern--
" ‘ment, then joining the angry resistance to

it, alf the left groups except Militant left
" the Labour paity between 1964 and ’67.
'@ Then, and in the 1970s increasingly’

so, there, wasthe pull of the industrial

"' “direct action, which was where the power

- of the working elass was manifested, time
.- and time again; to the culminating point
“of shouldering the Heath government off

. ‘e I has been inflienced by the guer-
. illa, " insurrectionary, - and sometimes
_terrorist third world -—: and  Irish —

- struggles; by the generally petty-bour-
geois composition of the far Left itself;

" and by the ‘confrontation now’ spirit of

" eftrapolation. from

~of student ‘radicalism. - Tl;;

parliamentarianism by the ' _er to develop

) the track and into an election which- it -,
o - dost. :

hird world. struggle -
indamentally expressed the short.

.

-

- the sheer paucity of revolutionary cadres
with any sort of political education, ex-
perience, or tempering, allowed an extra-

~ ordinary luxuriance of left:fads and ex-

perimental ideas of an ultra-left charact--
and continue for a long |

time.

*-The women’s movement gave a val- |

uable dimension to ‘the post-’68 left,
bringing forward<issues that had- prev-
‘iously been part of the far Left but only
in the pages-of old books (for example,
the chapter on women, youth, and the
family in Trotsky’s Revolution Betraye'd).
At the ‘same time.it added to the press-
ures on and within the left which pushed

" “Comradé Gorter looks upon trade

itse.lf' organisationally - to, the ﬁrétkers’
political movement. The post-'68 radical

. !eft differentiated fundamentally on the
issue of whether or not to have a working . -

class orientation; but even those, the 1S-
SWP (including at the time Workers’
Fight), who opted for such an erientation,
opted for a purely trade unionist, syndic-
alist definition of what they recognised as
the workers’ movement. =~ . - ‘
{Militant, apparently the opposite of .the
extra-Labour Party left,- was in fact

. _moulded negatively by the same exper-

it'away, from the political. labour move- .

. ment — for of course that movement
_congeals, in'its practices and attitudes,

everything oppressive of women in capi--

talist society and restricting the exercise
of equality. And the women’s movement
boosted lifestyle-ism. c
" The toxic increase in both official
state racism and freelance racism, after
the Labour government slammed the doot
sn - Asian passpoft-holders from Kenya,
has made necessary the self-organisat-
jon .of blacks in parallel to the labour
moyement generating pressures
away from the labour movement simjlar

« to -those genetated by the -women’s
. N .

‘movement. - )
- The result is that the far Left now looks
something like this. .
There is the Socialist Workers Party
with two or three thousand members,

iences. Confronted in 1965-6 by the reac-

tionary Labour government, it abandon-
ed struggle of any sort and retreated up
the ladder of propagandist abstraction, as

-, a technique of peaceful coexistence with’

“the Labour bureaucracy. ¥ abstained
- from solidarity movements like-the Viet-

namese, ignores the women's move-
ment, and disregards gay rights. At every

.point, ‘politically and organisationally it.
- has adapted and accommodated ta the

movement that the others were repelled
by. The task, however, is neither to run
away from it, nor to accommodate and

_ absorb its backwardness, but to change

it

It does trade union work, mainly though -

not exclusively in white collar unions; and
it makes propaganda for socialism and
for ‘building the party’ which is the only
thing that supposedly links  the trade

union struggle with socialism and indeed
. .

_with politics.

There is Militant, 1500 to 2,000 strong,

‘making passive propaganda in the Lab-
our Party and in the uniens. There is the
IMG, 600 or 700 strong; whose last: con-
ference decided that they should really
be in the SWP, except that the .SWP
‘won’t have them. -

" Round Socialist Organiser a tendency
has developed which is active on a revo-
lutionary basis in both the trade unions

and the Labour Party. Then there is the

WSL, and-beyond that an enormous gal-
axy. of political meteorites and cosmic
political dust. )

Essentially - this fragmentation is a

product of the fact that the SWP became
a tightly-controlled and bureaucratic org--
" anisation almost a decade ago (after the

ejection of the Workers” Fight ‘tendency
in December 1971)., "~ :

Beyond the organisations there are a

tot of individuals, generally ‘revolution-

__ary’ but alienated from the revolutionary
left.. Some of them are in the Labour"
Party. The dominant trait of this far Left .

however is that'it has taken shape apar?

-in-our saciety. In
al

. from the labour mgvement, and. there: -
fore. apart from the working class in'se far .
ised itself-as a colrerent

offputting one, indéed often a disgusting:
one. Yet much has in fact been achieved
in the last 15 years. Many thousands of
people are’ acquainted with the ideas of
revolutionary Marxism. Ideas about rev-

olution, knowledge of the real history of - -

the modern socialist- movement — these

_ are-very widespread now. The literature

of Marxism, much of it out of print for
decades, is now widely available. The

_forces of -revolutionary Marxism are

potentially very powerful already, if orily
we can organise. ourselves, and if the
forces of the left can reorientate to the
movement as they exist in Britain now. -

The way-the present farLeft came

-into existence in the period since 1966 -
has equipped it very badly to do the first
~‘job of . revolutionaries: — to reach and .

mesh with the existing working class and
labour movement. Betrayals and. cynic:
ism, such.as those of the Wilson and
‘Callaghan governments, take their toll .
also by what thay do to socialist .con-

_sciousness. The forces and expetiences
which allowed the far Left to reach an °

unprecedented level of growth after 1967,
together with the disgust caused by Lab-
our in power, have created a widespread

- 'sectarianism, and made it very difficult

for revolutionaries to begin to reorientate
after 1974. ’ LI e

The experience in 1974 of mass work-

ing class direct attion resulting in a Lab-
our government, was the point at which, -
all prior knowledge and understanding
from the: history. of - the . working class

_discounted, it became a, to-be-or-not-to- -

be question to face: the- conclusion that:

hort-of general strik

The pictufe ‘which the disunited and . h
squabbling far Left presents today is an

working class and the working . class. ‘

s Direct action’was not enough; and, "
had no possibil-

-t



-

 The Liboss P Party was fai rom Being .

L a spent force -in working class poﬁﬁcsk_--
-_asnhadseemedtobemlmmdasxt

" deserved to be. It became necessary to
,understand -that a ‘revolutionary move-
. ment’ like the SWP built outside the real

workers’ political movement was a white

elephant, a- stupid. repetltlon of the sect-
“,arian mistakes of the SLL in the *60s and
‘the CP earlier. It was in fact not. a revo-
lutiohary movement at all, but a carica-
ture of one — what Tony Chff used to call
‘toy-town Bolshevism’. -
Most of the revolutlonary Left falled to
- .make the necessary reassessment. Ever
“the Workers’. Fight group, which had’
begun to ‘reorientate in 1972 dnd, with

- _more energy, in 1973, found itself .in-

hibited and dragged back by the combin-
.-ed weight of ‘left’ emotionalism.and pro-
pagandist ‘methods.
began to orient to the Labour Party-in
- 1975, turned to thie ‘sectarian .fantasies
of Socialist Unity’s ‘toytown electioneer-

ing a couple.of years later. The truth is

probably that in terms of numbers, the

major reorientation by far Left forces was.

the one made by seéparate individuals
gbing into the Labour Party.

These individuals -were undoubtedly a
leaven for the fight within the  political
wing . of -the labour movement to make

sure future Labour 'government could -

not -ignore. the labour movement like

Wilson and Callaghan did. This move- .

ment for Labour democracy, provision-
ally victorious at Wemlﬂey, was the proof

- .. that the toytown ‘Bolsheviks’ had gone
off at a tangent. Instead of the Labour.

Party being irrevocably discredited; the
Sflexibility of the movement allowed a

powerful campaign for political renewal -
and reclamation of the political - wmg of

the movement o develop.
Even if it should prove true that such a
campaign for political renewal cannot

- . possibly conquer the whole Labour Party,

. it remains a fact that now, with a great
- political ferment going on.in the labour
movement, based on an attempt to draw

lessons from past failures and betrayals

.and to adopt measures to guard against
a repetition, the possibility of serious

"workers - breaking ‘organisationally from

. the Labour Party to join a group li'ke'the
SWP is non-existent. Nobody in their
senses would want to opt to- build from

~the ground up if the chance exists to fight

* to claim the existing movement for work-

‘ mg class politics. .

And that chance does exist.

The fact'that the Labour. Left is active

— albeit-with the collaboration of union
" leaders' who pursue other and separate

interests and goals »— dnd capable of ‘

winning the existing labour movement to
* new methods and policies, does not just
. indicate that the anti-Labour Party revo-
" lutionary Left- has taken a wrong
.- turning, but also that one of the-facts of
polmcal life that has shaped the far- Left
= since the early ’605, in fact —'is
changed.

-For the sectarianism wh1ch has settled

itself into place as thé gravitational axis . .

of the ‘far Left (beginning with the SLL/ -

- WRP 1n the early ’60s,. and oontmumg o
i li

of it'was the collapse, L

nsequ‘enflallt;v of the

_sharply thanit i is p

4

The IMG,. which . .

phqnomenon‘

=7 Allof this menns that the deciswns of -
:mackpool and Wembley pose the quest-

ion to ~the revolunonaries even more’
d to'the Parliament-
ary Liberals ¢
democrats’ — whete do you stand in

_relation - to the labour movement? Not-
.some past or future or fantasy labour
movement, but the one that exists and is .
struggling to sort itself out politically.

True to form, the IMG has absolved

itse]f of its Socialist Umty stupidities and
irresponsibilities, and is trying to snuggle .

up to the Labour Party. But the import-
ant far Left force outside the Labour Party

~is the SWP. Its reaction to Wembley

shows the pressure it is feehng

As we saw above, its response has
betn to tell its readers that what is going
on in the Labour Party.is-not very import-
ant! The unions are the important thing.

But when the unions have approprlated
40% of the vote for the next Labour prime
minister, when the labour movement can_

~ dominate, Parliament; to counterpose the

1mportance of the unions to the pohtlca]
concerns .of the labour movement is

effectively to advocate that the trade -

unions abstain from politics! In.fact, the

. opposition of the SWP to. the Labour .

Party is grounded on-a half-heartedly
expressed, but in prhctice dominating,
rejection of the use of Parliament.

. Workers -vote, so the- SWP"said vote

Labour in the last election: But its -
. whole  thrust of  criticism. is towards

the view that Parliament does - not -

matter and is'a sideshow to distract atten-

tion and to damp down the_‘real’ — in- -

dustnal direct-action — struggle. Work-
ers’ Action holds no brief for Parliament,

- nor for the view that power is to be found
. there. But the choice for the labour move-

ment is either that it will engage in the

political processes and institutions of the .
- society in which it exists — even if its -
purpose is'to subvert and replace them —
“orit inust abstain from effective political
" acti®n in the here and now, either reject- .
, mg polmcs explicitly in favour of trade
unionism, as syndicalist movements have

done, or confining: itselt to propaganda.
The SWP tries to combine both of these
alternatives to politics in its own small
sideshow.

Events have -destroyed the pretence; °

behind which the SWP long hid, that the

Labour Party and the unions exist in sep- -
_arate compartments. -Théy don’t. More

and more the SWP is forced into exphclt-

ly opposnng the partxclpatlon of militant -

-workers in the political processes . in
which the trade unions are central — a

posmon which serves only the right wing, :

and is thus reactionary.

. Paul Foot, the SWP’s leading -anti- '
Parhamentanan and therefore a propa-
’ gandlst Jor the view that the Labqgr Party -

is an irrelevance, made his major — and
already much-quoted — contribution to
maintaining SWP militants in frozen i irre-
levarice with the feeble J10ke —

Red Brlgades u'e also WO mdes of one. o

_ struggle, confine themselves to cold and "
- lifeless assessments, and stay fixed: in o
-hopeless political demoralisation instead ..

g themselves .‘social = of throwing their weight behind.the drive

‘H you want to push a whee]barrow
. "don’t sit in it’, .What is it supposed to
"-mean? The class has pushed:the Labour
‘Party’— because it hasn’t confined itself
to internat Labour Party concerns. There-
fore, comrad . of the: SWP don’t join

deadwenght the people who hold bwk
the: movement and therefore the wos 3

-class, are those who abstain -from

of the militant Left to make the politicgl -

. wing. of the unions, an instrument of the
working class.

Foot’s attitude is a mllhon mﬂesﬁfrom

the spirit of Marxism. If the trade unions.

did not have a political wing, we would ..

. have to'advocate that they create one md

engage in politics. We would try to en-

sure that alabour movement party

ed revolutionary politics. The SWP can t
recognise that something similar is going -
on — or can bé made to go on — within
the shell of the existing political labour
movement. Even the Fabian ex-Minister
Tony Benn has a better sense of hlstory
than these Marxists, when he says it is-
_a matter of refounding the Labour Rep-
resentation Committee.

The tradition of British Marxism is: a.”
sectarian tradifion for the 100 years of its -
histery. The Fabians got more influence
on thé labour movement than even the .-

‘. objective conditions of British capitalisni. -

would. have given them because of the

sectarian abstentionism of the Marxist

: SDF

- “The peculiarities of British hlstory and| ™
the accumulated wealth of privileged Bri--
tish. capitalism, which on the one hand
created, with the -help of Fabians and -
sectarian Marxists alike, a reformist
labour ‘movement, at the same time .
have preserved that-movement in a flex- .
-ible form that allows it to recast itselfina ..

different mould, and perhaps in a funda- "~
mentally different mould. The test for .
Marxists is.whether they can make them. . *

‘selves . into a force that can, unlike our
‘predecessors when- the Labour Repte-
sentation Committee was- being formed,

= win the movement to.our politics. Hlstor-y s

does not’ often allow such second
chances!

The tasks and opportunmes we face f'

in ‘Britain now parallel what the- world
revqutlonary Marxist movement faced
after world war 1. It tried to claim and re-
“shape all or sections of the exlstmg labour
movements for our politics.- It .is ‘well
_ known that- Leninism took shape as a
repudiation of réformism. It is. known
‘that it was shaped too- by a conflict with
ultra-leftist -rejection of 'parliament, of
united fronts, etc. It is less well known
that the fully-developed - ultra-lefts, ‘as
_ distinet from people guided by ultra-left
" moods and partial views,-had a complete-
ly  worked-out. position which paralIeIed
[and reflected] the opportunists’.
These were the Communist Workers’

Party of Germany (KAPD) and their co- .

-thinkers in Holland. Their leaders were
Gorter and Pannekoek. Essentlaﬂy they
said ‘that the Second International had
been a mistake.- A riewer and purer -
movement had to be built, eschewing . .
" parliamentary actlon and trade umomsm
alike. S
- In contrast,” Lemn aud Trotsky dnd
. their comrades set out to reclaim and re-
‘orient the labour movement built in the
-period of .the Second Internaiional,” and
“thus to undo the work of those in the Se

. ond International who: had betrayed so;~
. ialism. and the working class by

ing their own govemm in_world
'building




e

1 y wi :
ovements, or big sections of them, for

minor force. (It was thusmBntam) .
This is how Trotsky, in ‘a polemical

speech against the KAPD, explained the

olution. In France; the majority of the:

d . Socialist Partywvas won at the Con--

gress.of Tours in-1920. In Germany, the
lndependent ‘Social Democrats in 1921;.

~.+in Italy, successive sections of the Social-

" ist Party in the earfy *20s. It is a sobering

. truth that where there existed big work- -
. ers’ parties and the Communist Inter-
- national failed to win them, or big sedt-
" jons of them, communism remained a

relation of what the majority of the Com- .

munist International was trying to do to
the previous hlstory of the labour move-

ment. »

"‘As a mnfter of fact the Social Demo-
cracy — from whom we broke by break-
- ing with the Second International —

- marked a certain epoch in the develop-.

ment of the working class. This was not

:the époch of revolution but the epoch of -

reform. Fntnre hxstoruns, comparing
“the 's course of evolution
- ‘with that of the proletariat, may say

thnt!heworhngchss too, hndare- _

_ formation of its own.

< . ““What was the glst of the bonrgeols
Refonnihon? At the dawn of its inde-
pendent historical . action, the bour-
e did not nnmedutely set itself
- the task -of - conquering power but
aong‘ht instead to secure for itself, with-
Lv in the framework of -feudal society,
living conditions most comfortable and
. best suited to its needs It proceeded to
" enlarge the work of the feudal

. state, to llter .its forms and to trans-

form it into a bureancratic monaichy. It

: ‘encies we find expressed the- relative

” historical weakness of the hourgéoisie.
" After securing these positions for itself, .

the boyrgeoisie went on to the struggle’
-for power.

“‘Social Democrncy proved incapable

of tranglating Marxism inlo._ social-

" revolutionary action. The role ‘of the -

—~Social Democracy dwindled ‘to an att-
-emipt to utilise bonxgeols society and

- "« . the bourgeois state in the interests of

" the working masses. THe goal of the .-

= conquest of power, although® formally
* set forth, exercised virtually no effect

- “.upon _the ‘actual practice. Activities .

were: not directed .toward -the revolu-
honnry utilisation of parliamentarian-
* jsm, but toward adapting thé working-

_ class to bourgedis democracy. This"

[ FiveYenrsof theComin L

tern’, vol.1, p.180-1).

In fact there was a second epoch of
‘working class reformism’ aftér world war

2. It came because of the defeats and be-

trayals of the revolutionary ‘movement,
whose spokesman Trotsky had 'been, and
it was made possxble by the expansion of

capitalism. It was in the '40s and after-

- that the British labour movement exper-
- ienced its reforndist high point.

But the reformist phase of the British -

working class movement is clearly over

" and done with for the foreseeable future.
" The sick capitalist system can now offer

the working class only drastic counter-

reforms amidst mass unemployment. All’

that the workers . gained through. the
period of reformist class collaboration is
.at risk or is vanishing. The labour move-

. ment is being Jforced to re-think its whole
" outlook, and in'these conditions Marxists
_have every reason to believe that we can

win it to the-only politics that express its

" historic interests — Marxist politics.

/

adaptation of a proletariat not yet fully

‘comscious’ of its own strength to the

- social, ltntenndideologiulformaof
honrgeoisoodetywu apparently "a

- . - historically - inevitable process, but it
T w-)nstthntnndnothhgmore,thatm,.

historical procgss delimited by the -

%nmdihons ofa ngen epoch.”
tarian reformation

mbkﬁhumdn.ppuamof-

“',>f"ltmmstr|1stwemreadthe SWPsofﬁcml'- o

0 working class struggle fot ‘the  political "

It is only now that the dialectic of hist-

" ory has led the British labour movement
to the crossroads of stark choice to which

the Communist International tried to
_ ‘bring the workers’ movement in 1920.

--That_is why the disunity. and sectar-
janism of the forces of Marxism, -and
especially the sectarianism of the SWP,
are of- enormous - importance. History

does not work of itself. The ferment in the -
V_Iabour, movement now will not spont- °
~-anegusly throw up scientific. Marxist

consciousness. If we do not succeed in
winning the labour movement, or weighty
sections of it, for the. politics of socialist

. class struggle, thén the chance may go-
again for decades. And then they will be .

certainly grim and probably bloody dec-

-.ades for the Brifish working class.

The odds awe against us — especially

because of the condition of our own ..
“forces —

and we may fail. But the work-
ing class will not forgivé those Marxists
who do not try, but confine themselves

. to tired whinings, bad jokes, and a self-

exclusion that means tummg their backs

on the workmg class itself, ‘atthe given .

moment -

“The chronic disunity of the Marxist

- movement has of course many - causes,’

and it would be naive or IMG-style dema-

gogy to pretend that unity can be creat-
.ed -

& 1mmed1ately_ The Socialist Unity
campaign was_essentially an attempt to

unite  the revolutlonary Left: around a |
.- tactic of mini-scale - electoralism, foolish
‘in the circumstances and, to anyone with

any political sense, or with a sense of
the labour movement, obviously irrele-
vant toserious politics, whether reformist

- or revolutlonary
It made ‘unity’ a bitof a joke Thatis a’
shame, ‘because the united strength of.

the Marxists, or of a sizeable portion of
them, could be a major boost for -the

- renewal ‘of its movement in the months

' up to the Brighiton 1%21 Labour ‘confer- -

" political accounting,

. thing' is what-to do now. We are in the'
*We must .
rally.the forces to consolidate the Wemb- -
ley decision. In the last year, the Rank
-andFile Mobilising Committee, initiated

“ begin to create unity. — around the work .- .
. of. political intervention in. the _
‘labour movemient. After‘all, the lack of a -
" stable and- responslble functioning in the

niass

class struggle and ih the labour move-
ment, the fact of bemg marginal to- that -

- ‘movement, is a major reason for the fissi-
. parousness and disunity of the left, for
the creation of sects around fads, pers- =

ons, tactics, and fetishes, and for. the

“creation of undemocratic self-perpetua-

ting regimes  which spawn a new group
with each important difference.
It is necessary — in the first place for

the labour movement, but also, perhaps, - -

for the Marxists! — to create a revolu-

tionary movement in the working class

movement, iniside it, of it, and not outside
it and needlessly counterposed. to. it.-
Whethér such an organisation should,

“or in. the circumstances could, ¢call itself

a party is a minor detail. The Leninist
conception of the revolutionaty party is

" not of an apparatus, a public name or

badge, but fundamentally of a body. of

" Marxists who have clear ideas and who

organise so as to enable strict and honest
rounded.” assessr
meénts, and decisive organisational and
political - initiatives.-. Its members or
‘supporters’ work in the labour move-
ment, in all its areas and aspects, and

" attempt to gain ‘the political leadership
" and to tie the movement together into-a
‘coherent class force able to take power. .
. Such a movement can and will bebuilt -
in the existing movement. Without - it

only limited and unstable progress can.
be made. For example, the work of Lab-
our Party militants can only be barren if

it is not integrated with work in the trade ..

unions. The- struggle for democracy is’

‘an immediat€ case in point. Neither the

struggle in the Labour Party nor. in:the’
trade unions can be adequate without

“ ideological combat agamst all the friends

and agents of capitalism in society and in
the labour movement. The revolutionary

_ party is the organisation of Marxists that

can. effectively do these essential. tasks

and tie together the fronts of the class - -

struggle — in the political labour move-
ment and in polmcs generally, in the
trade unions, and in rdeologtcal struggle
— into a coherent whole. -~ .
Back 'in ‘the mid 1920s Leon Trotsky,

: pursumg the%ort of reasoning expressed

in thé quotation.above, thought it might
prove possible for the Communists to

- to become an affiliated organisation of

the Labour Party. While the Labour Party

* maintained its broad character, embrac-.

ing socialist societies .and unions, ‘the -
CP could gdin the effective political lead-
ership, dlsplacmg the ILP from that role. -
(Seé ‘Where is Britain Going?’). -

And now, fruitful unity of the Marx-

"ists can be fought for on the perspectwe» B
of building such a Marxist organisation

in the labour movement to do these tasks-

—-a ‘revolutionary party that is partof - ‘
_the labour movement, '

. From the point of view of .. senous
Marxists |, the. most 1mportant

middle of a historic. struggle

by. Socialist Organiser/SCLV (a small_

-Agroup of Marnsts). played an'i
outcome at Blackpeol



‘...A fresh upsurge of the revolution )

in the USSR will undoubtedly begin ~ i

under the banner of the struggle
- againit social inequality and political.

oppression..
freedom of tmde unions and the

" factory tommittees, for the right of *-~the workers which no Stalinist institution -

assembly and for the freedom of the

© press, will unfoId in the struggle for

. the regeneration anll development of
‘Soviet democracy’.

The ’I‘ransmonal Programme\

. THE MOVEMENT of the Polish workers

overthe last eight months has once ‘again
confirmed Trotsky’s  perspective for the
political revolutidn. And, unlike the
shortlived movements of. 1970-1 and -
1976 in Poland litself, or the uphéavals in

Hungary and Czechoslovakia, the Polish .

movement. has - now - unfolded - with .
increasing’ breadth for nearly erght
months.

. .As Poland’s; extemal debt mounted and
exports faltered,~the birreaucracy had .

" - turned to an even more direct attack on.

‘the workers’ living standards.
While workers were bound hand and

'~ foot, hindered from fighting back by the

“ bureaucratic police state unions, and un-
able to have their voice heard in a press
and mass-media censored into a morass

" of lies, the inequalities between the

‘Communist’ Party flunkeys and the mass
of workers increased. .

For the Polish workers, it was a stark
prospect of physical and moral degrada-.
tion. But that working class, over the last

.. decade, had shown -its capacity to fight

back. It had not won outright, but it had
toppled a government, it had forced the-

-~ bureaucracy to retreat, and most import-
“ant it had developed leaders from its

own ranks. Uniquely for a Stalinist state,
those leaders had been able to organise in
a limited way, dlscuss, and publish pap-
ers. The repression was severe, but not
completely crushing.

‘Last summer the explosxon occurred
Workers struck against thg withdrawal of
foodstuff . subsidies. The~ bureaucrats

" initially tolerated the strikes,”and even:
- encouraged them by speedy condessions.
- They hoped fo, provide a safety g/alve for

the anger against the food price rises.

- They miscalculated. The workers sensed
' their strength. The sit-in strikes along the

Baltic coastline were the climax of the

" earlier waves of strikes and occupations, -
.. and also represented a more radical de- .

i parture

The 21 demands formuiated by the
Lenin shipyard workers were no longer ~

- .simply to do with wage increases, but

posed. exphcrtly political demands. Above

 gll, the prekus experience of the bur-
" . eaucrats.reneging on agreements made -
Co the ‘workers. deternuned

to- insist on .

. The -struggle Jor the -

.. ‘pressure- to

. uni8n .confederations, the - Polish dias-:

- pora, and the Church, and hope to avoid.
‘an intervention.

lts officxal regrstratlon asa legal entity. It

Within the few months of its existence,
it has gained a legitimacy.in the eyes of

can ever have claimed to have. Evén if
its 1eaders intend it tp be “only a trade
union’, it is in fact an opposition political

party.

Its - existence - and its -unshakeable
popular support have thrown the Stalin-
ists inte-disarray. Leaderships come and
‘go, the internecine conflict between diff-

- erent . factions in the leadership  gets
worse, and the clamour of the CP’s rank -

and file for greater democratisation and a

special Party Congress meets deaf ears. .

Such a. Congl"ess, the leaders know,

would wreck the ¢ umty of the CP.

Although the,CP is not a political ‘party

in any real sense, but a bureaucratic/

police apparatus, its large membership

-among workers means- that ferment and

revolt are expressed in’ the CP’s ranks
too, seriously weakening the CP as an

instrument of police-state rule. " .
" Yet the formation of Solidarnosc, and

the substantial victories it has gained,
was also a defensive retreat from the
possibilities opened up during the summ-

“er strikes.
A natlonal trade union structure whose

aim. is to barter within the existing

system is-a step backwatds from the hiter

Factory Committees (MKS) whlch the

- workers had thrown up over the summer.
~_ These workers’ councils, -on the Balt-
’IC, in Silesia; in every majot urban and

industrial centre of the country, grouped
millions of workers,” from factory. com-
mittees right up to largeér regional coun-

cils. They represented “the ‘beginnings

of an. alternative genuine workers’ state
power; contesting the polmca] mrght of
the Stalinists.-

The fear of Russran intervention (many

strike-hit regions were only.miles from:

the Rugsian border), the bitter memories
of the massacres in Gdansk in 1970 and
the defeats of the Hurigarian and Czech-

oslovak workers, held the Pollsh WOrkers

ini check. NE
So the road of plecemeal reform favour-

ed by the Solidarnosc. leadershlp seemed -

maQre appealmg

Solidarnosc’s strategy 1s apparently to °

try and allay the fears of the Polish
bureaucrats, by insisting somewhat

fairly lengthy ‘transrtion penod of ever- -
is clearly seen by the overwhelming mass -

of the oppressed in" Poland as the ‘only

true representative of their interests.

great democratisation. is possible, ‘and
that the USSR will count the cost of diréct J
intervention to be too great. - -

The Party cannot aflow the uncertamty

which surrounds its existence to continue, .
1ndeﬁmtely Its political system' canmot .-

accommodate even ordinary trade union -

the contagion of Poland to spread without

- decisive action to stop it. A showdown is

clearly mapped out. The situation must
either be resolved in favour of the Stalin--

ists ‘and the Western bankers, or in - :

favour of the workers. .
"Thus the perspective of. pohtlcal revo-
lution is not ‘adventurist’, but the g

road forward for the Pohsh workers to
.safeguard the precious oonquests they -

haye gained so far.

. The beguiling suggeﬁtlons, coated ln
. natronahst rhetoric, about .‘social p,eace S
and  greater dlsc1phne, which “the new "

prime minister is trying to peddle, will
be rejected by a working class-whichhas

been excluded from any effectlxe control . |
* of the econqmy. Responsibility for the

economic chaos’ rests squarely w1th’/ the

* Stalinists.’

unconvrncmgly on their* non-political . -

*and purely ‘trade unionist’ nature. Mean-
" while they contest partial struggles, and
with every victory they whittle down the

bureaucrats’ power even more. At the
same time they :bring - ihternationial
, through foreign trade

This strategy reoutres keepmg the

mass” moyement within bounds’so that _.
- the situation does. “not’ mmedutety be-
the "~ comé.too desperate for the Stalnnsltes. 'llt't::

.abolished,
- The violent resistance of the burea

“‘and peasants. bapked up by an ap

A complete end to - the secrecy
surrounding economic decisions is nec-
essary. Only the -working class, by its
active involvement i the planining of the -

national economy ‘according toits own

class needs, can ‘prevent economic dis- "
aster and eliminate the parasmsm of the
bureaucracy.

« Factory housewwes

commlttees,

committees, and commltteesl of consum- .

ers must plan the allocation of resources.
The foreign debt, which the Stalinists and

the bankers are using as a stone round: . | -

the neck of the workers, must be repud- :
iated.

For.a real debate to occur, and mform
ation to.be spread as w1,d_ely as possible,
an- end to censorship is essential. The .
Party’s mronopoly of thie media must be
smashed, perrmttmg free _access' by the)
workers. to newspapers, radlo and tele- -
vision. A
" All' workers’ and peasants
must be free to operate. - )

The advanced workers must forge 2

par-t!es

worker-peasant  alliance, and support -

trade union - recognition for .theé ‘small =
farmeérs and rural workers.
farmer committees
supphes and determine agncultura.l

prices beneficial to both workers and/the o

small producers. -

All the oppressed in Poland must find |
- thei~ voice and representatron inworkers’

councils, the basmmf a new democratic

socialist Poland: Under the leadership .« |-
_.of a new, rewl

utionary, genuinely com- -
munist party,
social monopoly of the bureaucrats must
bé -completely “broken,, their privilege

their -~ apparatus: smashed.

end their Kremlin paymasters miust -}
met by the armed force of the 1 orkers

nal  working

Worker- - -
should” allocate .

the political power and - :

‘Bargaining. Nor can the Russians allow - :




‘ on drugs Kiebanov W o i L h  torm
‘pocaitec noaial in DPP - specl wchmv'skm:h‘::e‘msoviet ﬁ:‘:z‘mm ot this hnu only
held. _led to him being- m o 1 :

etrovek.

o Mr
. foreman from

ir!;g“m' tried in necembe
. to organise a umon w

" fight . for Soviet
outside th

secretary of

with

'TAKEN together, the above two news
'for our own trade unions®.

T full-groWn and militant from_its beginn-
. ing - last’ summer, when the Polish work-

A'.mg class kicked aside® the “police-state

= the last third of a century and, proceeding
in Poland once agam. Throughout - the
" and self-governing trade unions, the Brit-

- cooperation with the strike-breaking gov-
‘ernment ‘unions. Even ‘when miillions of

former min-
xlebanov ‘a Donbas
1976,  According

MR. '-EN MURRAY, general

wplon jourmal Trud, hd com- tion of
pared contacts between British and Wen.“.dm

" jtems should make us-angry and ashamed .

i Both appeared just as the Polish work-
ers’ movement- was flaring into life, -

*unions’ that had helped shackle them for .~

to take on the bureaucrats® government,
then created a real workers’ movement

" "bitter and dangerous struggie of tne rot--
- lshworkerstowmthenghtto have free -

* ish TUC maintsained friendly contact and .

‘. Pohshworkemhpdrepndmtedthem, the .
- ued reoogmse the anti-
> "unto * USSR and the other Stalinist: states.

only’ s- we know. of‘,"

Drieprope

dissidents have been he

toa reliable l‘ﬂ”“"

The Sovlet news agency Taks
-reported yesterday that
mltl!ued the “problems
h onr views dlverle,
ascribed -these to  the

Mr, MIII’-
on

trade _peace, detente and

" BRITISH WORKERS AND THE
sTALIN|ST STATE ‘UNIONS’

ed visit of its delegates to the battleﬁeld
as guests of the scab ‘unions * which were
doing their best to help the Government
beat down the insurgent workers. In the

- event the visit was called off by the Poles. -

Our -trade umon movem\ent mamtams

" friendly contact with' the" polnce -stafe;

‘trade-union’ apparatus of control over
the . working class “which exists' in the
USSR. By its links with it, the TUC re-
cognises this repressive apparatus 3s a

trade union — which is to help sustain

. and spread a great lie. For what exist in -
. the Stalinist states: (except, for now, Pol- -

and), are not trade unions in any sense
at alk.

Rt is to preserve the monopoly of these-
“ mis-named. ‘trade unions™.that workmg'

class militants like Klebanov ‘and - no

~doubt many others whose names we don’t .

know.abe tortured and murdered in the

injections of drugs

ud Sovhttrlde unlosty
the Trades Union tlle supports - on wlﬂch "bﬂ:“ .

told a Soviet trade could be b
these

banov has since been o eording to the report, Mg
Mr. Kie n foreible - - According t0 to_walk

continual - ig forbidden )
recelving b.mviourmodlﬂ ‘Klebsno dor is. only

t of his

[lower cutting]
applauds as Len-
Murray ‘coopera-

official ‘unions’ in
the USSR — and
hounds genuine -
trade unionists like
Klebanov. :

"The official Russlan ‘trade unions’ are
no more trade umons than were the offi-

" cial trade unions in Poland, against which

_the workers revolted. They are even
worse -than those of Poland because in

_the USSR the ‘unions’ are part of a

regime which represses and controls the

- workers of the USSR with a cauterising

totalitarian thoroughness that has not
been expenenced in its fully develo;el
form in Poland since 1956 (if it ever fully :
existed there).

Seen in the llght from Poland’s Soli-

~ darnosc;, the ties of the TUC. and its con-

stltuent unions with the police state ‘un- - -
jons’.in the various Stalinist states, the

endorsement of the lie that they are real .
. unions, is not metely scandaious but
- intolerable. ‘

- We ¢t do some‘thmg aboutit! -
But the official British labour move- '

' fment does not seem to' want to know
E about or concern.itself with the conditions

,workmg ‘class in ‘the $tahmst
@ iés for. basi -
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. pmhctatﬂneﬂ:mymjdl’untenee
.} imposed -on Edmund ‘Zadrozynski for
organising an inpdependent trade union

| of the Baltic workers’ victory].
| Socialist Organiser ' EB member
- Stephen Corbishley shared a -platform

‘Baltic shipyard movement in . 1970-1.

movement to br_enk éonnecﬁons with the
police’ state ‘unions’ in the Stalinist
states-and help real working class move-
ments.

‘We must, he said, snpport “the |
stl'ulgle in those states for a workers’ |
'l revolution ag-inst the ruling bureaucra-
cies. This is the precondition - for 'any
working class socialist advance ‘on the
basis of the collectivised property
-already existing in those states under the
self’serving conirol and mis-manage-

massive repression the political mono-
- poly and the monopoly of social uutlatlve
on which their power is based.

.We should; he said, aid the nascent
1 labour movements in the Stalinist states
. with every ounce of moral, political, and
.| financial support we can  muster. We

‘must break all ‘fraternal’ links between
-the. British labour . . . movement

in Poland [his release was gainedupnt .

with Edmund ‘Baluka, a leader of the _,
- Corbishley called on the British. labour |

ment of the bureaucrats who defend by

‘and the pohce state apparntus

for self-defence agalust the bureaucratic
state. From Bill Sirs on the right, who
openly. defended . his colleagues , “the

- strike-breaking Polish ‘trade ynion’ lead-

+

ers, during the strikes, to Alex Kitson
and Mick. McGahey on the left, large sec-

. tions‘of the British labour movement in-

dulge in the pretence that the official -

“trade unions’ in the Stalinist states.are

~real working class organisations ~ when -

. ‘Labour Front’ apparatus for controlling

-and policing the working class and for
~ preventing_ real trade wunions and. an- -

independent  working class movement

i developmg

It says everythmg about the nature of
these umons that their present leader
in the USSR was transferred to this post
from his previous job as head of.'the
secret, political police which .tortures and

jails and kills militants. of the real trade

unions such as Vladimir Klebanov. He

merely moved from the general orgam-,

sation for controlling and repressing the
population to a specialised ‘trade union’

sub-section, dealing directly: with- the

working class:

“in fact that they are part of a police-state -

-

During the August 1980 strike move- °

ment, the then chairman of the Polish
“trade unions} Jan Sydlak, was one of the

- most_outspoktm and vicious of the bur-

eaucrats in threatening the strikers and

- their helpers with tanks and slaughter.

- “He called publicly for them to be ‘taught’
" a lesson they would never forget’.

It is not ]ust that. many bureaucrats of -

our trade unions feel an impulse of soli- .

" darity for and have a real feeling of fell-
-+ ‘owship with the ruling Stalinist bureau- -

-crats — though they obviousl

0. Nor
just that many left wing official§ are of a
generally Stalinist persuas:on — as_are

Kitson and McGahey. = - o
- 'Most importantly, the reason why they -
get away with it is that ‘many rank and file -

leaders who aid those pohoe smte ‘un-

jons’. Many who. consider themselves -

- anti-Stalinist revolutlonanes take the
- same view.”

They: would feel unoomfortable et

“having to say on this question something

like what Margaret Thatcher and Frank

- Chapple say. This is understandable, but

it is a really frivial consideration in a
situation where the workers of the Stal-
inist states need our moral.and practical
support. We have a duty as basic as not
crossing a picket line to give it tothem.
To allow the noise made by the Chapp-
les and Thatchers to force us. into silence .

on the struggle of a big part ‘of the world’s -
. working class is to. sink into a blmkered
- national narrowmindedness.

As people who believe; with Marx and

Engels, that the emancipation of the
. working class can only be achieved by the

working class itself, we would be obliged

to “support. ‘any independent workers’
movement against the police state even if

we consijdered its_politics to be serlou.sly
mistaken and wrong.

That a real labour movement should
exist is much more important than any

- social transformations achieved apart
fromor against the working class. But
‘in fact, as an Open_ Letter to Frank

Chapple from six British Leyland shop .
stewards "in Socialist Organiser 10.25 .
showed in detail in relation to Poland,
the Thatchers and Chapples are on ‘a
radically different wavelength from any

- real or likely workers’ movement m ‘the

Stalinist states.

" ‘Some in the labour movement believe
that contact with the ‘insfitutions’ of the
states in the Stalinist bloc is a force for -
peace (‘peaceful coexlstence’) and’ ag-
ainst war. If that view encourages the
pretence  (and the facts are too well:

~known today to make such an attitude

other than pretence) that the Stalinist
states are not savagely oppressive; if it

leads to ignoring the fact that the ‘trade ~

unions’ -there (and most other social in-

. stitutions ' as well)- have nothmg in

common with things of the same name in
Britain; if it bhnds us to the fact that they
are ‘anti-unions’ and
rather than working-class organisations
— then it amounts to a craven siding with
the oppressors against the oppressed in

-thosé states.

Yet other militants beheve that social-:
ists should refrain from stark condemna- -

tion and denunciation-of the Stalinist

regimes because they are relatively pro-

B KICK OUT THE TORIES! |

Labour demoeracy
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. gress:ve and/or heeause

© pertyin -
~by NATO to restore private ownetslhp’.i

countet-umons. -

- defend the system of statew%

tes egamst any. att

of the means of productlom S -

This inhibition is of course found in-
Communist Party ‘militants, ‘who often:
-may not: khow-the full extent of the re-
pression agamst the working class under
Stalinism. . -

But many who do know about Stahmsm, .

-who are influenced by Trotsky, ‘and” who

‘even commit themselves vaguely and ab- . .

stractly to the working class struggle ag-

ainst the Stalinist bureaucracy, are also .

inhibited. © They recoil fromthe

demand that the British workers: move: '

ment should have no dealings with the
Stalinist labour fronts. For - example,
Socialist Challenge, which, in general,
favours self-governingtrade unions in the

Stalinist™ states, nevertheless supported .

the scabbing TUC on the planned visit of
its . delegation to Poland last.summer!
Earlier it backed -a controversial TUC

[invitation to the Russian political police: -

man who heads the Stahmsj labour front
in the USSR.

Why? It is not entirely clear, but it is
probably connected -to the -fact - that
there was a bourgems anti-USSR propa-
-.ganda outery in -both-cases. Yet some-

--thing - fundamental was involved, .com-. o

pared with which all that was ummport-,
ant: the attitude we try to get our own
labour movement to take to the struggle
" of our class in the Stalinist states, and to
_their oppressors. To fudge .that -class
“issue, worse still to.argue that our move-
"ment should have and maintain links with
the anti-unions -of the Stalinist states,
with part of the apparatus that oppresses

our.people there, is to do the oppos:te of

the work of Trotskyists' = whichis_to

fight for international workmg class soli- IO

darity with the real labour movements

in the Stalinist states, or with thetr pton- :

eers, like Klebanov: -

- To fear to call the Stalmlsts what they e \

.are for fear of chiming in with the reac:
tionaries, and to endorse th,efli'nk§ our
. own scabbing bureaucrafs maintain with
the Stalinist ‘unions’, is to adopt the
stance of thoseé ‘Friends .of the Soviet

Union’ whe called Trotsky a reactlouary-

~for speakmg Sut in the *30st.

These comrades suffer from a domina: = -
ting fear ofanti-Sovietism . which leads

them in practice to leave the issue of the
- workers” movement tothe Chapples This

amounts to playing Pontius. Pilate with.

the-affairs of our own class in the Stalin-

ist states; and it is the sure way to allow * *
the 1ssue to be used to lead the mass. of f

trade uniori members to anti-Soviet-con~

clusions, and slmultaneously ‘to help:
keep many good militants entrenched in

‘ ignorant Stalinist or semi-Stalinist opp+

" ogition ‘to what Chapple and Thatcher -

R

. —support®*. .

.t What would Socmhst Challenge have -
done in the *30s\when it was often only right ~

wing outfits that were ‘spreading accurate .

- information. — ‘Trotskyist’ information - —.

about_Russia? In -Britain, for example; it -

was the ‘Right Book- Club’ that publuhed
‘Victor. Serge Walter Krivitsky, etc; and it
was the . ‘Labour - Book Club’ ’dunng the.”

‘. coahtxon, in. 1940, that publ.iahed Anton
‘ 'l'here is sureltyha‘more pmlound mmn,
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Trotsky would turn in his grave at the
notion that attitudes such as those of
Socialist Challenge have anything to-
do with the politics he fought and died
for. Trotsky argued that the USSR was a
‘degenerated workers’ state’
should be defended against the military

onslaughts of imperialism. So - does

Workers’ Action. But that does not mean
that we regard the USSR (or the other
. Stalinist states) under the bureaucracy as
‘better’. Far from it. The bureaucratic
USSR is only to be defended insofar as it
is a product of the struggle against capi-
_talism, and against being conquered by-
imperialism — not ‘for itself’. In.most
respects it is the opposite of the ideal
socialists strive for. )
Its collectivism has more in common
with the caricature evoked by enemies of
socialism like Von Hayek than with what
socialists want to achieve.

» -
drawal of the Russian Army which was
shooting down the insurgent workers of
East Berlin. They called instead for the
withdrawal of both the US @and Russian
armies from Berlin, and by thus taking the
issue to the ‘higher’ plane of bloc relation-
ships, maintained their own fundamental
- position then of being advocates of one bloc.
That is, in real terms of politics and working
class struggle, they refused to side with the
East Berlin workers, while generally, ab-
stractly deploring Stalinism. It was a classic
piece of centrist evasion. .
The same segment of the USFI rejected
the programme of a working class anti-

bureaucratic revolution in China (a ‘political’ .

revolution’) until 1967. The entire USFI
today rejects that programme for Cuba.
The European majority has consistently
rejected it for Vietnam (though reportedly
some groups have reconsiaered.) - -

In their propagunda i tavour of the PDP
regime in Afghanistan, the minority around
the SWP (USA) cited as one of that regime’s
merits that it had legalised trade unions —
and neglected to mention that it forbade
workers to strike. (See Intercontinental
Press/Militant for the first six months of
1980). In other words, they accepted police-
state labour-front-building by an aspirant
totalitarian regime as genuine trade union-
ism, the labour-front apparatus for controll-
ing the workers as organs of the working
class. .

All the USFI sections, which uncritically.
support and endorse the Sandinista regime
in Nicaragua (a genuinely radical petty
bourgeois regime), make propaganda citing
. as a great merit of the Sandinistas that they
are building trade unions. Yet if their firm
belief that the Sandinistas will replicate the
Cuban regime.in Nicaragua proves to be
true, then what the Sandinistas are build-
ing -are their -own - labour-front organisa-
tions. For there to be any other possibility in -
the Sandinista unijon-organising drive, the
membership would have to fight for genuine
self-controlling unions independent of the
state. .

The USFI will not help anybody in Nicar-
agua (not to speak of Cuba) to understand
this or fight for it. They themselves have
simply abandoned the programme Trotsky
proposed at the end of his life for the inde-
pendence of the unions (see Trade Unions in
the Epoch of Imperialist Decay and the
Transitional Programme). The inability of
the IMG and Socialist Challenge, faced with
a hypocritical bourgeois outcry against
TUC links with Stalinist ‘trade unions’, to
know what is important, -the 'complete
collapse of any sense of proportion — that is
an aspect of the politics of the undrainable

swamp of Brandlerite confusion of which it .

is part. They seem to have forgotten which'
side of the line: gri.these guesti

which -

" againstit. He was -

* -
*

Trotsky rejected
the idea that
‘defence of the
USSR’ against
imperialism
meant spreading

illusions in the
regime or refrain-
ing from rousing

" the international
labour movement

bitterly scathing
— _ against the
‘Friends of the
USSR’ who were
silent or evasive
on the regime for
fear of damaging
the USSR -

~ Trotsky took sides — and tried to get
the international labour movement, what-
ever its given political coloration at that
moment, to take sides — squarely with

* the workers of the USSR (and with the

oppressed nations within the USSR, like
the Ukrainians) against the totalitarian
regime. o
He never allowed the need to distance '

himself from the imperialist and pro-
imperialist critics of the USSR to deter-
mine what he said. The Russian reality
and the duty to tell the truth to the labour
movement did that.

- He did not hesitate to classify things
and name them according to what they
were. For example, for the last three
years of his life at least he insistently

- repeated his belief that “‘Stalin s political

apparatus does not differ. [from that in
fascist countries] save in more unbridled
savagery’" (The Transitional Programme)

Nor is it any different today, 40 years
after an agent of that regime - struck
Trotsky down- .

A major psychological reason why
there is reluctance to call things like the
Russian ‘trade unions’ by their ‘proper
names is probably the fear of thereby
praising by implication the regime which
our movement exists to fight — that of
‘liberal’-capitalism. There is probably a
subconscious reluctance to face the facts
about the Stalinist regimes, -and their
implications, because those regimes are
so terrible compared with the political
regimes in the historically privileged
advanced capitalist countries that the
latter seem almost good by comparison.
And of course, horror at the reality of the
Stalinist regimes has, in the last four or
five decades, led many one-time revolu-
tionary socialists to ‘reconciliation’ with
‘liberal’ capitalism. .

But the choice is not confined to either

- Thatcher and Reagan or Brezhnev and

Honecker: there is also the possibility of

*...a working class sacialist democracy. ,
The programme of working class demo-
cracy and revolufc.iongry socia!ism 1sroot )

ing class. Capitalism periodically ravages
the lives of working class people with
slumps and wars, and it is now ravaging
the lives of over two million working elass
families in Britain alone. )

In many areas of the worid it imposes
its own forms of dictatorship. In social -
crises like Britain’s present crisis it has
time and again resorted to ‘savage re-
pression. It is now attempting, as yet in a
limited way, to tie our own unions to the
state. Now less than ever before is there a
basis for any labour movement reconcilia-
tion with capitalism or its advocates.

In fact, irreconcilable working class
and socialist opposition to our main
enemy at home cannot be stable or poli-
tically serious if it is based on anything
other than a clear and independent work-
ing class view of the world, and on the
experience of all the struggles of the
working class throughout the world.

Therefore we must not block out of our
consciousness a real awareness of what
our class faces under the Stalinist regim-
es. We must not mollify or console our-
selves with half-conscious assumptions
that the totalitarian Stalinist regimes are
really not so bad, are really rather bene-
volent and paternalistic to those they de-
prive of civil rights and personal and
group autonomy, and are not really
dripping with the blood of workers who
have dared to stand out against them.

They do really drip with workers’
blood. :

The inspiring rebirth of a labour move-
ment in.Poland now highlights and
underlines the situation in the other Stal-
inist states. It highlights and underlines
what our responsibilities are in this
situation. -

We must actively support the workers
in Russia and the other . Stalinist states,
gmd that means opposing their oppressors
in every way we can. ’

It means rousing the anger, the hatred

‘and the active hostility of the labour

movement against them.
~ Itis, to repeat, as basic as not crossin

G am b it .
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THE RECESSION AND
THE CLASS STRUGGLE

" The Longbridge sackings are a warning
to the whuole labour movement.

Nine wotkers, including four TGWU
stewards, ‘were sacked on December
3rd on charges of causing damage or
(in the case of the stewards) of being
‘ringleaders’ during a protest against
lay-offs ‘on November 21st. One was
reinstated on appeal, on December 15th:
but the other eight sackings stood. v

The Metro trim and assembly workers
struck on hearing the appeal results.
After long delays the TGWU made the
strike official over Christmas. BL boss
Michael Edwardes threatened to sack all
1500 strikers if they did not start back on
January Sth after the Christmas break.
The TGWU response was limp. Eventu-
ally, at a meeting on the 4th, they
recommended a return to work — pend-
ing a new management/union inquiry.
The inquiry formula preserved a total
right of veto for the bosses. But the work-
ers, seeing no courageous lead from the
union (or the CP-led Works Committee),
reluctantly voted to go back.The inquiry
later confirmed the sacking of six workers
including the four stewards. o .

The assertion of management power
b}’ the brutal victimisation without right

...... 1. 4~

—tam AR« i -~

activists; the undermining of the workers’

spontaneous response by the cowardly
policy of the union bureaucrats; the use of
an ‘inquiry’ formula which just gains
time for the bosses while keeping the
sacked workers out of the plant — it was
all like a re-run of the Derek Robinson
victimisation in November 1979.

As one BL worker told Socialist Organ-
iser (10th January), ‘‘Unless we get
ourselves properly organised soon, I can
see these sackings becoming an annual

event. Every November or December it’ll -

happen. We could call it Robinson Day.”
But Edwardes’ tactics in BL will be a
model for othet bosses to follow. Already
in British Steel Ian McGregor is using
Edwardes’ practised technique of by-
passing the union, ballotting the workers
directly on a job-cut plan, and trying to
force a ‘yes’ vote by the menace of wide-
spread closures if the plan is not accept-

~ed. The other techniques — unilateral

imposition of pay and conditions formu-
las, the threat of closure or sacking to

black-jack any workers into submission,

the victimisations — will follow.

" Under the Labour Government, too,
there was a_wave of victimisations; in
the dark days of 1975-7: Blackmans

/'r..‘” ,‘nr T g 20N PSRN o\ ﬂ‘b
C '

‘Blackwood Hodge (Northampton), Ford

Dagenham and Halewood etc. Then, too
there was the background of economic

‘slump, " depressed industrial militancy

and working class confidence and a
no-fight line from union leaders.

But it’'s worse now. The slump is
worse. One of its results is that union
membership is declining seriously.
The TUC lost perhaps one million mem-
bers in 1980: the TGWU 140,000, the
AUEW: 100,000, the GMWU 40,000
etc. (The worst-hit union, the National
Union of Blastfurnacemen, has lost half
its membership over the last 18 months).
In contrast, union membership, and the
number of shop stewards rose steadily

even in the worst days of the Labour

government. .
And of course the Tory government is
aggressively assisting the bosses in their

" drive against union organisafion. Almost
- certainly the Robinson sacking, at least,

was agreed beforehand with the Govern-
ment; so were the sackings at Brixton
dol& office. The defeat on Robinson and
the victory at Brixton dole show the diff-
srence that a militant response and milit-
ant leadership can make.

The strike figures show the problems

-

 Ieaders who aid those police:state ‘un- __gressive %MT




i
!
£
5
H
*
*

1

strike-days for any year since 1926 — and
by far the highest number of workers

. involved in strike action for decades

(over 4% million — twice as many as in
1968, nearly three times as many as in
1972). The first four months of 1980, with
the steel strike, had strike figures runn-
ing at a similar level. :

Since May 1980 strike figures have
suddenly "plunged to the depression
levels of 1976 and lower. The number of
new stoppages in 1980 was the lowest
figure since 1941 and strike-days in July
to November were the lowest since 1966.

But there is another side to the picture.
and the Edwardes-led offensive can be
defeated.

Slump

The downturn in industrial militancy is
obviously a product of the slump but its
scope and depth .are not part of some in-

- evitable, automatic process. The slump

conditions put weapons into the hands_of
the bosses and it becomes more and more
difficult to win despite the existing trade
union leadership. Experiences like the
fiasco of the TUC’s ‘Day of Action’ in
May 1980 — largely a result of the half-
hearted way it was organised — inevit-

~ably disillusion militants and dampen

militancy. The call to get rid of the Tories
is normally popular — but the cynicism
people in the labour movement feel about
the last Labour government means that,

despite the transformation in the Labour

party, few look forward with much hope
to a successor which will solve their prob-
lems. This too dampens down mdustnal
_combativity.

The picture does not however show
“what the SWP is inclined to theorise: a

fundamental, qualitative weakening of
working-class organisation.

Potential

Inevitably a slump takes its toll, and
“ this slumip, together with the Tory poli-
cies which deepen it, has taken a spec-
ially heavy toll.

But there is still tremendous explosive
potential. A major struggle, or of course,
even a mild economic revival, - could
release it. One can conﬂdently predict
that even a mild €conomic = recovery
will unleash a new round of struggles.

In the first place, the downturn in
strikes was not entirely spontaneous.
There was a sharp and sudden turn:
around between April and July. (April:
1585 strikes beginning, 744,000 strike-
days. July: 67 strikes beginning, 177,000
strike-days). It was not because of a
sudden turn for the worse in the economic
situation, or'a dramatic defeat. It reflect-

ed a conscious decision by the trade union
leaders.

May 14th, for the TUC, was an embarr-
assing left-over commitment from the
‘winter’s militancy. And after that they

-took the decision to put struggles on the

shelf and wait for better days.

Indeed, the TUC policy on jobs is now
consciously one of throwing its weight
behind a particular section of the capital-
ist class. As the Economist puts it, ““The
TUC is relying on the Confederation of

British Industry and Tory backbenchers

mr "‘M
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government: lower interest rates, selec-
tive import controls and a measure of
inflation”’. A survey by the London
Chamber of Commerce showed that
60% of firms favoured import controls,
and in a circular to all branches the

TGWU has said: ‘‘Trade union negotiat- -

ors should join with employers_ in joint
campaigns... against specific import
penetration.”’ ’

Weak

Instead of working-class action for the
right to work — based on work-sharing
under workers’ control with no loss of
pay and a policy of nationalisation with-

-out compensation — we are told to team -
_ up with the bosses (against - workers

abroad) and propose a policy of national-
ism mixed with economic nuttiness.
At a time when closures, cutbacks and

short time are escalating, this failure to -

fight on jobs must weaken the fight on &l
other fronts, in particular the wages
fight, the fight against racism and the
fight for full equality for women.

Of course, the downturn in strikes is
not just the product of some conspiracy
by union full-time officials against a

rank-and-file otherwise red-hot for a-

fight. The bureaucrats’ reasoning, that in

the present slump strikes are on a hiding

to nothing; and it’s best to sit tight and
salvage what we can, is accepted by
many, perhaps most, workers.

But it would be equally wrong to think.

that the bureaucrats are just faithfully
reflecting the workers’ mood. The bur-
eaucrats actively help to creat the mood
of pessimism which they then ‘reflect’.
And even when the rank-and-file’s mood
is defeatist, it is not the same as the bur-

‘eaucrats’ defeatism. A shop steward may

be bitterly angry at the bosses’ attacks,
but s/hefeels that, with constant threats
of sacking and closures and no prospect

. of any real support from his or her top

union leaders for a thorough-going battle
now is not the time to fight. What about a
top official? He or she may well be vexed
by the bosses’ and government attacks —
though seeing them less in class terms
than as a disruption of the desirable
friendly relations between management,
government and unions. He or she aims

" to preserve as much as possible of these

friendly relations — perhaps occasionally

using rhetorical threats of ‘civil disorder’ -

and the like to try and twist the bosses’
and government’s arms. He or she ‘calc-

. ulates’ that any fight is best postponed —

but, unlike the shop steward, the top
union official has the direct
of rousing an organisation of thousands of
workers, a force which can :actually
turn the tables and upset the calculations.
The bureaucrats at national level could
rouse the working class and have a good
chance of defeating the Tory offensive.

‘Sackings

The TGWU and AUEW leaders had
- that possibility over the BL pay settle--

ment. And they deliberately sabotaged

-a fight. The sackings at Longbridge were

the direct result. N

But many demonstrations — espcc:ally
the May 14th Day of Action — have show
that a militant minority exists, willing and

_independent

possibility

courage, the struggles at Brixton and
Gardners have given the same message.
So has the anti-cuts conference called by
the Lambeth labour movement on Nov-
ember 1st. )

When other workers see a winnable
immediate cause, they will then rally to
that minority. Victory or defeat then
depends on how well-organised, how pol-
itically clear, and how independent of
the trade union bureaucracy that minority
is.

If the workmg class is cowed by the
slump, -that does not mean that ‘the
Tories’ programme of drastically weaken-
ing trade union strength has won out. The
Left still has every chance of mobilising
the labour movement to stop them. To do
that, we must work tirelessly to organise
rank-and*file militants; to develop them
into a force which, while not isolating
itself by premature confrontations with
the bureaucracy, is capablé of offering an
lead when necessary;
and to arm those militants with policies
that can guide and generalise an effective
class response to the bosses’ attacks,
especially work-sharing under workers’
control with na loss of pay and automatic
inflation-proofing of wages in line with a
workers’ price index.

The generalising, political slogans are
vital. For it is probably a fact that the
economic slump does seriously close off
the  perspective of limited sectional
economic struggles until the start of some
economic recovery. The point is to fight
instead for generalised struggle, not (as
with the -TUC’s calculations) for no
struggle at all.

Many workers are well aware of the
need for generalised struggle, and have
been acting accordingly — on one front
at least. For, although industrial direct
action is the regular and indispensable
lifeblood of class struggle, it is not the
whole of it. There are many other impor-

tant forms of class struggle. And workers
have been taking up one of them by

- moving into the Labour Party in signif-

icant numbers and trying to get control
over the party leadership and ensure that

* there is'never again a Labouy government

like 1974-9.

That struggle cannot be a substitute®

for, or independent of, the industrial
direct-action struggle. But it is important

in its own right. It also has important

implications for the industrial direct-
action struggle. For the workers’ willing-
ness to take direct action against the
Tories must partly depend on how much
of a perspective they can see for a.real
alternative to the Toriés.

And there is a direct rebound from the
Labour Party democracy struggle onto
the struggle for democracy in the unions.

So revolutionaries must strive to give
a lead on this front of struggle, too: by
drawmg workers into the Labour Party,
organising the left on the broadest
basis to win Party democracy, and argu-
ing for Marxist politics. |

We also need a perspective which ties
together the different fronts of struggle: a
fight for a workers’ government, a gov-

. ernment totally independent of the capit-.

alists, basing itself on the organisations
of the working class that in their breadth
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The graphs tell a simple story. Since the
summer of 1979 there has been a drastic
and accelerating economic slump. It
started at almost exactly the same time as
the Tories took office.

So is it all the Tories’ fault, pure and
simple? Not entirely. The most import-
ant economy of the capitalist world, the
USA, hit serious trouble in autumn 1978.
The value of the dollar, as against other

" currencies, started sliding faster and

faster. To stop the slide, the US govern-
ment imposed tight-money policies —
squeezing - credit, - restricting - demand.
Industrial production started turning
down in summer 1979, vacillated for
some months, and then finally lurched
into slump in the spring of 1980.

_And there has been a downturn —
milder or more severe — in every major
capitalist country. Steel consumption in
the Western economies was about 5v2%
down in 1980. Industrial output in West
Germany fell 5% between spring and
autumn 1980. In Japan the high point of
industrial. output  was February 1980;
since then it has fallen 5% and is now
stagnant. In France and ltaly, too, ind-
ustrial output is declining (the latest
figures show a 2% drop between October
1979 and October 1980). -

Britain was especially vulnerable to the
world recession. Its recovery from the
1974-5 slump was weaker than any other -
major capitalist economy’s. Investment

(gross domestic fixed capital formation)
in 1979 was actually lower than in the

slump year of 1975, a slight increase in
private investment being more than off-
set by the cuts - in  public
investment. :
‘The Tories did not create the slump.
But their policies have made it sharper.
For they calculated and .expected that
something like ‘‘three years of unpara-

- lieled ‘austerity’’ (in the words of Tory

Treasury Minister John Biffen) would be
the result of their policies. Even -before
the 1979 election, Keith Joseph was in-
sisting on how vital it would be for the
next Tory government to stick to its
policy despite ‘‘apparently high levels of
unemployment’’. :

They _have made credit difficult and
they have cut back state spending,
especially construction and other ‘capital
spending’. They think, or hope, or supp-
ose, or pretend, that this will purge the
economy of inefficiency and 'create a
leaner, more dynamic, less inflationary
economy at the end of a period of hard-
ship. But for here and now they know
their policy will help the bosses.black-
jack the working class and raise the rate
of explotiation.

And seriously raising the rate of exp-
loitation, thus boosting profits, is the only
way out for the British capitalists.

For the Tories’ desperate efforts mesh
into a long-term decline: Crude steel.

production in Britain has been on a down-
_ward trend since 1970 and is now running

at barely 40% of its 1970 level. In another
central area of modern capitalist indus-
try, car production is now likewise only

just _over 40% of its highpoint (1972).

g

Employment in manufacturing industry is
now 75% of its top level, which'was in
1965. Apart from the temporary bonanza
of North Sea Oil, no major new industries
are arising to replace these older ones in
mortal decline.

Profit levels in Britain are low by
international standards — and declining.
The pre-tax rate of return on capital is
estimated to have slipped steadily

threugh ‘the 60s to 9% in 1973, 5% in

1974-6, a bit more in 1977-8, and perhaps
4%, % in 1979 and 3% in 1980. When it
was 7% in 1973, the comparable figure
for West Germany was 14%, for the US
21% and for Japan 22%. "

In combination with this long-term

" trend, the Tories policy producees devas-

tation of basic industries (metal manu-
facturing output dropped by over 25%,
just from 1979 to autumn 1980), further
shortfalls in investment (instead it goes
abread), an endless vicious circle of cuts
where declining expenditure on ever-
more deerepit services constantly seems
“too high”’ 'a proportion of declining

PN s iy, g S

gressive and/or because socislists should

e Tories’ slump?

national income... and working class
misery. R
The high level of the pound against

- other currencies, and capitalists’ efforts

to clear stocks, have reduced inflation
slightly (November 1980 retail ptices
were 15.3% above November 1979
prices). But these factors are only temp-
orary. There is no guarantee that inflation
will ' not accelerate again very soom.
Certainly the big rent and rate increases
currently on the agenda will mean a
big leap in the working-class cost of
living.

What is the outlook? The world recess-
jon will certainly continue through most
of 1981. It may even make a new plunge
into slump if, for example, Chrysler and
Massey Ferguson finally go bust. Brit-

ain’s slump will continue at least as long -

as the world recession. Any recovery will
be late and partial, like after 1975.

Painful and accelerating decay is the

longer-term prospect — that, or a
successful drive by the working class to
overturn capitalism and restructure the

economy on a rational basis.
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"~ In this article, first published as a paper for the first

~ ' Fightback “conference, Gerry Byme explains how
- the Fightback campaign links in with the general
perspective of building a mass working class based

' women’s, movement — a movement built in the
-.._struggle to remould the Iabour movement in lie with
. women’s needs and demands. - o

WOMEN ARE éoni'i_ng under the most sevérc attack on our

rights and copditions.sinee the War. We knew it would take

a long fight to-get the right to work, to child-care, to free

- health and-equal education, to control our fertility and to

- define our sexuality, the right to maternity leave and fin-
ancial independenice; but at least we were inching forward.

Now it is all threatened, and the fragility of the reforms

‘we have won must .confront}t‘helw'omen’s,_movemgnt with the .

-need tore-think. , L
- The groundwork for today’s -attacks was in many cases
1aid by the Labour 'government, especially its 1976 cuts. But
the Tories are pushing us back on all fronts with a single-
" mindedness which calls into question the adequacy of our
movement, organised around local struggles or particular
aspects of ouf oppression. . .
- The scale of the Tory attacks, against a background of
sharp crisis, demands massive resources of human ‘energy
and organised strength, on a greater scale than the women’s
movement alone can muster. o

. . That- is potentially present in the labour movement,
- = . 'though its bureaucratic set-up, its domination by middle-
' aged white men who actually fear to win, and its conserva- -

tive “ideas, make it a difficult ally for the women’s
movement._ - Lo T -
Many women active in groups and campaigns feel they

. can place no reliance on the labour movement to fight for

‘“women’s rights, even though it is now confronting the same -

enemy. But it is not only women who cannot rely on the lab-
our movement as it is: any group of workers, men or women,
- who engage in struggle with employers or the state, find
- that their leaders more often stand in the way. To make- the
most use of the vast potential of the labour movement —
and the Labour Party too — the ordinary members need to

take control,) In’ that. process, socialists and fighters for °

- women’s liberation must fight 4lso against most of the ideas
- -that doininate the movement: national interest, petty bar-
gaining, sexism and racism. . '
But it is not only as an ally in the present struggles that
we need tore-shape the labour movement. R
~ . The real social liberation ‘of women is inconceivable in a

-society whére resources are -directed to where they will

.make a profit rather thdn to where they-are needed by.the

~ majority of the people; whether they can pay or not. Qur -

- " liberation is predicated on a. qualitatively different system,
-one in which the vast mass of péople who actually produce
the, social wealth will decide on how it is to be used. But how

- do we get such a system? : ; .

. capitalism’s life-long fundamental enemy — the working
‘class — 'has both the potential of burying the profit system
and the basic motivation and ability to reorganise society’

. for-mutual cooperation instead of cut-throat competition.
" Because the working class.(including all its sectors: white-
collar, service workers, etc.) is the first class in history with

"¢ freeing
. andpu to repression and exploitation.
W ppressioti loped alongside

on of on fros

i

. Marxism has always argued that it is the struggle of con-
tending-classes that produces major social changes; and that -

no vested interest in oppressing any other class, it-can in .
lfalso.free humanity fot rule by the vast majority -

~ " gtions and demands for

_ 7 The family, in all epochs of class society, exists as the

basic instrument of women’s oppression. It is also one of the )

. central pillars of class rule. For the ruling class; it énsures
the succession of wealth and privilege; for the oppressed

classes, it is a framework for instilling obedience, subserv- -

-ience and self-limitation in the interests of the rulers of

r movement

society, and provides millions of isolated and competing B

units to break'down the solidarity of the oppressed.

The real social equality of women will only be achievéd by -

_ the disappearance of the family as an economic unit, and the
breaking of the link between woman’s biological role. in
child-bearing and her social role as child-rearer and home-
keeper. It is easy to point to the facilities that will be needed
to break this link : they are all the things the women’s

- movement is fighting for now (though it is possible to envis-

But there is no general agreement in the movement about
the social changes that will be needed.  ~ °
Marxists in the movement argue that women’s liberation

is inseparable from- socialist revolution, and that socialist ~

revolution is inseparable from working class struggle; not
just economic struggle, but political and ideological struggle
as well. : o S
Women have a vital role to play here. Not only are we half
the working class (and thousands of others striving. for per-
. sonal liberation too) and as such a major component in the
economic struggle; but arguably we also have. an-irreplace-
able political ‘and ideological job to do, to clear away the
. sexist garbage that is so powerful a weapon in the establish-
ment’s armoury. For the working class can only overthrow
class rule by breaking the mental and ideological chains
~ that tie it to its present rulers. The working class cannot
" hope to-organise society as the vast majority ruling itself,
. whilé at the same time maintaining racial oppression, anti-
gay practices, or the enslaved position of half its number.
. And in fighting the sluggish reformist bureaucrats who
- -channel the crippling ruling-class ideas into the . working
class, the radical energy of the women’s.movement is an-
other bonus. - - o T s
- For the working class to successfully overthrow capitalism
-.and put'an end to oppression and exploitation, it must be-
" comé conscioys of just how oppressed women are, and it
must ¥ake up and pursue the fight for the liberation of wo-'
men as a central part of its own self-liberation. o
There are of course other, more general, ideas that need
'to be fought for: an understanding of our history; an econo-

"~ age other gains too, such as the socialisation of housework).

mic and social analysis of present-day capitalism; a sense of o

internationalism; a view of the state institutions, of parlia-

forward gvoiding bourgeois snares; and a hundred other

men: and Workers ' Action aims to contribute to theée tasks.

-~ The Women's Movement
THE YEARS SINCE the Second World War have brought
major changes in our lives, sharpening the contradictions
governing our lives. . T '

.- The laundrette, convenience
‘heating have objectively cut down household labour.. Ad-
_ vances in fertility control (though still terribly -imperfect,
- and incomplete without abortion on demand) make us no.

longer slaves to our bodies. The growth of service jobs, the -

. NHS, etc., have brought millions more women onto the ‘lab-
. our market’ and into tife trade unions. :

But these are low-status, low-paid jobs. In the unions,
* though we are a third of the members, our voice is small and
weak. We are still utterly lumbered with the shopping;-cook-
ack of socially pro-

ing and child-care, both because of the 1
vided facilities and because of men’s barely changed expect
personal service; and
hether we have anether job ownot, serves to i
eigh ‘us down, ke . : ’

ment, of religion and ideas themselves, of strategies, tact-
ics and principles that will lead the working class movement -

foods, "and press<button

surden, e

things. These ‘are crucial tasks for socialists, men and wo--" -
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“the home, trivialising our lives. The loosening of the bonds
- of petty.respectability has.heen paid for.in an upsurge of -
*-the most vulgar and brutalising sexism. . "." " 77 00
Rising expectations meeting cramping limitations produc-
>d increasingly conscious anger ahd the formulation of our ;
' --own demands. Added to this was the‘impetus of:a parallel
* ferment; the labour movement in the late 1960s; increasing-,
. ly pressed by the outriders of approachingcapitalist crisis —
_unemployment, wage freezes, anti-union laws — was push-
ed-into sharper confrontation with the system as a whole. In
France in 1968, students’ actions sparked a general strike of
ten million workers in every sector of the economy (includ-
ing media and professions), whose aspirations clearly wen
" . beyond a mere change of government. =~ .
. In the USA, the black movemert for civil rights of the
early sixties in the southern states exploded in full-scale
‘rebellion through dozens of industrial cities, demanding not
just votes and jobs but pride and power and dignity tco.-And
out of all this grew a women’s movement echoing the black ’
rebellion and the May events in the cry: we’ve waited too
“long. .
'lg many ways, today’s' women’s movement still retains
the imprint of those days: the emphasis on pride and auto-
nomy, the libertarian political outlook, the uneasy relation- .

ship to the organised labour movement, the radical elan, _

- and the concern with personal alienation.- ~ -~
The women’s movement is :a living movement; it grows
and develops; some early ideas have been pursued, clari-
fied, and led to conclusions; some have been lost and re-
- “jected, have disappeared. Nor does it exist in a -social

" “The labour mevement wo

- ‘vacuum: it interacts with other social forces, it picks up their
“ideas’and develops them, it creates changes in other move-
ments; it is sometimes repulsed, absorbed, diverted or dis-
torted by them. - - ) .
So the movement is net a dead thing, to be skewered and
dissected or.analysed as a specimen. But that does not ab-
‘solve us of the responsibility of trying to understard it, take

" ameasureé of it, see how it changes and what is constant.

_One of the constant features is the movement’s concept
- of organisation. Spontaneity is valued above almost any-

. thing else. Hence, the almost across-the-board rejection of
formal ‘structures, of permanent positions, of hierarchies,
rules, leaders, or even the -possibility that these might

* " 'develop. Hence, the emphasis on small groups;,_individual

+ - participation, rejection of delegation, of ‘speaking for’ any-

~ - one else, or indeed of decision-making at all beyond a
collective ‘organic’ consensus. ST -

To some extent this mode of organising is valuable, re-

.. fiecting real insights into how formal organisation can deter

- participation; to some extent it is an unnecessary self-limit-
- ation on what the movement could achieve. Which out-
. weighs the other, or can the gains and the losses be reeoncil-
~“ed in some way? It has to be asked. It would not do for a
" movement which sets itself the aim of breaking down some

‘dominance, leaders or unacknowledged . cliques; Most

. there are no channels for change.

rkshop at the first Fightback tonference

, to their involvement..

- a really powerful effective solidarity. that. can
- most powerful institutions in society and win. - . °

- of handling di

lead to passivity on the part o1 the ied, a passivity that isour -

“socially-given lot as women and which we are struggling to "

e

break free of. Delegation to ‘responsible’ bodies and people -

~ often means loss of control.over decision-making, $xclusion .
-of minority opinions, manipulation by people who ‘know the

procedure’, can ‘handle meetings” and so on. Large meet- !
ings and complicated formalities can intimidate and soon. . v e g -
drivé away those who lack assertion and self-confidesnce — S
precisely those attributes that as women we are conditioned
not to develop. - ST — v
But lack g}) formal structures does not guarantee against

women in the movement have probably experienced at some .= - -
time that feeling on- being on the -outside looking in, a. = .- |
feeling that the real action, the real decision-making, is - c o
going on elsewhere. ‘They’ all seem to know each other,

seem to have the saime views on everything, and the only

way to join the charmed circle is to acquiesce, nod -your .

head and look like you kfiow what you’re on about. = . »
" All it proves is that organisation abhors a vacuum. Dis- -
pensing with structure deesn’t make all the evils associated . R
with it disappear. It’s like the argument we use on abortion: N
making it ilegal doesn’t make it go away, it just drives it -
underground and makes it more dangerous. You can take . - -
the analogy too far, but the ‘underground’ organisation’in

the women’s movement, the cliques, the unspoken leaders, -

is dangerous precisely because its ‘nbn-existence’ means

ORI

This. way. of organising interacts with the;existing class
base of the women’s movement and conspires to exclude . -
working class women because they do not share the same-

“»

experiences and social rietworks._ o ST -
The massive scale of the attacks on our rights means that
we need a movement that is capable of mobilising the mass - - .

of women and focusing their struggles. But the very ferocity- : s

of these attacksis also forcing thousands, hundreds of thou-. - " :_ -
sands, of women, to fight back. At first on a partial basis, in SRR
defence of a particular nursery, particular jobs that are’
threateéned, or attempted wage cuts. But this opens the

possibility of drawing them into a movement struggling ag- - R I
ainst the whole range of attacks and for the complete libera- R
tion of women. We must make sure this movement is open o L«

Small groups, informal discussions, consciousness rais- . ...
ing sessions and rudimentary procedure are a good way of . .
gaining confidence, of finding and exploring our way around .~ -
new ideas, of working out what we really think - and feel.
These things are valuable gains. But why should they beall .~ *
that the movement is? Wouldn’t it be good to find ways of = .-
turning the feelings of solidarity we get in these groupsinto - {1~

. To do that we also need ways of organising that are _ -
appropriate’to mass struggles, to sharp confrontations. We: = 7 -
need to ensure that these ways of organising provide maxi-- =~ -
mum democracy, real active participation by the massof - -
women: We cannot jiist o
together’ in ready-made




-the majority of women involved. -~ -~ RIS

" We need to learn from the experiences of other move-

-~ments and other struggles. We turn for inspiration not to-
- the: ‘great traditions’ of -the official labour movement —
~ slow roytine and cumbersome ‘procedure’, ways of deciding

-and organising that exclude and confine to passivity not

«I» PN :.,,z > \ T . e ,“ 2T . .‘
"and realised because they reflect the needs- and wishes of

male membership."We need to look to those situations when
*. the’'movement has broken out of the well-worn channels of:
. official-routine and swelled to mass involvement: strikes,
‘occupations, mass pickets, general strikes, -insurrections:
and to the ways of organising that have been thrown up
spontaneously by these struggles — strike committees’
.. aeccountable to mass mieetings, factoty and neighbourhood
" councils as in Portugal, councils of action, soviets, popular
militias. We can learn from these struggles. :
" -One of the things the women’s movement prides itself on
is'its openness, the ability of different. currents and points

-

- This, again, is both a strength and a weakness. A strength’
_ because weneed to be open to trying different ways, testing
+. them out in practice, rejecting some, accepting others. ]

: It becomes a weakness when confusion is elevated to a

. point of principle. Failure. to follow through an analysis to

by a single person, afe justified as ‘open-mindedness’;
theoretical consistency is- dismissed as ‘dogma’. At the
worst, a kind of guilty anti-intellectualism is propounded on
‘the grounds that logic, abstraction and objectivity are ‘male’
modes of thought, and that women should rely on their own
experience -and not -on theories coming from outside
themselves, - ‘ ‘ )
We would argue that there is no such thing as ‘pure’ ex-
' perience, outside of an interpretation of what that exper-
~ ience means; different people experience the same objective
situation differently depending on their existing ideas or
prejudices, predispositions, previous experiences; and one
thing the women’s - movement should have taught us all is
that we all to sone degree conspire in our own oppression,
‘internalising the self-limiting destructive values of society.
What we need, to break out of this, is not to wallow in sub-
jectivism (which only reinforces the ‘grip of these unconsc-
ious and. semi-conscious ideas) but a2 much miore rigorous
attempt to become conscjous of where our ideas have come-

. Fighthack at the TUC conforemss’
- can take usforward. - - s I ’
-The rejection of ‘a theory’ alsq has its dishonest side: first
- of all because this -stance itself is the expression of a
. ‘theory’; second, because it is not actually a call to reject all -
- . theory but a special-pleading for one particular theory and -

O on
~ an especialintolerance for another. , .
oL ‘MOteqv’et«,[inbs}eadofidc_aslb,eing‘ appraised on their own'
-, merit, they. are accepted ‘or rejected” according to their'
g cifically, ideas put forward by women defined as

only the majority of women, but also the majority of the o

of view to coexist without the movement tearing itself apart. .. -

its conclusion, the coexistence of contradictory jdeas held

" from, whether they relate to our real situation, whether they -

" ‘ntuitive understandin

- - commot goals as collaboration’withfthe enemy; however

"of the oppressed ‘and exploited class

N
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Since the women’s movement is so constructed as to pre- .
vent its being taken over by a minority capturing some lead-
ing position, one is bound to ask:"if there isn’t that soit of
danger, isn’t it a very anti-democratic suppression of ideas -
that is being practised? , ‘ e

No, it might be objected, it’s not the ideas we object to,
it’s the fact that you’re ‘putting the line’ that’s been worked
out in advance together with men, abusing the spentaneous

. working out of ideas that is the hallmark of the movement.

- But this is disingenuous. While there undoubtedly is a lot
of fumbling around for ideas, most of the major theories we
meet with in the movement have been worked ‘out by clo-
sed little cliques; nor are any of them especially pure or new
or particular to the women’s movement. -~ = .

Radical Feminism or Marxism
RADICAL FEMINISM sees the fundamental  divide in
-society as a sexual one, rooted in the opposed biological .
natures of men and women. All societies have beén based
on a'male monopoly of violence arising from the inherently
aggressive nature of male sexuality. The more spectacular
instances of male violence (rape, wife-battering) are only -
the overt manifestations of the systematic degradation of
women by men which is the basis of all social organisation.
Culture, always male-dominated, provides- the . spurious
justification for women’s oppression by over-valuation of .
- maleé Virtues — strength, power, competition, objectivity, -
abstract’ logic, technology — -and underplaying women’s
contribution to society: compassion, cooperation, caring,
8. o .
~ The solutions tadical feminists propose te women’s op- -
‘pression range from cultural re-emphasis on ‘female’ values
and withdrawal from male society (especially from personal -
relationships with men) and development of an alternative
female culture, to outright ‘destruction of men as a sex-
class’. They all, however, reject work alongside men for

-‘nice’, non-sexist, or sympathetic individual men' may be,
" they are all members of the oppressing sex-class. In_this
they see the central focus for women’s liberation being dir- .
ected against men, rather than as a struggle alongside men
e against the class-

-system which perpetuates their oppression. . S

Ata fundamental level radical feminism is a ‘concession

- to reactionary ideas on women. It accepts the ‘natural divi-

sion’ of the sexes, the ascription of fnnate qualities to both
" sexes, the unchangeability of human nature whether the: .
- male.or female half. It downplays both men and womien as -:
social beings, formed by-their experiences and circumstan- -

~ ces but also capable of changing those conditions and, in -
-- that, changing themselves, and relies instead on a rigid "
 biological determinism. Because of this; it is fundamentally
pessimistic for. the - prospects ‘of women’s -liberation; if .~

: ’S. oppression. is. rooted ‘in unchanging. ‘biological

; then the prospects for breaking out of it are reduced
omed utopian schemes or genocide. Y
fadical feminism stand at
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ition are in a minority, and as such are not easily accepted
by the middle ground: But they represent the only two in-

ternally consistent perspectives for women’s liberation.
* Many feminists- see themselves as ‘revolutionary’ — ‘to,
-<" Indicate that they are not just concerned with reforms to
*.ease women’s position, that formal equality is not enough,
~that a fundamental upheaval is necessary to shake-up the
old ideas, to put-human relationships on-a new footing; to
. ensure that equal rights before the law are backed up by the
material, social and "psychological prerequisites for real
* . equality and liberation. In this we concur, T
But, for most feminists, revolution is one thing — prole-
© . tarian revolution quite another, especially if the centrality
of the class struggle means that feminism should direct
 itself towards, and aim to base itself on, working class wo-
« men. Perhaps unable to envisage a socialist revolution in
which working class women play a central part to claim their
. rights as workers, as women; and as people, such feminists
¢ - simply fear that women’s concerns and energies will just be
dissolved into the class struggle. They prefer to hold out the
perspective of women’s liberation as a kind of ‘separate but

equal’ struggle, going on parallel to ﬂ;e cigss-suuggle,.

This is understandable as a reaction to many bad' éxper-

. 'iences women have had in trying to organise in the labour
smovement, and indeed with some left groups. But it avoids
the central question: what sort 6f a revolution, and what sort
of a society, will issue from this ‘separate but ‘equal’
struggle? The anly content a ‘feminist revolution’ can have

feminist sexual holocaust.. .

'\l'he» Labour Movement -

GIVEN THE PRESENT state of the labour movement, thete
is some justification for the fears of many femirists that a
class struggle perspective will simply swaow up women’s
specific -demands. It is male-dominated; its organisational "
-~ practice (when and how meetings take place, bureaucratic -
procedures etc) serves to exclude women from participation -
because it takes no account of the needs created by domestic
and childcare responsibilities that. still rest on women. The
-prevailing attitudes are sexist, making women feel either
that theéy are ‘invisible or that they stick out like. a sore

TN

eater emphasis to-the economic.interests of male, skilled .
ite workers than to women or other oppressed, less easily”
rganised gt:chens huﬁgng*i::;lf to issiies ‘of wages ‘and
¢ that > ? :

@humb s priotities are male-defin'ed, according much

- tial section of it, and have a damn sight more right to oir

‘basic interests (and some women, like those at Chix or - -

‘comptise a large part of it: the point is to make it our move- .-

the fact that wpmeli, especially working class women who - -

. are the majolity, cannof opt out of the class struggle. We =~

can choose to be-passive victims of jt or active fighters to =~
change our conditions, but class society and class oppress- -
ion will not simply go away because we choose to ignére it
or not ‘concentrate all our enetgies’ on it.- And as the -
present Tory attacks show, the crisis of -class society is )
‘deepening and there will be less and less chance of closing " .
oureyestoit, ST . ST
- It is fundamentally pessimistic to say: here we are, we're
going to change the world, free ourselves from millennia of i
oppression, eradicate mountains of prejudice, but we can’t = _
tackle the labour movement, we’ll get swamped.. T
But we are the labour movement, at least a very substan-

ideas and needs than the jargon-ridden officials who sit on -
it. Million of women are in unions, simply to defend their= -

Grunwicks, go through bitter struggles for the right to org- .
anise); millions of women vote Labour and see it as’ their :
party. It is already pur movement in the sense that fwomen

ment in the real sense, in that it takes up our concerns and
fights for our interests. - TR -
But it will take a fight. Fightback can make a start by °
helping to coordinate those feminists already active as jn-
dividuals in their unions, Labour Patties, trades countils =
etc. How we organise together need not in the least be dict- "~
ated by how the labour movement as a whole functions: it
may be as issue campaigns, small groups to help women .
gain confidence and learn to be ‘more assertive in union )

' meetings, autonomous- caucuses organised eithér by union

or by workplace or both, day-schools and workshops. to

-, ~exchange experiences, etc.

“The ~answer to those who. fear that the aims of the.
women’s movement would get lost or stifled if it turned its

_ energies towards the labour movement is that, on the cop-

. for greater accountability, more control by the membership,- -, . '

outside of class struggle and socialist revolution is a radical .

" ices, ‘the threat-to whole_communities such_as Corby and
. South Wales, is forcing the labour movement to the realis-

“they’re ‘personal’ and that we only concentrate on ‘big’ -

-we accept the right of male bureaucrats to define what the

trary, we would be in a position.to gain millions more- =
women for the struggle. In transforming the ‘labour move- * :
ment for our needs, we could call on the support of all those
whose interests it is to open up the labour movement to real
participation by the mass of its members.

In the Labour Party there is already a struggle going on

to turn it into a party that can articulate and fight for the ' -
real interests of its members. The women’s movement has .
a lot to contribute in showing how particular ways of organ-
ising can militate against women’s participation. And the )
entry into the struggle of substantial numbers of radical . - .
left-wing women intent on smashing hierarchies could ti
the balance against the Callaghans and Healeys. -
Does orgaiiising in the labour movement mean we have
to drop issues of specifically sexual oppression because

issues of wages, jobs and pensions? The answer is, only if

labour movement is about. It exists to defend the conditions

and forward the interests of all workers: Our right to organ-

ise, participate, even our right to work in the first place, are -

dependent on a whole range of other things. Coee
The present attacks on the welfare state, the social serv- = -

ation that the interests of the working class cannot be narr: -
awly-encapsulated by just the question of wages and condi-

tions at work. It is beginning to accept that ttie fate of the o
unemployed, the young and old and sick, dépendents or- .~ .

wage-earners or claimants, are its responsibility too. With .- ":
the anti-Corrie campaign we have started to win the argu- -

- ment that ‘personal’ questions like the right to decide when -

- and if to have children are also class questions.

.. Nor should we have to.buy our right vto‘ﬂrganisé in the - - ‘.
~labour movement at the cost of putting up with sexist treat- -~ . .

ment. We have a right to be: there and to put forward our - - -
views. It is the-male chauvinists who should be forced to

- explain why they think they have a right to abuse sections

_ of the labour movement just because they’re wWomen..- .. 7

_ paign along these, lines — chall

If Fightback for Womei s Rights can mouit a strong cams- *

cngig the cxisting hier. .
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He was a miember of the International

" Socialists (now SWP), sérving on their

.- National Committee, until he left in 1976.
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*  Mick: O'Sullivan, a UCATT shop

" steward in Haringey direct works, talked

to John Bell about the ' history of rank-

. and-file - gronplngs in the building

L lndustry o

WHILE IT is true to say that the Com-
* mynist Party have played a major role in
" the rank-and-file building groups, they

‘not since the 1960s.

"./We don’t know much abouf the group-
mg which started in the '30s and was
"disbanded by the CP in 1955, the New

- er (he died two years age) and building
. - “worker militant. So the history of the New
" Builders’ Leader. remains obscure. All 1
know-about it is that one of the major
planks of the paper was for union amalg-
-~ " amation. Many of the present-day bur-
- -eaycraey left the CP at the time the paper
was woundup. -
‘ The papet Rark and: Flle developed -in
*the mid-’60s. To my knowledge, the

wmg dornination, particularly in'the craft
. unions, and was sustained by a number of

.. North-and'in London. Horseferry. Rd and
- the Barbican were examples. - e

. the »SWP/IS} to libertarians and -anarch-

have _not-totally dommated them at least

-"Builders’ Leader. The CP have for some .
" reason refused to publish the book about -
it by Fraok Jackson, a lifelorig CP memb-

“paper grew out-of a number of unofficial -
‘rank and file bodies around the Man- -
- - chester area. It campaigned against right

blg and protracteq disputes both'in the .

- Politically the paper was an amalgam '
of different forces, from the CP. through -

.!ed out and it ground'to: -
s.1 lmow there was no

the - Itsmostlmportantfeaturewasﬁm:tw:s »

were groups of stewards and rank and
file* members. who met to ..coordinate
strikes and disputes. It reactivated the
base which Rank and File had orgamnised.

- Coordination was particularly important
" given ‘that there were four ‘main unions -
. organisingin the building industry. o

One of the main cutting edges of the

Charter was the struggle for _union

democracy.
The Amalgamated Soc1ety of Wood-
workers (ASW) under George Smith held

a ballot in 1970 to introduce the check-

off system and the-appointment of region-

_ al officials. Smith lost.

- When the leadership saw the vote had
gone against them, they called for anoth-
_er ballot, toinclade the Amalgamated
Society - of Painters and Decorators
(ASPD), who were at that time in the pro-
cess of amalgamating with the ASW to
form UCATT, the Union of Construction

_‘and- Allied Trades Technicians. ASPD -

had a long history of banning CP mem-
bers from office and of craft elitism. The
second vote went with the bureaucracy.

’

"The struggle to reverse this decision b,

. was to be a focus for the Charter. It cul-

minated in the UCATT’ rules revision

- conference of 1975, which saw a major

defeat for the bureaucracy. Conference

voted for election of full-time officials, .

though check-off was maintained. . The

Charter.had played the role of organiser .

of the rank and file. It reflected the
strength of the CP at the -base of the

the branches

IS also played agpart in .this sttuggle. -
_-Many of the leading activists in. the
- Charter " were ‘IS 'members, though of - -
coursé the CP hafl far greater, numbers.

*i*

’THE NATIONAL strlke of 1972, over the .

annual pay- claxm, was the first, and to

date the last, national strike of UCATT.

un ‘by the

RANK AND FILE MOVEMENTS
1. THE BUILDING INDUSTRY

lopment of the flying - pickets adapted

“".from the miners’ strike earlier that year.

. However, the Charter di¢ not appear.
The CP said that the people who produc-

ed it were-too busy running the strike. I

think the real reason was that -they were
trymg to- gam favour with the bureau-
cracy.

~"At that timé George Smith, the general

. secretary of UCATT,. was writing regul- ~ - -
If the Charter -had -
-appeared, then he would not have touch- -

arly for. the Star..

ed it with a barge-pole.” For King St, a

general secretary writing in the Staris a

Jlot more 1mportant It glves them fat

more credlblllty, in their opinion, than a

rank and file paper.
The IS, in the absence of the Charter.

brought out a number of Socialist Work-A .
er building workers’ specials, whlch sold

very well.

The main thmg that came: out of the . -
. strike was the Shrewsbury 24'case, when

24 North Wales building workers were
prosecuted on charges-including conspir-

acy, based on alleged damage caused by - -

flying pickets during the strike.
The Tories wanted a weak industry to
have a 8o at, and they picked .on build-

ing. The CP at first refused to do any-.

thing about it on the grounds that they
.were criminal charges. So did the bureau-

cracy. It was Workers’. Fight who first

~ took the issue up, and then it gained

support from all the left groups. The Cp.

..~ were forced to act because of this lmtla]
union, and had taken the struggle into

pressure and the outrage from their own

base. Then the Charter began to move on-
the issue, and after that the union bur-

-eaucracy took it up.

Had the union leadersh1p been prepar-'

ed to take on-the Tories -in the first .
‘instance over the 24, then I think the.
. Government would have backed ‘down.. -
* After all, they were treading on' danger-

“. ous ‘ground.. The ‘Pentonville ‘Five were
. fresh in everyone’s mematy. - '

The:-CPat that time had enough clout to A‘ :
hhve forced the ‘bureaucracy into action: .-

so many

Bnt they failed to. do’lt. As. i



the hook and tled the Charter to inaction.

. up. The beginning of the end was 1976,
The CP had won a number of positions

Charter had lost its rationale for them.
Conststently the CP policy has been to

“the expense of organising the rank and

‘.. mouse game, with the CP always cast in
the role of the mouse.

) When they. thought they had become

- part of the Establishment, then the need

» -dlsappeared o .o

***

‘IN 1976 the paper Bulldmg Worker start-

SWP over the leadershi
channel all our activity into the Right to
Work campaign — or, rather, that had

" been the straw whxch broke the camel’s
backs

other non:aligned building workers, con-
tinued. to attend the Charter meetings.
We often found that we had a majority at
the meeting. When . this happened the *
CP-refused to hold the meetings. Or if we
did get anything like support for the.

ing, the CP would reverse it at the next.-
Then we put & resolution for the 1976
. “Charter conference, condemning UCATT
and TGWU rivalry. The CP member who
-went as delegate did not even bother to

' be understood that this rather modest
.. résolution cut -across . the CP’s pro-
- AUCATT line.

: going to accept any democratic decisions, ~

... so we decided to leave.
- It was ‘shortly after that, though not
" because-of it, that the‘Charter began to

fade away.
The Charter still orgamsed the odd .
" conférence, but it had effectively stopped
producing the paper. So we started pub-
 lishing Building Worker.

There is clearly a strong need for con-

The Charter was never officially wound
"-in the union, so to a large ‘extent the -
., attempt to influence the bureaucracy at

file. Such a strategy ends up in a cat and - |

for organisation round the Charter simply
_ed- ‘A number of comrades had left the
gs s attempt to-
We, along with. SWP members and

Right to Work march through one meet-

- get the tesolution on the agenda. It must

« We realised then' ‘that they weren't

Rcvoluﬁonlﬂes led the ﬂgllt to defend the Shrewsbury 24
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sistent rank-and- file work in the build- -

ing. industry. You build up, the union on
site, and then six months or a year later,

~you have to start all over again. A long

job is a year to eighteen months. Thus, in

a niuch more limited way than the Chart- -
" et was able to do, we attempt to play

that coordmatmg role for the rank and
file, filling the gap left by the Charter. -

There are members of the SWP,
the: Labour Party, Big Flame, Workers’

Action, IMG, and a couple of CP. mem-

bers in the .Building Worker group, so
we have certain differences among us:

- But we manage to wotk very well as a

group.
While thls gives us a certam coherence

'among the individual members of Build-

jng Worker, my personal opinion is that
both the IMG and the SWP are not inter-
ested in rank and file groupings -which
they don’t control. We have difficulty
getting articles and even ads pla:ced in
thelr papers.

.

" .are offering a snx-week rebate if you psy -
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Our mam function has -been that of

~ coordinating ‘militants, where -this- has

been possible. It has taken us a long time
to build up, but over the last year we

. lave been able to develop this role . in

terms of helping some strikes and pick-
ets.” With our small forces; I don’t thmk
this is any small achievement. :

Also, we have made-an unpact on tl;e)‘
unlon bureaucracy. While I can’t say we' .
worry- them, théy certamly know of our
existence.

Ifoverthenextyearorsothere 1sn’tan e
upturn- in -the struggles, the role of the .-~
group will be much-more one of holding. -
together militants in diffefent areas. .* . -

The economic situation has hit the in- ..~
dustry hard. Large numbers of building -

P A

~ workers are unemployed, and in UCATT. o )

check-off has taken a massive toil on
branch life. Before at stewards’ nights , -~
you could not gef in the door. You would/ e
have literally hundreds in the foom. Now, ..
to.a large extent, branches are dead. . Lo
In 1978 56% of members’ dues were '

,‘ deducted at source. While this is a gen-.

eral trend in most unions, it has a far ~ -
more sinister side in building. Sub-- T -~
contractors do deals with the union and =~ = -
buy in bulk orders. The employers hold , -
the cards. Many of the workers dont R
even know they’re in the union. B

It has got to- the stage now where

" UCATT has sfarted a price war with,the- ;:

TGWU, whose rates. are cheaper. They

fora year *

This situation’ has not only destroyed
branch life, but also' made it virtually -
impossible for the union to take national”
-action. The contrictors would just have = -
to issue instructions to stop mto -
the umon, and they cm}ldn’t ﬁnm T

T
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.. countries {for example,:

. str()ngest

national conference,. the Fourth Inter-
natmmal {International Commlttee) was
proclalmed One of the main organisers,
_the !French Organisation Communiste -
Intemattonabste} (oD, . declared that

““without  considering the Fourth Inter-

: natronal P 2 the world-party of socialist

‘fevolution founded by . Leon Trotsky in
1938 — *‘as already reconstructed’’, the
conference ‘must mark ‘‘an important

_.step  forward on the road of the recon- -

struction . of the Fourth . International,-

disrupted by Pabloite revisionism in the -

yeArs 1951 3" (quormatlons Ouvneres
979;.33.12.80). "

. The OTI added: ‘“Fhe Fourth ‘Inter-
natxonal in its whole hlss}ory/ has never
before had organisations of the strength
and size of the united OCI and of the
PST” (Socialist Workers Party of Arg-
entina).

" * The OCI has about 5,000 members

The PST claims 5,600. The new FI(IC)
also has organisations of some substance .
- injother Latin American countries and in
‘Spain, as well as small groups in many
the - Socialist
_Labour Group in Britain). .
The FI(IC) has been formed by the
fusion of thie Organising Committee for -
“the Reconstruction of the Fourth Infer-
-national (OCRFI, centred round the OCI)

- and two currents which split last October-

* November from-the other major would-be
Tratskvlst international movement, the
United Secretariat of the Fourth Inter-
_national (USFI): the Bolshevik Faction
- (centred round the PST) and the Leninist-
Trotskyist Tendency (strongest in. France

~and. Spain). In .several ‘countries, most -

" :importantly -Spain and Peru, the BF,

"OCRF], and/or LTT forces. are however »

stlll not iinited at the national level.

In. what remains of the USFI,, the"
organisations, the . LCR
« (France) and the §WP (USA), cannot
have more than 1,000 to 1,500 members.
Then the Spanish organisation- and the

“British (IMG) have, apparently;- 500 to

1,000. Most other sections are - much
weaker, So the USFI is now almost- cert-
ajnly -organisationally weaker, though
" perhaps rather more alert and dynamic,
than . the rival ‘Fourth International’ .

. orgamsd tion.

IS THIS a positive ‘process of regroup-
‘ment of the Trotskylst forces-on a world
“scalé”’, as the organisers of the FI(IC)
argue" We think not. .

Revolutlenary socialism (Trotskylsm) is
an international programme. Trofskyists,
therefore, “have always aimed to co-
ordinate and organise Qhenr actlvmes
mternatlonally

2In Trotsky’s lifetime; though detailed

-new ‘F

“©ON 27 DECEMBER 1980, aftef an inter-

'Ihevmovement spht into two factxons ot

- comparable weight, but both very ‘weaks

The problem was how: to coordinate the

. work of building Trotskyist parties with

3

pracﬂca‘l ceordination - was ‘extremely .

orre - internationa} movemeént, centred
. round the heroic figure of Trotsky him-’
self After Trotsky’s murder by a Stalinist .

1940, xperiencede

nternational movement -

- weak, Trotskyism was nonetheless clearly -
* (USA).In- ‘1977 the SWP dissolved it. The
. comrades opposed: to the dissolution

the task of relating to:the radical and
revolutlonary movements . developing
under the control of other political forces.

One faction, led by Michel Pablo and Ern-'.

est Mandel :and centred round the Euro-
.pean Trotskyists, tended towards an
approach of chasing after évery promis-
ing “radical movement, = constructing
grand’schemes and theories about how to
“‘assist the. .evolution’ towards : socialist
Struggle. The other faction was a loose
- alliance of the SWP (USA) (then led by
James P. Cannon), British Trotskyists led
"by Gerry Healy and French Trotskyists
led by Pierre Lambert (fore-runners of’
today’s OCI). They counterposed concen-

tration on building their own organisa- -

tions — an approach which sometimes

" led to political opportunism when that

seemed otganisationally advantageous.
The. SWP (USA) was always the most
rational and balanced [of the anti-Pablo-
ites’, and. in 1963 it reunified with- the
European movement. »
But the reunified- movement, Whlch
took the title  USFI, continued the
approach of; the
“faction, despite- some protests from
Cannon (who by then was well over 70
years old). The Healy-Lambert ‘forces,
continuing their own ‘International Com-
mittee’ retreated into sour. sectarignism.

In 1971 the rump ‘International Commit-
tee’ collapsed, with a split between Healy :
and Lambert. From then until 1980 the .

USFI was able’ to give some plausibility
to its claim to be ‘the’ Fourth Inteérnation-

al, outside which only. sectarian frag- .

ments could be found:.

" In that perspective the founding of th_e
FI(IC) might look more like a reconstitu-
tion of the split of 1953. But'it is not-quite
that, either. The resemblance is ‘much
closer with the 1963 d1v1s1on but even
_then it is far from exact.

NICARAGUA WAS the issue that setA
“things moving. After. the Sandlmstas,
overthrew the Somoza dictatorship in
July 1979, the Bolshevik Faction-tried to -

‘intervene. The USFI leadership wanted .

to ‘assist the evolution’ of the Sandinistas
‘instead. They supported the Sandinistas’
expulsion. of - non-Nicaraguan members
of the BF. This support was’later toned
-down by a statement that the éxpulsion
had been a mistake, but at the same time
- the USFI instructed its members to cease

independent activity in Nicaragua and -

‘‘act as loyal mrlrtants” in the Sandinista
movement . .
< The Lemmst-Trotsky15t Tendency took
the side of the Bolshevik Faction. {(Prior_
to 1977 a Leninist- Trotskylst Faction had
exlsted in ;the: USFL, . round the SWP

formed the LTT).
-Fro

split.

f,-ernatlonal’

 mented at the time:

old- ‘Pablo-Mandel -

struggle dgainst revisionism

. October: th,ere’was a-de facto
-LTT . alréady had" links with, .."

- and as: heavrly mﬂuenced by, the OCL - .

: .alignment; thi

Committee’ ‘was establrshed

It called for an open .conference of. the
Trotskyist movement to discuss the crisis
provoked by the Nicaraguan. revolution -

and -its 1mp11cat10ns Thlsk might have

been promising. Workers' Action com-
‘- Nicaragua poses
sharply the to-be-or-not-to-be  question- - -
for Trotskyism. It therefore calls-for, and
makes ‘possible, ‘a fresh assessment .and
appraisal-of all the forces of the ‘Trotsky-
ist movement’”’. ‘

We approfiched the Parity Committee,
with a view to taking part in the open con-
ference and the preparations for_ it. So
did other Trotskyists, for example the
Workers’ Socialist League.

We had been bitterly critical of the OCI
in the- past. Despite the truth of its criti-
cisms of the USFI on Nicaragua, we were .
adversely impressed by ‘the fact that the
OCT gave very little attention to Nicar-
agua until ‘the crisis in the USFI .erupted,’
and then spent much more time denounc-
ing the Sandinistas and the USFI than -
they had supporting the Sandinistas
against Somoza. We knew less of the Bol-
shevik Faction. Tt had been part of the
SWP-led LTF, splitting over differences

“on Portugal and Angola in 1975-6. What
- we knew of it did not inspire confidence.

Despite all this, it was vital to test the
proniises and the possibilities.

"But those possibilities started dis- -
appearing very quickly. The Parity Com-- .
mittee was set up, right from the start,
on-a far trghter basis than appropriate -
for organising an open conference. Its

' founding document made its appeal to

**all the organisations basing themselves
on the foundmg programme of the FI, on -
its foundation in 1938 and its reconstruc-
tion in 1943-53, its continuity despite its
dislocation in-1951-3 under the effect of
Pabloite revisionism”. ‘In a letter to us .
(28 December 1979) they spelled it out:
the Parity Committee was based on - the
postition that “‘the polltlcal ‘continuity of
the Fourth International has been_ pre-
served, through the struggle of the Org-
anising Committee for the Reconstruc-
tion of the Fourth International and of the
organisations and currents, including the
BF and the LTT, which undertook the

- struggle against revisionism. within thé

Unified - Secretariat, despite whatever
differences there may have been”
So this was an ‘opén” discussion — open

“to all who accepted in advance that the

OCRFI, BF and LTT all represented “‘the.
”' N

The response to the WSL, too, showed -
the Parity Committee was going back on
its, programme of an open discussion.
The open conference just ‘disappeared. .
First, January 1980 was mentioned as.
the-date. Then it was postponed Then it.

.appeared as a '‘conference ‘‘open to the

’ .-

United Secretariat and its organisations

' — who of course did not wish to attend!

(Informattons Ouvrieres 950, - 24.5.80).
In December 1980 'the conference finally -

‘took place, and it was not open at all.

At thé time: of the Octo)

- political ¢
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- OCRFLLTT and Bol«shewk Factlon OCI

. ification was ‘‘positive’’

leadet Stephane ~ Just “even spoke of -

. (quoted ‘in the -
OCI magazine La Verite n0.589). As well
as many historical differences associated .

‘‘enormous differences”’

with 16 years of having been in bitterly:
opposed organisations, there were: hve,

- current differences. . ;
" The OCI held Cuba was capltahst The
BF comrades had never been known to

dissociate themselves from the -USFI
{ine that Cuba was a.more-or-less healthy
workers’ state. The OCI is notorious for

barnstorming denunciations of Stalinism,

sometimes implying that social demo-
cracy is a-progressive alternative to Stal-
inism. BF leader Nahuel Moteno had, in
contrast, been noted inside.the USFI for a

semi-friendly attitude to Maoism, and in

“a recent polemic he had,insisted that

there was more democracy in the Stalinist

states than in any capitalist country.
There were sharp differences ‘on the

Middle ‘East. There were even differenc-

. es on Nicaragua itself (to use, or not to -
" use, the slogan of the Constltuent Ass-

embly)

These dlfferences, surely, called for a

full and honest discussion. Instead there .
was a bureaucratic stitch-up. There is no
other way to describe it.

By late November, Stephane Just was
declaring that the Parity' Committee had
a common political platform ‘‘of perfect
(??) .clarity... a clear and solid - basis;
which... should permlt common political
actions as from now’’ (Informations Ouvr-

-feres 925, 24.11.79).

- Pierre Lambert of the OCI : qulckly
dlscovered that he had been wrong for

"nearly 20 years on Cuba. *‘For some com-

rades, this was a workers’ state. I posed-

“the. problem a little differently. Of course,
- for me, Cuba was a workers’ and peas-
- ants’ government. But I considered that

‘in,the situation of collapse that had taken

. place in :Cuba, the nature of the ‘state

could: not be determined..In that. sense |
~made a parallel with the Commlttee of .

- Public Safety-of 1793-4 [in Frarice}, which,

was an errorsince there cannot be a state
'-whlch is neither workers’ nor bourgeons
(10 926, 1.12.79).

‘And- Moreno announced, surpnsmgly
to say the least, that “Smce 1961, we
have denounced the Castroite leadership
as a petty-bourgeois leadership alien to

the workers’ movement, as alien as its -

strategy of guenlla war...” (IO‘ 951
31.5.80). -

- Even historical dnfferences were stitch-
ed up. After msnstmg that the 1963 reun-
(Andreas Del-

gado, IO 926, 1.12.80), .the BF finally

- consented to say that the reunification -

was' ‘‘the ‘product’ of corfusion [and]
- speeded up confusion’’ (Parity Commit-

. teé . declaration, February 1980: Inter-

ndtional Correspondence no.2). And the

. whole Parity Committee was ‘committed -
to the peculiar OCI theory that the pro-

ductive forces have declined since World

- War 2,.and to the views, or at least the

rhetorlc, of the OCI on Stalinism.

... A common position was also. taken’on _
- the ‘invasion “.of - -Afghanistan...

remarkably incoherent pomtwn
P .

but' a

The~

USSR’s invasion, suppresslng that rev-

olution, actually served the mterests of -
~ imperialism. .

**The Kremlin bureaucracy thus made.
use -of its presence to maintain the bour-
geois semi-colonial state upright and,
thereby, to maintain the link of subérd-
ination to imperialism...

““The revolutionary wave which. started
in Iran could not fail to'have destabilising
effects in Afghanistan. While religion can

be uhdetstood to- serve asza means by
. which _people- express their feeling of

nat1onhood the movement which permlts
the rebellion against the central power is

_not a ‘religious’ movement any more than

it is in [ran. It forms part of the general
mobilisation of the masses in the region.
It is directed against a state which re-
mains a semi-colonial state...”’ (Inter-
natlonal Correspondence no. l) :

‘*The rising of the worker .and peasant
masses. of ‘Afghanistan teok place in the
framework of the development of the

proletanan revolution in -the whole area,
and is part of it”’ (Intematmnal Corres-
p(mdence no.2)

" So the Panty Committee correctly
assessed the invasion as reactlonary —_

“"but it evaded, by constructing a mythical

picture of events, all the real issues be-
hind that assessment. It also evaded the
logical conclusions from that assessment.
It did not call for the withdrawal ef the
Russian troops! Stated reason: defence of
the nationalised property relations in the
USSR. But the ‘Parity: Committee -itself
noted: ‘‘a_military attack against the
USSR seems highly improbable’”. (IC 2).

So how are the natlonallsed property rel- -

ations. threatened? — unless every set-

- -back to the USSR in world diplomacy and

power-politics is to. be considered a pot-
ential threat to the property relations, in
‘which case ‘defence of the USSR’ would
mean mnear-total subordmat:on to the
Kremlin’s diplomacy.

The cracks in sich reasohmg have been :

stuffed with a sort ‘of rhetorical ideolog-
ical putty: ‘‘we are-in the epoch of the
impending world ‘volution -la contin-
yous}- revolutionary rise. [smce 1943]...

the process which is n'rcsxsh ly drmng

.. the mas:

by/_, Q

. of the Patity C

the revolution which is goilig forward...
The revolution is going forward and wxll

-~ triumph”’ (Intematwnal Comespondence
_no.2). :
And so joint theses were put together_
-for the founding conference of the Fourth
International (International Committee)
- — without the slightest real open discuss-

ion ever takmg place. (These theses are
not available to us at the time of writing).

1953, FOR ALL the confusnon involved,

. was a split produced by a genume, living -
: effort to grapple with the political issues,

on both sides. This 1979-80 realignment
is more like a bureaucratic swapping of
alliances between some .of the. powerful

. nationally-based groupmgs which have

-dominated all would-be ‘Internationals’
since. the breakdown of the early 'SOs:
The politics and the theory have: béen

squared after the event. The impulse - - ‘

which the Nicaraguan revolution could

have given to clarifying the revolutlonary o

movement has been stifled.-An opportun-

_ ity has’been missed.
But there are lessops to be drawn, and . .

there will 'be people to draw them. Now
there are two would-be ‘Fourth Internat-

ionals’ of comparable weight, no-one can -

stake a claim to be the authoritative:

centre of world Trotskyism putely ori the

basis of organisational inclusiveness. Any

such claims must be argued out polit-
ically: And the argument can hardly fail-

‘to maké it clear to ‘many comrades that

- there is no Fourth International today, no ‘
. authoritative centre of world Trotskyism. -

Much of the theoretical, political and org-

* anisational work necessary:to build a real

revolutionary International remairis to be
done. It must be tackled seriously — with
theoretical and political dlalogue ‘which’
confronts the read problems, with work to-

establish- a real intervention in- the .
worker‘s movement whefe we have the,

chance to do that, and with collaboration

. where feasjble. Neither of the two: now-

dominant blecs in world:

Trotskyisnr,
_meither the USFI nor the FI(IC), is stable. -
* New workers’- sttuggles, new political -~
- isgues,’ will’ break - the patchwork all- - -

iances.. And when they do, thé,etpetlenee

] oun conference of the new FL '
~ the struggle of the masses tends to umfy RS

v
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Trotsky, Lenin and Kamenev discussing
at the Sc:cond Congress

Many of the basic ideas of revolu-
tionary Marxism were formulated
most clearly and comprehensively
by the first four Congresses of the
Third International, between 1919
and 1922. Stan Crooke reviews the
ideas of the Second{1920] Congress
— one of the most important.

ON THE OUTBREAK of the first imper-
ialist World War in 1914, the mass social-
democratic parties affiliated to the
Second International collapsed into nat-
ionalism and class collaboration. Instead
of ‘mobilising the working class against
the imperialist slaughter, the leaders o’
the Second International became recruit-
ing sergeants for their own ruling classes.
Lenijn - recognised that this betrayal
marked the ultimate bankruptcy of the
Second Interhational, and set about pre-
paring the ground for the founding of a
new, Third International. _ ‘
The first congress of this new Inter-
national, held in Moscow .in 1919, .cauld

“movement

able, §ner or later, so the onl, thing left

L Bz G memsiice T e

‘The Third International:

Organising the
revolutionaries to
revolutionise the

ence. Few of the delegates represented
really functioning parties.

But by the time of the Second Con-
gress, which opened in Petrograd [Lenin.
grad] 60 years ago this July, the situation
was very different.  Functioning
Communist Parties now existed in a
whole number of countries, and the
colonies of European and American im-
perialism were also well represented at
the Congress. It was this, second, Con-
gress, rather than the first, which laid
the political and organisational founda-
tions of the Third International, and its
debates are stilt of vital relevance to revo-
lutionaries today.. .

The Third International was a very diff-
erent organisation from the Second Inter-

national. The Second International, as the
Russian Communist [Bolshevik] leader *

Zinoviev contemptuously pointed = out,
had been a ‘letter-box’. It had operated
as little more than an inférmation centre
and- talking shop, turning a blind eye to

the acts of betrayal and class collabora-

tion committed by the affiliated organisa-
tions. -

Its attitude towards the struggle for
socialism had been a passive, propagand-
istic one: socialism was seen as inevit-

[0 August 1914: Major
arties of the Socialist
2nd] International sup-
port their ‘own’ ruling
classes in'the World War.
Lenin, Trotsky, and other
revolutionary leaders
come out for a new Inter-
national.
‘O March 1915: Interna-
tional socialist women’s
___ conference condemns the

war.
[J September 1915: Zim-
merwald conference of
left wing socialists con-
demns the war but fails
to call for a new Interna-
‘tional: -
O April 1916;: Second
anti-war socialist confer-
ence, at Kienthal — clos-
er to Lenin’s position.
[J.-November 1917: Bol-
shevik revolution in Russ-

ary upsurges followed in
Germany, Hungary, and
Italy, and a huge political
M ferment in other countries:
[} January 1919: Lenin
and Trotsky invite revolu-
tionaries to the founding
conference of a new Inter-
national, to be based on
the principles of the Bol-
sheviks and of the Ger-
man Spartacusbund.

3 March 1919: Founding
2] congress

try to help along the steady and inevit-
able process of socialist advance.

The Third International was based on a
fundamentally different outlook: ‘‘We
want to -organise ourselves as a fighting
organisation that not only .propagates
communism but also wants to turn it jnto -
deeds, and to create an international org-
anisation for the purpose... We want to

- be an international of deeds... The Third
International is to be ‘an instrument of

struggle’’. :

It was this basic idea of a single inter-
national fighting organisation, mobilis-
ing and leading forward the working class
on a world scale for head-on confrontation
and overthrow of capitalism and imperial-
ism, which ran through all the major de-
bates at the Congress. ) : ,

But the first debate which had to be
won was whether or not a party was need-
ed at all to carry out the revolution. A

- minority of the -delegates, particularly

those from Britain and America who had
been influenced by the syndicalist
movements in their countries, believed
that all political parties would end up be-
traying workers as those of the Second In-
ternational had donein August 1914,
The minority was certainly correct to

-condern the parties of the Second Inter-

ia. In 1918-20 revolution- -
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national; but their mistake was to gener-
alise from this and write off all political
parties. In doing ‘'so they were allowing
themselves to be influenced by bour-
geois ideology and propaganda. Zino-

viev said: ‘‘Every good bourgeois joins a.

political party as soon as he is 21. But to
the workers he comes with propaganda
against joining parties, and quite often
he catches workers hook, line and
sinker’’. - '

And not only were the revolutionary
syndicalists wrong to believe that the

bankruptcy of the Second International :

meant the | bankruptcy of the party type
of organisation. They were also illogical.
After all, the trade unions had been guilty
of crimes against the working class just
as gross as those committed by the poli-
tical parties of the Second International.
But the syndicalists did not argue that the
idea. of trade unions was. bankrupt,
although, logically, they ought to have.

The class struggles in Russia and Hun--

gary proved, in different ways, the need
for a revolutionary party. The October
Revolution and the overthrow of capital-
ism in Russia would have been imposs-
ible but for the existence of a Bolshevik
party. “‘If we had not had a centralised,
military, iror.-disciplined party, which we
organised fcr twenty years, we would
have heen beaten twenty times over'
(Zinoviev). :

- In Hungary, on the other hand, the
numerical and political weaknesses of the
party had led it to rely on the trade
unions. with fatal consequences. The un-
ions had been entrusted with tasks such
as the re-organisation of production, the
formation of a Red Army, the distribu-
tion of food, etc. ,

“*Bur’’, the Hungarian Communist
leader Rakosi recounted, ‘it emerged
that these questions could not be solved
by them. They did indeed take on these
tasks, but in no area did they achieve a
satisfactory solution to them. Not only be-
cause they were mostly reactionary  but
also because they were not created to
solve political questions. After a few
months we were. faced with the absolute
necessity of forming a strong new Com-
munist party . ]

But the ‘‘centralised, military, iron-
disciplined party’” which Zinoviev talked

of was not simply a necessity for organi- .

sational reasons. It was also a political
necessity. Because the bourgeoisie
controls all the means of propaganda,
culture and information in capitalist soc-
iety (schools, mass media,.the church,
etc.), the thinking and actions of the
working class come to be dominated by
bourgeois ideology. Only a party which
‘has purged itself of all bourgeois influ-
ences and is a concrete embodiment of
revolutionary socialist struggle-can break
the working class from bourgeois ideo-
logy and organise it to overthrow capi-
talism. :

For the Third International the Com-
munist Party was not just a'collection of
industrial militants. The party was a part
of the working class, but also differed
from the whole working class in -that it
had- “‘an overall view of the whole histor-

‘this strﬁgrgl.ef‘ right to the end in every

ity"". It was ‘‘the organisational and poli-
tical lever with whose help the advanced
part of the working class can steer the
whole mass of the proletariat and the
semi-proletariat onto the correct road ",
However correct the syndicalists were
to recognise the absolute bankruptcy
after 1914 of the parties of the Second In-
ternational, they were wrong to oppose
all party-type organisations. The collapse
of the Second International did not signal
the bankruptcy of all parties. What it did
signal was the need to create a new party
of the proletariat: the Communist Party,
modelled on the Bolshevik Party which
Lenin had built in Russia. - :
“Trotsky declared: ‘I proceed from the
assumption that there is a rather sharp
contradiction between the march of hist-
orical events and the opinion expressed
‘here with such Marxist magnanimity [by

‘Paul Levi of the German CP] to the effect

that the broad masses of workers are al-
ready excellently aware of the necessity
of the party. It is self-evident that if we

were dealing here with Messrs Scheide- -

mann, Kautsky or their English co-
thinkers, it would, of course, be unnec-
essary to convince these gentlemen that a
party is indispensable to the working
class. They have created a party for the

“working class and handed it over into the

service
society... )
“Just because I know that the party is
indispensable, and am very well aware of
the value of the party, and just because I
see Scheidemann on the one side and, on
the other, American or Spanish or French
syndicalists who not ornly wish to fight

of bourgeois and  capitalist

Zinoviev.
against the bourgeoisie but who, unlike
Scheidemann, really want to tear its head
off — for this reason I say that I prefer to
discuss with these Spanish, American
and French comrades in vrder to prove
to them that the party is indispensable
for the fulfillment of the historical miss-
ion which is placed upon them — the de-
struction of the bourgeoisie. I will try to
prove this to them in a comradely way, on

_ the basis of my own experience, and not

by counterposing to them Scheide-
mann’'s long years of experience and say-
ing that for the majority this question has
already been settled’'. :

And the main fire of the Congress was
directed ' against the Social-Democratic
renegades and traitors. ‘‘Opportunism is
our main enemy’’, declared Lenin, the
leader of the Russian Revolution. ‘‘Here
is our main enemy and we have to defeat
this enemy. We must go away from this
Congress with the firm resolve to carry on

Why then were delegates from the In- -

dependent Social-Democratic Party of
Germany-(USPD),-the French Socialist

“Party .(SFI0), and the Italian Socialist

Party (PSI), invited to ,the Congress?
All of them contained their fair share of

- right-wingers and waverers (centrists),

L]

especially among their parliamentary
representatives and top leaders. Their
delegacies were accepted not in the hope
of reaching some compromise with the

opportunists, but in order to sharpen the

contradictions in these parties to the.

point of a split and win over the majority.
Particularly in the case of the SFIO and

the USPD, the right-wing leaders had

sent delegates to the Congress under the .
pressure of their leftward-moving rank .

and file. The leaders hoped that in ex-
change for making a few left speeches
at Congress, the Third International
would provide them with a left cover to
carry on with their opportunism and
treachery at home.

But Lenin and the Executive Commit-
tee of the Third International insisted on
posing the political differences clearly.

As Zinoviev put it at the end of the 7th
-session.of the Congress: ‘I ask the Con-
gress, have we lost anything by negoti-
ating so clearly and se exhaustively with
these representatives? Will it be bad if
yesterday’s and today’s- minutes are
published and workers read them?... In
this way we will talk to the workers who
still have confidence in the centrists.
What would we have told them if we had

not negotiated with Cachin and Fross--

ard?’’ (delegates from the SFIO).

The right-wingers in the leadership of
organisations like the USPD, PSI and
SFIO were exposed to withering critic-
ism, on the basis of their political record

of opportunism and class collaboration.

The USPD leadership (which included
figures like Kautsky and Bernstein)
had *‘sabotaged the revolitionary strugg-
le and until now had given the best serv-
ice to the bourgeoisie’’. Turati and the
other leaders of the right wing minority
of the PSI were denounced as ‘‘carrying
out counter-revolutionary propaganda’.
The Third International demanded that
the PSI make a clear break from these
“people who have been saying the same

thing for 30 years because they are

consistent reformists’’.

There could be no room for such
people in the national sections of the
Third International. The parties affiliat-
ed to the Third International were to be
the centralised shock troops of the work-
ers, and there was no_place in them for

- the right-wing and opportunist deadwood

set adrift by the collapse of the Second In-

‘ternational: ‘‘These gentlemen should
not be allowed to remain in our party and
sabotage cur fight. We have too many
opeit wnemies to allow our concealed
enemies into our party’’ (Zinoviev).

So in its approach to the waverers the
Third International combined absolute
firmness of principles with flexibility of
tactics. In his pamphlet, Left-wing Com-
munism, written just before the Con-
gress, Lenin argued: “‘attacks of the Ger-
man Lefts on the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Germany for
entertaining the idea of a bloc’ with the
‘Independents’ [USPD]... appear to us to
be utterly frivolous and a clear proof that
the ‘Lefts’ are in the wrong... The Ger-
man  ‘Independent Social-Democratic
Party [USPD] is obviously not.a homo-
geneous body: alongside the old opport-
unist leaders... there has arisen in this
party a Left, proletarian wing which is

‘uu‘\_“



growing with remarkable rapidity... To
fear a ‘compromise’ with this wing of the
‘party is positively ridiculous. On the con-
. trary, it is obligatory for the Communists

_to seek and to find a suitable form of
compromise with them, such a com-
promise as, on the one hand, would facil-

itate and accelerate the necessary com-

plete fusion with this wing and, on the
other, would in rio way hamper the Com-
munists in their ideological and political
struggle against the opportunist Right
wing of the ‘Independents’...””

In the months following the Congress
both the USPD and the SFIO split, and in
1922 the PSI as well. The great majority
of the USPD and the SFIO came over to
the Third International, though in Italy,

_ partly because of the rigid ultra-leftism

_ of the Communist nucleus led by Amadeo
Bordiga, ‘only ‘a minority of the PSI
came over to Communism. .

The task of the Communist Parties was
not just to combat the organisations open-
ly loyal to the bourgeoisie, it was also
their task to-drive out all agents of the
class enemy within the labour move
ment as well, which demanded a fina:
and irrevocable break with the hardene:
reformists and opportunists of the USPD
SFIO, and PSl leaderships.

But when Lenin spoke to the wavering
PSI leader, Serrati, his advice was: Split
with TFurati ithe PSI's leading right-

winger] — and then form an alliance with

him. .
The sixth of the 19 theses on the role
of the Communist Party in the proletar-
-ian revolution adopted by the congress
began: ‘‘The most important task of a
truly Communist Party consists in always
remaining in the closest contact with the
broadest layers of the proletariat’’. Com-
munists were not simply the guardians
of 'some perfect programme; they had to
fight for the programme in the working
class,  which involved fighting in the
existing trade unions. '

The. most ‘pure’ ultra-leftists- argued-

that it was wrong to fight for higher
wages, since higher wages would reduce
the militancy of the working class — but
. ‘industrial sabotage was a valid method
_ of struggle against the bosses. :
Karl Radek, a militant prominent in
both the German and Russian revolu-
tionary movements, replied. The winn-
ing of wage increases was necessary to
maintain the ‘‘fighting fitness'' of the
workers, and opposition to fighting for
higher wages was based on the myth
perpetuated by the Second International
that capitalism would inevitably collapse
of its own accord. Nor was industrial sab-
otage of any use: it was an individualist-
ic method of struggle, whereas Commun-
ists fought to mobilise the masses, for
“‘the extention of the fighting front by
enlisting millions of fighting workers,
the sharpening and prolonging of the
fight and the unification of the fighting
masses’’. L
But the main source of opposition to
Communists working in the existing trade
smions came from some syndicalists pres-
et a1t the Congress. They believed it to
be impossible to do any useful work in

trade 'unions were needed.

“It is simply nonsense and ridiculous
to talk of conquering the old trade unions
with their ossified bureaucracy’’, argued
the British delegate Willie Gallacher, for,
despite working in the unions for 25
years, ‘‘we have never succeeded in revo-
lutionising them from the inside. Every
time we succeeded in making one of our
own comrades an official of the trade un-
jons... the trade umions corrupted our
own comrades’’. : '

Gallacher went on to deny that the un-

"jons were a road to the masses: “‘in a

trade union with 500 members, there are
normally only 30 members at the trade
union meeting, and the latter is under the
control of the bureaucracy’’. Gallacher’s
pessimistic conclusion was that “‘it is
as nonsensical to talk of winning the trade
unions as it is to talk of winning the capi-
talist state’’. )

The starting point for the arguments of
Gallacher and the other delegates at the

Congress who shared his position was a
healthy gut reaction against the conserv-
ative craft chauvinism which dominated
many European and (even more) Americ-
an unions, and the class collaborationist
role played by the trade unions during the
war. But the conclusion they drew was a
suicidal one.

For revolutionaries to withdraw from
the existing unions would have been an
act of voluntary self-isolation from the
millions organised in the unions and
would have played right into the hands of

the union bureaucracy. It would mean

that the bureaucrats, freed of any oppos-
ition within the union, would have a free
hand in keeping down the rank and file
and selling out their interests at every
opportunity. ’

‘““We have not one, but a hundred,

/ proofs of the fact that the trade union

bureaicracy will festively greet the day
that the Communists leave their ranks...
Our comrades know that would be just
like ‘uncoupling the locomotive from a
train and driving around with it, but
leaving the train itself to its fate', de-
clared the German Communist Jacob
Walcher. :

In fact the argument for breakaway un-
ions was based on a single, massive
contradiction. On the one hand the syndi-
calists ‘argued that the masses were
straining-at the léash and that revolution
was imminent: on the other. hand they
claimed. that the bureaucracy in the
unions could not be overthrown by the
membership. .

But the union membership which was
overthrow the bmaugm

overthrow capitalism! The argument for
breakaway union was in fact a totally
pessimistic one which, if correct, would
have meant that the socialist revolution
was impossible: if the rank and file of the
unions could not be mobilised to defeat
their own bureaucracy, they could never
be mobilised to smash capitalism. L
In two cases the Congress did sanction
the formation of new unions. If the
regime in the existing union was so
totalitarian that it was absolutely imposs-
ible to carry out revolutionary agitation in
them. And if an existing union, because
of its craft-chauvinistic outlook, failed to
organised unskilled workers, as was the
case with the American Federation of
Labour. , :
But apart from these exceptions it was
the job of Communists to fight in the ex-
- isting union. The logic behind this posit-
ion was the logic which dominated the
whole of the Congress: Marxism was not
a set of formulae, but a guide to action.

i %

Communists had to go where the masses
were and fight for their politics there,
rather than isolate themselves and preach
from the sidelines. :

The debate around the issue of whether
revolutionaries. should . participate in
bourgeois parliaments was in many ways
a parallel to the trade union debate. The
two sides in the two debates were roughly
the same, and one side was again guided
by superstitious fears of what might
happen to revolutionaries in parliament,
whilst the other based itself on the idea
that there was no corner of society into
which Communists did not carry the class
struggle. ] .

Gallacher and others believed that the
Third International was on the road to
becoming opportunist by advocating work
in Parliament, for ‘‘one cannot demand
agitation from those who enter Parlia-
ment. The Communist Parties all over the
world now have something other to do
than wasting time on parliamentary elect-
jons’’. As far as Gallacher was concerned
therefore, anyone entering parliament
would automatically become a traitor and
a reformist in the ‘best’ traditions of
the Second International.

With some very important exceptions,
the parliamentarians of the Second Inter-
national did sell out the workers — but
there was nothing automatic or inevitable

_about it. It had been the result of the

weaknesses of the individuals and, more
importantly, of the organisations to which

" they belonged. A thoroughly revolution-

ary organisation of hardened Bolsheviks
need have no qualms about its members

>>
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in parliament. In fact, if a would-be rev-

olutionary organisation could not keep its
parliamentarians under control, then it
could never carry out a revolution:

Lenin pointed out: ‘i you said:
‘Comrades, workers, we are so weak that
we cannot create such a disciplined party
that forces its members of parliament to
obey it’, then the workers would desert
you, they would say to themselves: ‘How
shall we set up the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat with such weak people.?””’

It 'was significant that it was the weak-
est and smallest parties at the Congress
which were opposed to work in parlia-
ment, whilst the stronger ones, including
the only gne to have ever carried out a
revolution, were in favour of it. There was
nothing inevitable about revolutionaries
ending up as reformists in parliament —
it was ‘a reflection of the weakness or
strengthof the organisation to which they
belonged. )

And the véry fact that revolutionaries
had successfully worked in parliament
proved that no inevitable degeneration of
revolutionaries took place. In Germany,
Karl Liebknecht had successfully used
parliament as a platform for.revolutionary
agitation, just as the Bolsheviks had'in
Russia, or the Communist Party in
Bulgaria was doing at the time of the
Second Congress itself. - ,

The anti-parliamentarians argued that
‘socialism . could never be

- through pariiament, and therefore it was

Svilvia Pankhurst

useless, if it did not create illusions, to
work in parliament. After all, Commu-
nists had better things to do than ‘waste
time on parliamentary elections’.

They were certainly correct to recog-
nise that there could be no parliamentary

road to socialism. But the question was '

how this fact was to be proven to the mill-
ions who still had illusions in parliament?
Was it to be done by giving lectures on
what’s wrong with bourgeois democracy,
or by exposing the sham nature of parl-
iament from the inside, by ‘‘blowing
them up from the inside”’ as Bukharin
put it. The history of the Bolshevik Party
showed that the latter was the only path
to follow: . o
‘“‘How will you reveal the true nature

. of .parliament to the really backward

- masses deceived by the bourgeoisie if
you don’t enter it?... the history of the

achieved

N

that the great masses of the working

class, of the peasant class and of the petty -

clerks would not have been convinced by
any arguments if they had not made their
own experiences.’” (Lenin)

The anti-parliamentarians believed
parliament could be exposed, and social-
ism achieved by passive lecturing and
propagandising. The advocates -of revo-
lutionary parliamentarianism recognised
that these two tasks could be achieved
only by the conscious intervention of
revolutionaries answerable to a consist-
ently revolutionary Communist Party.
And since the October Revolution had
been executed by adopting the latter
method of work, the congress called on

. *‘all comrades to enter parliament with

the cry ‘Down with parliamentarian-
ism.””’

The thirteenth session of the congress
was dominated by the question of

-whether the various revolutiohary groups
- in Britain, at that time in the process of

fusion to form the Communist Party,
should affiliate to the Labour Party. Affil-
iation had been debated long before the
Congress. Sylvia Pankhurst’s argu-
ments against affiliation had a certain
ring of familiarity about them: *‘The
Labour Party is very large numerically,

- though its membership is to a great

extent quiescent and apathetic, consist-
ing of many workers who have joined the

‘trade unions because their. workmates

are trade unionists, and' to share the
friendly benefits... We must not dissipate

-our energy in adding to the strength of

the Labour Party... We must concentrate
on making a communist movement that
will vanquish it.”’

At the Congress itself affiliation was

~argued against for much the same

reasons as Pankhurst had put forward in
the debate in Britain. Gallacher argued
that affiliation would be a diversion from
the revolutionary struggle, and that it
“‘would cause the Communist Party to
{istort -its character’’, whilst Tanner
:laimed that affiliation ‘‘would do great
damage to the British Party, for the whole
British working class is sick and tired of
the tactics of the Labour Party.””
Pankhurst argued against affiliation on
the grounds that ‘‘all members of the
parties which belong to the Labour Party

are subjected to the strictest discipline.” .
and therefore they would be‘‘forced by -

membership of the Labour Party’’ .to

adopt reactionary politics. .Given the .

connection between the Labour  Party
and the Unions, affiliation to it would
mean handing over the fate of the British

- working class to the ‘“‘ossified, bureau- .

cratic trade unions™’. i
But Lenin argued,  successfully, in

_ favour of affiliation. The different app-

roaches which had led Lenin and Pank-
hurst to different conclusions on the
question of affiliation were a duplicate of
the different approaches to the question
of work in parliament. Pankhurst’s
argument was based on a superstitious
fear of what might happen to revolution-
aries in the Labour Party and therefore
wanted Communists to keep a healthy

. -distance from it. Lenin, on the other

hand, wanted communists to fight for
the leadership of the British working

class inside the Labour Party, just as they
should fight inside of Parliament for the -

same purpose.
Lenin agreed that ‘‘The Labour Party.is

" a thoroughly reactionary party, because,

although made up of workers, it is led
by reactionaries and the worst kind of
reactionaries at that, who act quite in the
spirit of the bourgeoigie; ’It is an organis-

W’* Wae r-lnnrlu'wﬁw Afthatairenanials
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‘' A party affiliated to

" the Labour Party is

able... to mention the
old leaders by name
and call them social
traitors... In such cir-
cumstances it would
be a mistake not to
join the party”’ .
. Lenin

Even so, the Communists should join it
in order to reach the workers in the
Labour Party and the milliops in the trade
unions affiliated to the Labour Party. The
British Communist Party could be a real
workers’ party only if it really linked up
with the masses and fought against the
reactionary, corrupt leaders of the British
labour movement. And it was possible to
attack these leaders from  inside the
Labour Party: ‘‘a party affiliated to the
Labour Party is able, not only to severely
criticise, but openly and specifically to
mention the old leaders by name and call
them social traitors... In such circum-
stances it would be a mistake not to join
the party.”

The British Communist Party was not
to be a party of propagandists, but a
combat organisation fighting to win supp-

- ort for their ideas and drive the agents of

the bourgeoisie out of the labour move-

-ment. Just as it was necessary to get into

parliament to expose the sham of bourg-
eois democracy, so it was necessary to
get into the Labour Party to expose the
traitors who led, and lead it: ‘““When
communists enjoy such freedom, it is
their duty to join the Labour Party.”’
Apart from a debate about the theses
on the agrarian question, the other main
debate at the Congress focused on the
national and colonial struggles against
imperialism. The Second International
had never bothered itself with. such
struggles, but for the Communist Inter-
national the struggle for socialism was

inseparable from the struggle against

imperialist oppression.

But the question arose as to which
movements- in the colonies should be
supported by Communists. Originally
Lenin had argued for support for ‘‘bourg-
eois-democratic movements’’, but after
discussions with M.N. Roy, an Indian in’
the Mexican delegation, changed to
support only for ‘‘national revolutionary
movements’’. o

The “‘non-revolutionary’’ bourgeois-
democratic movements were exemplified
by the Congtress Party in India, a party of
the Indian wealthy classes, which was
far from being consistently anti-imperial-
ist: it was more concerned with reaching
an amicable agreement with British
imperialism than driving it out of India.
The same developments had taken place
elsewhere, ‘‘so that, very often, even per-

haps in most cases, the bourgeoisie of
the oppressed countries, although they

also support national movements, never-

- theless fight against all revolutionary

movements and revolutionary ' classes
with -a certain degree of agreement with

- the imperialist bourgeoisie, that is to say

—

together with it.”’ :
S
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~ ation of capltahst order,” '
‘struggle of the - property--

- ‘National ' revolutlonary  movements

- did not sharé the revelutionary socialist
_politics of the Communist International.

" In fact they too were bourgeois-democrat-

ic-in the final analysis: ‘‘There can-be no
doubt of the fact that any nationalist

. movement can only be a bourgeo;ls-
the’

great -mass of the . population of the

- ‘democratic: movement ‘because
backward countries consists _of the

peasantry which. is representatlve of
bourgeois-democratic relations.” (Lenin)

What -distinguished the national revolu-

“tionary. movements from the bourgeois '

democratic ones was their consistent anti-
imperialism, Instead of ‘‘the programme
. of political liberation with the conserv-
- they - were
~ based on the
““fess peasantry for their llberanon from
every kind of explmtatlon

British  imperialism’s -oppression Qf )
" Ireland and-the duty of socialists in Brit-~

.ain in relation to this, was’ constantly
ralsed in the course of this debate. It
was ‘4 life and death - question . for- the
Bntlsh revolution to break British work-

- "ers from the chauvinism whxch bound

them to their own ruling classes. Radek.

declared: ‘‘If British workers, instead of
opposing bourgeois prejudices, support
Brifish imperialism or tolerate it pass-

" _ively, then they -are working. for the
" suppression of every revolutnonary"move-

ment in Britain today.” -
As MacAlpine, an American * dele-

" gate, pointed out, vthe English working

g

'class had latgely failed to understand the

problems raised by Ireland, and the same

- applied to the revolutionaries. The British.
-+ bourgeoisie: were able to use Irelahfto:
- . divide the workmg class and create the

111usnon of a false ‘‘community. of inter-
ests’’ between the British ruling classes

and British workers on the- issue of
Ireland.

"The policies of Brmsh socialists .about
Ireland were not to be some “bourgeols

humanitarian reaction to oppresston v

but - rathgr the expression of common
class interests between the oppressed
masses of the two countries. It.was the
duty of British revolutlonanes to “help
the Irish movement with all their
strength, to agitate amongst the British
troops, to use all their- resources to block
the policy that the British"transport and
railway unions are at, present pursuing of
permitting troop transports to be shipped

to Ireland » (Radek)

““The British socialist
who fails to support
by all possible means
the uprisingsin Ire-
‘land against the
- London plutocracy
deserves to be brand-
ed with infamy, if not
with a bullet” .
Trotsky

" In the 'manifesto'of the Second'C‘on_g-‘

ress, Trotsky underlined"it: **‘The Brit-

‘ish socialist who fails ‘ta support by all

possible means the uprisings in Ireland,
Egypt and India: against the London

- plutocracy — such a socialist deserves to
-be branded with infamy, if not with a

bullet, -but In. no case -merits eijther -a
- mandate or the confidence of the prol-
etariat.” = -

 On the issue of  the oolomal, a.ntl-
imperialist -struggles, as on all’ other:
. questions,” “the Third International.
- marked a clean break with the wretched
tradition of the Second International.
While the Second International paid 1ip-
service to internationalism, but in pract-
ice had turned a blind. eye to imperialist
oppression, the Third International work-

‘ed to unite the struggles in both the, .

colonial and imperialist countries into a
single struggle for the overthrow of
world capitalism.

An abyss sepdrated the two mtemat-
ionals. The Second International comb-
ined an elitist, bureaucratic attitude
towards the class struggle; believing soc-
ialism - would come about of its ‘own
accord, with a “"grossly opportunist,.
class-collaborationist practice. The Third

- International was to be a single party of

. world revolution of which the national
..sections would wage the war against the
explmters on severy front of the class
struggle. The debates at the - Second.
Congress of the Communist International
provided the national sections with the
weapons to wage that - struggle. As
Trotsky put it in his- speech to the
Congress:

< ““With your hands, comrades, we have

fanned a blaze in our Moscow forge. In

- this blaze we have heated the prolet-

arian steel to white heat, we have worked —-
it with the hammer of our proletanan
Soviet revolution, we have tempered it
‘with the experience of the civil war and-
forged a splendid, and incomparable
sword for the international proletariat. . .
- “We will arm -ourselves with th;s B}
sword, we will arm others with it. We say,

- to the workers of the whole world:

‘We have forged a strong sword in the ,
Moscow fire. Take it in your hands — and
plunge it into the heart of world capital.””’




. the withdrawal of the troops. :Jobn

UNLIKE most other would-be Trotsky-

" ists, Workers’ Action opposed the Russ-

ian Invasion of Afghanistan and called for

0’Mahony examines the arguments put
. forward in favour of supporting the’
- Russian occupation by ‘Militant’.

the national question is that in its atti-

. tude towards oppressed nations, even
the most backward, it considers them .

- not only the object but also the subject

of politics. Bolshevism does not confine

“jtself to recognising their ‘rights’ and

" parliamentary’ protests against the
. trampling upon of those rights. Bolsh-

evism penetrates into the’ midst of the -

oppressed nations; it-raises’ them up
against their oppressors; it tiés up their

_ Struggle with the struggle of the prole-
* . tariat .in advanced countries; it in-
.. structs the oppressed Chinese, Hindus
- or Arabs in the art of insurrection; and
it assume: full ilicy for their
‘work in the face of ‘civilised’ execution-
ers. Here only does Bolshevism begin,

that -is, revolutionary - Marxism in

. action. Everything that does not step
" over that boundary reniains centrism’’. .
Leon Trotsky, ‘What Next'.

" " THE Russian invasion of Afghanistan
was a test case for the attitude of political
tendencies ‘towards Stalikism .and. to-

- wards the rights of oppressed nations.

~ . Militant took some time to hammer.out

_its regponse to the invasion . It took a very-

. -long artitle by Ted Grant and then, a
- month.later, another long article by Lynn.

Walsh supplementing it, before their

fine was clear., The following article

' examines the emergence of Militant’s

line on the invasion of Afghanistan as

e expressed in those two articles and in an

. - article by Alan Woods, published in July
- 1980, which brutally expressed the satis-
“faction. with- which this. ‘Trotskyist’
‘tendency greeted the prospect of a Stalin-
“ist trapsformation in Afghanistan. - :

Militant’s first response to the invasion - -

was’ a’ three-page long article by Ted
Grant (Militant, 18.1.80). The last third of

fre ~-the article fell apart into an unintegrated

* series of musings and reflections, not too
- far "above "the stream-of-consciousness

“~level. We shall see the consequences.
- Despite - that. it - was a knowledgeable -

' analysis of the events. that preceded the-

al framework was different, the essential

of Grant’s description paralleled:

AN O

“What  characterises Bolshevism on -

* Russian oécupation. Though the analytic- -

**The April 1978 coup was based on a
movement of the elite of the Army and
the intellectuals and the top layers of pro-
fessional - middle-class people in - the

- cities’'. But'he does not know what:it was

that they made. His definition of the
regime that resulted rings strange in the

. ears of a Marxist. *.., Conditions of mass

misery and the corruption of the Daud

regime resulted in a proletariah Bona-
partist coup. Proletarian Bonapartismis a -

system in which landlordism and capital-
ism have been abolished [when?], but
where power has not passed into the
hands of the people; but is held by a one-
party, military-political dictatorship™'.

He goes on. “‘After the seizure of .

power, they abolished the mortgages and
other debts of the peasants, who were

- completely dominaed by the usureres,.

and carried through a land reform’".

Now if this is what happened; it ‘be-
comes impossible to explain wiy the re-
gime had so little popular-support, why

its. initial support declined, and why it .

needed’ the Russian Army to keep it in
power.. -

What the PDP did

. They did decree an end to usury and

" a cancellation of debts; they decreed

steps towards equality for women; and
they legislatéd a land reform — but they

could not’ carry. them out. Everywhere

and in everything, they proved to have
neither popular support that would move

. to gain through mass actions what the

regime decreed, nor, alternatively, the
strength - and ' resources to manipulate

._from the top and to wean people from the

age-old network of dependence on. lissd-
lords, usurers, and -priests (often the
same people). They had neither a bank-
ing system to offer instead of the system

- around the ugurers, nor an agricultural’
- supply system to carry through the land

reform . Their efforts from on high alien-

Ated the people, and their good intentions -

found real expression mainly ir bureau-

- cratic/military repression of their own -
. people. “ - . . o .
" The whole experience was shaped by -

these facts. The Afghan ‘revolution’ was

* a coup by the officer corps of the air.force .

and a section of the officer corps of the

army; differing from other efforts by -

" officers.in backward societies to take the

*“role of developers of the country (e.g. the
coup of 1968 in Peru) in that the officers, -
) y the USSR since. -
* 1955, took the bureaucratic USER as their - .
' Asid they took the bureau-

trfined and equipped

- fowns;. -

coup range from 2000 (in an extfemely

- well-informed article in the . Financial .
Times .in 1978) to 10,000 (Interconti-
nental Press, publication of the SWP-

USA, which, give or take a few ritual

criticisms, acted for six months after the

invasion a$ valgar propagandist for the

USSR and the PDP in the ;;tyle of the CPs-

in the 30s). S

PO

" middle <lass, especially in Kabul. Esti-
mates of its strength at the time of the -

‘How extraordinary this was is best, - - :

seen if translated into-British figures. lts

equivalent would be for a “party’ of be-
tween 5,000 and-25 of”

a small party in Britain. - . .
Thus the PDP began dlienated from the

masses; and their behaviour deepened
‘the alienation and drove masses into the

hands of the landlords and -mullahs. -
This happened because of the extraordin-
arily .elitist, bureaucratic, militarist,

‘commandist attitude adopted by the ..
regime. (It was absolutely typical of such

30,000 to seize *:
_power in Britain via the ‘Army! Even this *
‘comparison is inexact, because of the:
structure of society in Afghanistan. The
_divide separating town from. country, .
centuries and -even millenpia wide. in-
terms of culture and development, meant
‘that the Party and the upper layers of the - -
Army were sealed off from the masses in - -
_a way. that would be impossible for even’ -

military regimes, whether of right or = ’

‘left’ persuasion, though there are ex- e
- amples of radical state-capitalist g

far less elitist than was the PDP/Army

. regime). Brute military force was their
essential tool, at least outside of the main ~ . -
' * and & severe .’

permanent police-state " terbor

decimated even.the:supporters of the: . .

April coup. The PDP used force from the.

beginning with terrible abandon, sending -
_the airforce with bombs -and’ napalm

against recalcitrant villages. They se¢m "
- to have thought this would be sufficient to
- implement their programnie. T

One ~=ts a strange feeling fmmthe

~ accoants of the brutal regime of govern- .
- ment ukases backed.by napalm. It wasas '
if they knew neither their own society .
“nor themselves. They a ' -
. oldtion” was already made, as if the goy» - .. -

_ernment could command the forces and -

the tides by its very word. . - -

.

as if ‘the rev- -
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evoked And the Russ:an bureaucracy -
“on" which they modelleq themselves —_
'stands on the other side of a revolution
of thie working class and peasant masses,

© . ‘erecting its power on that- revdlution’s

[
L

R ship -of -industry. It
" -derived from the features which the -

pohtical ‘grave but ‘also.on its social-
economic achlevements and accomplxsh-
ments.’

-In fact, as the statement of the Wotkers
Actlon editorial board defined it (9.2.80):

“‘The '20-month history of the PDP-
Army regime, until the Russian invasion
~essentially put an_end to it and replaced
_it, was'marked by the narrow base of the
regtme and the attempt ‘¢ use the armed
. forces .as the instrument of a social

:, transformatwn which proved obnoxmus.‘
. .Jor varying reasons, to the big mqlomy )
“of the population. .

.- "“Deespite’its unusually close tinks with
the bureaucracy of the degenerated work-

~ ers’ state, the regime never got beyond

.. the stage of being amdttary bureaucratlc
stdte capitalist _regime attemptmg to

“carry through the bourgeois programme
of land reform, wducational reform, and

" some. easing of the enslavetﬁent of
‘women.

- ““Its methods in relation 10 the Afghan

“masses were never other than military-
bureaucratic; the bombing and strafing.

-af villages, including the use of napalm,

from the first weeks of the regime, gnd
the figure of 400,000 mainly non-combat-

. ant refugees, graphtcally sum up the -

" military-bureaucratic regtme s’ relatton-
ship with the Afghan masses .

- . The central point is that the PDP did not -

carry through a revolution, and proved

" unable to do so. There are few clearer
_ examples of the impotence of the middle -
class to achiev® a= ~

revolution
‘and open the way for serious develop-
“ ment in the Third World today (though.
there are specral problems .in Afghani-

' ) stan)

~It was a 'middle-class regime, symbxot-"

i¢ with the Russian Stalinist regime, but -

still testing on the old state It
never succegeded in iwaking itself, stlll
- less the society, into a replica of the
.'USSR’s social institations, and the inva-
sion snuffed out its mdependent develop-

: ment

‘Proletana.n

Y bonapartlsm

But Grant, as we have seen, views the ‘
Afghan events through the prism of his -
e rtx special theory — the theory of ‘prol-

‘eta .

ian bonapartism".

. *Proletarian bonapartism’ descrlbes -
' :eglmes ‘as identical to the Stalinist syst-

.em, on the sole basis of the state owner-
is a ‘profile’

Stalinist’. states - have in common ‘in
_repose’. What-the theory lacks is aay con-

_ception of the dynamic and the struggles’

‘whereby the"Stalinist states have ‘come
into'existence,’ -

‘The' East European states were sub-
‘ jugated by Russian mlhtary power. and

layers linked to the old ruling. eluses

collectivise ‘industry and the land, and
‘radlcally root out the old ruling classes.’

As in 1928 in Russia, all major competi-
tors for the surplus product are eliminat-
ed, and the newly-created bureaucracy
then becomes the master of the. state

‘economy. In this way atru]y radical break

is made.
(Cuba is partly an exceptton But there

~’too there was a mass mobilisation and a

radical overturn, with the new, regime

- then settling over time into the Stalinisf

mould). . .

In contrast, the general experience of
regimes which: have emulated: statism
purely from on top, without a radical
overturn, has been unstable. There has
been no real replication of the existing
Stalinist’ states. In Egypt, for example,
industry was statified, but the old ruling .
class was kept on (stock exchange deal-
ings in Government compensation bonds
continued, for example), and -evéntually

-reasserted itself. The Army acted as
-agent and caretaker for the bourgeoisie:

Grant and Militant have a history of -
being unable to distinguish between real
Stalinist-type transformations and deve-

‘lopments like in' Egypt in the late 50s

and ‘the ’60s. ey consider Syria,
Burma, Ethiopia, Angola and Mozam-
bique, for example, as of the same order
as the Stalinist states (deformed and de-
generated workers’ states) Their urge
to play at ‘prophets’ and to ‘spot the
trend’ leads them repeatedly to make

- foolish and hasty judgments. "They brlefly

hailed Portugal as a workers’ state in

- 1975, and are now ‘seemingly on the

“brink of so classifying Iran.

~

“They see a fundamental trend — the
autonomous movement of the productive
forces — in the colonial revolutions of the

., Third World, manifesting itself every- -

where, ‘through many different forms.
Thus ~Militant  spent most of the ’60s
predicting fthe eventual manifestation of
this trend within §outh Vietnam, and US .

- withdrawal... while others were building

the anti-war movement

Analysing Afghamstan, Grant, the pri-
soner of his dogmas, scans the horizon
for empmcal confirmation of what he
knows in his heart; and so decrees that
the PDP regime was proletarian Bona-

- partist — whereas the whole dynamic of

the events he is dealing with derives
from the PDP’s fadure to be what he
calls a proletarlan bonapartist regime.

- When - Grant - assimilates the' pre-
invasion Afghan regime to his proletar-

ian bonapartist scheme, then he, like the
‘regime itself, mistakes. form for . sub-
. stance, government dgcreés for achieve-

ments, impotent middle class aspirations
to be a Stalinist bureaucracy for a society -
in" which the-old ruhng class has been

. overthrown.

Why, in Grant’s v1ew, did the Russums
|ntrade? : L .
- Because the,Russum bureaucracy..:

S could not tolerate the averthrow,’ for the
*ﬁrst time in- the post-war period;, of a

regime based,on [?]‘the ekmmauou of

landl m and. ¢ the vict- -

. ciples

“ thus, - [
Afghanuma.strategw positwn but for
reasons . of thetr own power and
prestige’’.

™~ Grant denoundes the hypocrisy of the

imperialist out:cry ‘and chronicles recent
imperialistq interventions’ South
Africa in Angola and-Zimbabwe, Belgium
in Zaire and France in Chad and Zaire. .
True, as far as it goes, but it Obliterates in
a cloud of minor propaganda/agrtatlonal
_points what is ‘new’ in Afghanistan-—
the _fact that the USSR, acting from
strength, was' overstepping ‘the agreed
boundaries that had prevalled since world -
war 2. :

The US, says Grarit, ls~usmg ‘the pre-
text of Afghanistan and “‘attempting to
kit at Russia because of the class charact-
er of the Soviet Union, wherelandlordlsm
and capttalrsm have been eliminated’’.
This is typical Grant-thought. Basic, gen-
. eral historic truths-about capitalist class
antagonism to the antl-capltahst regime -
are used to ‘eiplam specific develop-
ments.

What response should socmllsts make to
the invasion? How do we advise the fab-

. our movement to see it?"

Gra.ntand

_ Grant attacks the Communist Parties

“ for opposing the invasion because, he

“says, they. proceed from,*‘abstract ‘prin-
> of opposition to ‘‘aggression
between peoples’’, support for the UN,
etc —  “‘instead of viewing the process
{rom the point of view of the class strugg-
e mternauonally and the class relations
- between -the nations’’. Which means?
Grant doesn’t tell us. Others — his pupils

. — ‘subsequently will. In fact, it'is a way

for Grant to evade the by no means ab-
_stract question of what' the Afghan
masses would choose. -

Everything is skewed by Grant s basic
attitude to Stalinism. 40 and more 'years
‘after ' Trotsky and the "Bolshevik' rear-
~guard publicly declared that a river of
" blood separated Stalinism ‘and Bolshev-
ism, Grant is stil — in his mind —
engaged in_a political and 1deolog1cal
" dialogue with the Stahmst bureaucracy.
The. bureaucracy in the 1920s accused
Trotsky of wanting to use the Red Army
to ‘export revolution’. (Grant mistakenly
asserts that' Trotsky did advocate this).

- Lo and behold, says Ted Grant in 1980,

we now have a grossly bureaucratic use
of the Red Army (the same Red Army?!)
without the support of the workers, etc. .
The point of course is that the Russian
bureaucracy is necessarily  against the
workers ‘and the common people of Af-
ghanistan. oo

In the same vein, as a critic of the tech-
nique ‘and crudities of the bureaucracy,
‘Grant comes to his central objecuon to
“the invasion. It “will repel the inter-
-nationqgl'working class. The Russian state
conducted .itself differently 'in Lenin’s
and Trotsky’s time. “‘They based them-
"selves “on- proposals_and actions which
would raise-the level of consciousness of
_ the working class i " “Any-
tlung whick.acted to m.w the msaous-
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effect on international workmg class con- -
‘sciousness). -But. what have Lenin and
* Trotsky got to do with the _present
Moscow regime, with its character, selec-
tion, education, motivatien, lifestyle,
relationship to the Russian and other

. USSR peoples, relationship to the work-
-.ers in the USSR or outside it.

The
“answer, for Ted Grant, seems to. be that
they ‘carry on the same business in a

‘distorted’ way. The train of thought runs

on tracks laid down by Isaac Deutscher
— Stalinism is the continuation &f ‘Bol-

" _shevism, or at least the custodian of its

social-economic achievements and the

“transplariter of them to other countries,
" carrying them on the point of bayonets:to

people who are crushed by tanks if they

~ - resist.

This is very strange stuff. But lt is of
interest as illustrating the confused .
‘thought processes’ of the main polltlcal

. ‘leader of one of the biggest groups in -
* Britain calling itself- Trotskyist (a group -

whiich also has some supporters outside
‘Britain). He .is confused to the point of
seemingly not knowing whe he is suppos-
ed to be, who and what the Stahmst rul-
ers of the USSR are, and-what their rela-
tionship is to the working class. He is
seemingly . confused about what time of
the political clock it is Like the legendary
professor of hrstory who asked a colledge,

o “what century is this?”’, Ted Grant must

- have ~occasion  to .ask his assomates,
A‘What decade is thrs?” (But t.hey won’t

, be able to tell him!).

" Having explained at great length the .

- different techniques’ of the bureaucracy
£ rking-class revolution- -

es close to the truth

" ‘distorted revolutions’;

.- revolution’
. ignores the fact that the Stalinist bureau- -

they support revolutlons in backward
countries “when it takes placée in the dis-
torted form of proletarian bonapartism’’.
That’s only for backward countries with,

’s “‘they are oppos-
ed to a socialist revolution in advanced
countries [becausel... the establishment
of a.deinocratic socmhst regime in any
country in the world would immediately
shreaten the foundatwns of the: bureau-

-cratic \mlsrule in Russia, China, and the

other - Stalinist states’". ‘This seems’ to
mean that despite what they are, and in

© . the course of serving their ewn inter-

N .
ian intervention . :
“Thé Russian

intervention’ .in.

Afghanistan must be condemned desplte .

its progressive ‘aspects, because’ it is
spzttm gat the opinions of the world work-

ing class’'.
It is clear from the article that when

- .

ests, the Russian bureaucracy can never- .

_ theless do good work in backward coun-
““tries. But Grant manages srmultaneously

to conflate and link as parallel pheno~

" _mena the workers’ revolution and the -
'. mutations: the idea is clearly one of dis-

tinct. stages reflecting levels of develop-

-ment. At the same time Grant’s scheme

of workers’ socialist revolution for ad-
vanced ~countries, ‘distorted (Stalinist)
for backward- ‘countries,

cracy has made its own ‘revolution’ in
advanced counfries too — in Czecho- -
slovakia*, in East Germany (a backward

.part of Germany, but. that is relative),

on condition of having mrhtary-bureau—

. cratic rule.aver them.

Now Grant gets to the crux. The énd-
ing of feudalism and capitalism in Af-
ghanistan ‘opens the way to bring . that
country into the 20th century. ‘‘If we Jast:
considered .the Russian intervention in
isolation, we‘should have to nge ﬂus
rirove critical support’’. - -

“*But because of the reactionary eﬁ'ect

1 it has on the corisciousness of the working .
of class..

Marxlsts must oppose ithe Russ~

he talks-about thie bad effects on workmg.
class consciousness of the invasion, he’
- has somethmg specrﬁc in mind.

*‘The
overriding danger under contemporary

conditions is the alienation. of the workers -

of Japan, Western Europe, the USA and

other advanced countries from the idea

of socialism and socialist revolution = . .-
[i.e. Russia?!). This is shown by the atti- -~

- .tudeés taken by the Triburites. Like the -

CP, they unfortunately base themselves,.

not on the real movement of the class -

struggle and on the actual relations be-,
tween the great powers.[sic!!] but, on

" the contrary, rely on abstract moral con-

‘demnations...

. But [world. antagonisms]

are a reﬂecnon of the dialectical contra- -

dictions between the capitalist states, - . -,

and, above all, of the major ¢ontradiction

of our time, that between the Stalinist

states., on the one hand, and the countnes

of capttaltsm ori the other’’. . .’

It is clear that Grant is being tossed ! i .
between the implications and necessary:.-

. conclusions from his . theory, a‘n‘d,tl_le'
- pressure of the Tribunites. It may, ‘in’
- “isolation’, be progressive -in" ‘Afghani-

" Should” the. Russians . then. -with AR
Grant seems to. think so, though not

stan, but it makes life difficult in the Lab--
our Party! The complete prostration into .
. 'bloc politics, and the conseqaent aband- .-
_onment  of independent. working. class - .

politics, shouldb;enoted R
But - Grant -deplores the invas
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- ‘But things won't be so bad.
) caunter-revolutton has “been defeated,

- diplomacy.' a -warm -water port’’.
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mand in the UN Secunty Council’ )

It seems that the CPs should be. criti- )
cised for o longet: automatically backmg

what Moscow does. Nothing here. is ab-
stract, or ‘idealistic’, or contrary to ‘the

real movement of the class struggle” and . -
~the taking of sides with one bloc in ‘the -

major contradiction of our time’! The ad-
vancing tanks move, backed by History,
and all your programmes and ‘tears will

. not roll them back one inch!

Finally, what prospects . does Grant

- see in Afghanistan?

"‘Balgncing between the dtﬁerent nat-
tonaltttes of Afghanistan, and leaning on.
the poor and middle peasants, the Af-

-ghanregime, based on Russian bayonets,

will undoubtedly be able to crush the reb-
els and establish a firm proletarian bona-
partist state as a Soviet satellzte .
“‘Once the

mosg of the Russian troops will be with-
drawn... The Bonapartist regime and the

: Russlans will ﬁnd a way to compromise

.. with the'mullahs"".
__.same basic assessment as was made in
~ Workers’ Action last January. But the

. nice ‘optimism”is "Ted Grant’s. '

‘Essentially this is the

The international ¢ontradictions will

- .. ‘soften, too. Russia may, in response to

‘the . Axr/lerrcan trade reprisals, back the

.Baluchls and Pathans in Pakistan and

a_return to. feudal landownmg and back- i

wardness... This would justify. support

for the troops “being there now they have:

invaded. Is this the position Militant is
puttmg forward" .

“‘Roy has indeed drawn the right con-

clusion from Ted's article", began the
‘reply’. Thus, ludicrously, Militant began
to correct itself. :

The reply, by Lynn Walsh, made the
following new points. :

To call for withdrawal would open up

the risk of “Afghanistan’s proletarian

bonapartist regime’’ being -overthrown
(But where was there a regime other
than the one installed against the govern-
ment that they said invited the troops in?

" This is a bit of camouflage.. The Russian .
troops are the regime). Supporting with- -

: drawal would therefore mean siding with

\

the forces of counter-revolution. (The
whole question of any rights for the Af-
ghan people is wiped out by equating the
Russians with the left, and by the pre-
tence that the regrme has an mdependent
existence).

Militant couldn’t’ support thg invasion
‘“‘because of the reactionary consequern-

ces internationally. Once Russian forces
had occupied the country, -however, it

would have been entirely wrong for -

" Marxists to call for the withdrawal of

niaybe ‘fulfill the old dream of Tsarist.

But
Befére things go that far, however, it is
likely, in the-not too distant future, that

there will be a compromtse between the -
. This sophorific
inessage will perhaps lull the many read-

US and the bureaucracy-'.

ers of Militant who did not have the duty
in. 1965 and ‘after to read Militant’s
monthly assurance that compromise was

.just'ahead in Vietnam. It ‘has the effect,
..« however, of minimising the degree of -
... blame the readers of Militant will attach

to the bureaucracy for the invasion and

" the: boost it has given to the warmongers.

Settmg‘ it
- straight?

~GRANT’S ARTICLE, though it left many
i things in the air, Seemed to,come out ag-’
" ainst the Russian invasion. In fact, it was
- utterly -contradlctory The whole assess- -
" ment of the ‘progressive’- side of the

effective - annexation of . Afghanistan

implied support for it. The opposition. to -

the invasion-was grounded in the need to

“bow . to. working class’ public. opinion.

Grant declined to take a stand.on an inde-
pendent working class political assess-
ment, and confined himself to'descnbmg

" a process and scoffinig at the - ‘utopiarns’

of the CPGB and Tribune.
Within a short time, some of Grant’s

Russian-troops ”. In other words,‘— don’t
take ~responsibility, but be glad the.
bureaucracy is not so 'fastidio_us‘ This
attltude of saying ‘nd’ while meaning
‘yes’ combined the joys. .of abstention

" from direct respOnsnblllty with those of

vicarious realpolitik, via hypocrisy. K it

s hecessary for the troops to stay, on

pain of undesirable consequences, then it
was right to send them in in the first
place. Responsible peoplé[ should have
called -for ‘ the . invasion -and should

' . acknowledge now that the initiative of the

bureaucracy (even for motives of their

. own) shéwed them their error if they

pupils inserted the. appropnate exp11c1t1y .

Stalinist politics.

One month  ‘after Grant’ ’s ana.lysxs
there appeared part 1 of a two-part reply
to a letter from ‘Roy Bentley’, who had
‘just read’ Ted Grant’s article. He wanted
w inquire what Grant’s line really had

been! He offered an inteppretation, based -

om Grant’s comment that th ,-call for
withdrawal ‘was™ ‘utopian’: *'Doy
mean that Mdtmnt is a

L forces. But”, i
»,"mnnycasey“thenmnodmerqf ‘

didn’t. Seriou's people should — like the
SWP-USA — praise the histotically pro-
gressrve role being played by the bureau-
cracy-in Afghanistan.

But Walsh contihued: “The Russian
intervention in Afghams‘tan was a pro-
gressive move'' — Grant is quoted as

-stating this, though in fact he said

it would be progressive if it. could ‘be
takenin 1solat10n and that in fact it could
not be. "‘The reacttonary international
repercussions of _invasion completély
outweight any
Afghanistan’’, - "admitted Walsh; but
preventing the downfall of a proletanan

bonapartist military regime was ‘in itself’ -
another blow to world imperialism. And .
“‘established the develop-
" ment of htstortcally progresswe - social

the invasion

relations in this small. country’'. :
‘‘In Afghanistan, though:it has (noved
to prop up.a bonapartist regime that rules

_ through dictatorial methods,. the Russian

~ A" mass base of support for the reginie -

bureaucracy, ' is defendtng new, ﬁmda -

mentally progressive, sacial relatians’".

(that is, for Stalinism) will be created by
land reform, planning, etc
proletarian bonapamst regtme is consoli-"

-dated ip Afghanistan, which will be with-'~

in a measurable period, the Russian lead-
ership [sic). will probably withdraw its
adds Walsh'

immediate gains in

ments of Fabian imperialism
"way to the explicit. .

. “When the

then call for tlze wrtbdrawal of Soviet
troops...""!
What exists in Afglmmstan is. "a

_ grotesque totalitarian caricature of a

socialist state’’, ‘‘because of the isolation

-of the social change in an. ecommucally

and -culturally - backward country, and
the fact that the bonapartist leadership

‘has inevitably ‘taken Russia’s - Stalinist

regime as. its model’’. (Apart from the .
fact that it is nonsense now to pretend

"that the reglme has an independent exist-

efice, it is not isolated: the character of
the regline is determined now not by the °
conditions in its own society alone, but .
by the bureaucratic domination of the

much more developed Russian society.

It is that Russian domination that deter-
mined the shape of the regime even in

immensely. more _ developed . ‘Czecho- -

slovakla)
. Walsh insists that Militant ‘‘stands for "

‘a further supplementary political revolu-

tion'’. But this is an epachal perspec-
tive. For Afghanistan' it would be after a
whcle historical penod In. Walsh’s .

* scheme; the first stage is the growth of

support for the regime, under the Russ-
ian - tanks whose _ presence- -Militant
supports And Walsh underlines the
point: in Russia and Eastern Europe.
the bureaucracy has ‘‘outlived any pro-
gressive role it played in the past through
developmg the planned economy . .

(When was it progressive in Czecho- - -

slovakia, for -example?) But not in Af-
ghanistan. There it has prospects” of
an organic growth and consolidation of --
mass ‘support, with the bureaucracy as
the natural leading force, despite its
methods, for society at that stage —
the bearer df a higher civilisation.

‘Press fantasies?

MILITANT’S THIRD major article on
Afghanistan, published in" July 1980,
brutally ties all this togéther. Its author
was Alan Woods. Like Walsh, Woods is
ane of those who gathered around the:
dead stump of the old ISFI .

. (Pablo-Mandel) British group in the early .

’60s and helped developed the mutant
straim that is the present Militant tend-
ency.

Grant established some account of ‘thé

- April 1978 ‘revolution’; and Walsh (per-

haps after an mterna.l ‘dispute, but it
scarcely matters) established ‘a (hypo-
critically dressed-up) pro-invasion  line
from" Grant’s unresolved contradictions.
Woods emerges as tlre arrogant . cham-
pion of the civilising mission of the-Army
of the Russian bureaucracy, picking up
(I should think consciously) the, argu-
 —all the
paternalist
depiction of the Afghan masses as nec-
essarily. the mere objects of someone

. else’s boot.and bayonet in history..

‘Entitled ‘Afghanistan: what is really

~,happenmg? — the u'uth behlnd the press

_____ ' polemic -
ance to the invaders. - 'l‘h:.t aspect of ‘it
rsnotlmportant 1t is, indeed, ridiculous.

For hrs case is that the Western press



fmmthe'l’imu . '

In fact, of course, the bourgeoxs press

- has’ to be read. catefully and watched.
. But what emerges: from Woods’ owh -
*_ rather silly ' polemics is"

- an effort was being made in the Timeés
and Financial Times. to- establish the
~facts, -and this -involved printing not
entirely checkable accounts and then

- " correcting them or repudwtmg them,

cominents of the Times on press inaccur-

. acies and reports that proved false,
" one-sidedly seize on a series of their self-
corrections, and belabour them in order

- to’ disguise his own partisan~ and one-

ion of the Russians.

Woods doesn’t ‘notice how ludicrous
it is is to end one point with, *“‘And the
Times reporter commented ‘laconically:
‘Not to put too fine a point on it, the Voice

of America was talking.rubbish’ ' —
“and then inmmediately go on: “‘But the
Times itself has not been averse to talk-

. ing rubbish in recent months, as when it :
- sereamed in banner headlines: Hundreds

(28 February), a -typically exaggerated

- report of the strike of. reactionary shop-

keépers in the Kabul bazagr in February

. Woods is clearly a master .of. the

major tool of Grantite reasoning, ‘the non:

. sequitur. Or perhaps he means — it is

certainly his underlying train of thought -

— that dead shopkeepers are not worth

. tallying,

- ‘Woods does not need to read the ser-
ious bourgeois press (the only source of .

. information available to us; and for that

. matter the only or main sougce of world

" news available to Marx, pre-1917 Lenin,

,and post- -1927 Trotsky). He knows what

" is going on, from Grantite theory.. This -

‘tions and interpretations. -
. The point is not assessments ‘like the
following (which are basically the same as -
"in Workers’ Actlon) “‘Moscow s strategy
+. s first to dig ingg the towns, secure con-
trol of the administration and -the main
T htghways, and then gradually consolid-
.ate their influence. over the villages and
. the backward mountain tribes’'. Nor is
it his support (despite the reitcrated-
hypocrisy about how ' the: Russians
‘should not have gone in) for the Russians.
Kt is his interpretation of wha[ is happ-
,}‘ enmg and why

For Woods, becatse "'these tribes-
men_[ate] ‘dark masses’, sunk in the

- gloom of barbarism, whose conditions of
life- and psychology have not chauged

- fundamentally _in 200 0 years', that
.. “‘the task of dragging [sic] the Afghan
I " conntryside out -of the slough of pri-
. meval packwardness and into the 20th
I .century would be formidable, even with.
Lo correct.leadership and Marxist politics"". :
' “‘“The: Russian bureaucracy and their.

that whereas
“what Woods himself does -is take the

. sided propaganda for the civilising mlss- .

~ "dead inr Kabul ‘revolt against Russians

_is the core of the article — his assump- -

= trevolution? Nothing whatever!

Es Afghausupporters are, in effect, carrying .
" thro kthetasksofthe bourgeots demo- ;

- . ~

proletariat took the political lead of the -
struggle against .
reaction and' backwardness, carried out
_the tasks of the bourgeois revolution, and .
in the same moveiment took power, elim- . .
-matmg the bourgéoisie. Woods’ formula

peasant masses in-the.

. i one of ‘international bonapartist per-

- mangnt revolution’ m which the bureau-

cracy of the USSR is the protagonist and
it ‘instrument is an Army which has the
task of subjugating, as a btttegly resented
foreign ‘invader, ‘the rural -masses.
(And not only the rural masses. Woods
asserts falsely that the towns are solidly

“results of the invasion is the alienation of

the masses in the towns and even of sec-
‘tions of the PDP (the Khalq faction)).

What will happen in this special case

of the permanent revolution that Woods

thinks is hkely to unfold  in Aighan-
istan?

A foreign mllltary machine .conquers

the country; organises, beginning from
an initially tiny basis of support, a replica
of the totalitarian Russian : political re-
-gime; carrigs out reforms from above,
manipulating the populatlon (for example
_ land redistribution under such.a reglme

¥

is no more than a transntlona.l stage to
collectivisation with or without consent)

At the same time, unless the regime.

proves to be different in Afghanisation
-froth what it is in Russia, it will oppress,

massacre; and deport as many of the Af--
ghans as necessary. The norm for this -

' regime is that the popnlatlon has no civil
nghts

* What has this got to do with permanent

pérmanent revolution is only an —unint-

+ entionally — ironic.phrase to point up the -
+ «contrast between Trotsky’s programme

and what is likely to happen in Afghan-
istan..

: Woods righitly locates the pre-mvaswn :

dynamic in the backwardness of the coun-
try and the: self-defined mission of the

" officer caste to modernise in face of the,
feebleness of Afghan capitalism and its

. bourgeoisie. -He*accepts that.the PDP/
- officer caste symibiosis was only possible
on .a programme of transforming that

‘caste -and "associated sections of. the
‘middle class into a ruling  elite -of the: '
.. Russian. bfwmratw type. The ‘fevolu-~
- . tion” was/nevertheless: ‘‘g’ xtep forww‘d
Situas

in ,cbmpanson 0 thc
7. But .

" Woods tells us that the attitude to the

Here -

_consolm ) jf-the future —aftets

L .»

lt ‘was qmte dlstmct fmm the- sortof
. movement- that existed in Vietnam and -
"China, where* Stalinist forces Jed ‘masses .
against reaction and imperialism.. .. >

N

invasion is not determined: by- semti-
mental considerations but. ‘first, and_'f‘

.foremast {l] by class constderauory

‘Which class forcey stand behind the pre-
sent Kabul -regime, ‘and which behmd

the Mujaheddin rebels?

‘Woods puts his . shoulder - and full
welght to an open door by proving that

~ the rich stind -behind the rebels .
with the invaders, but in fact one of the . . - - o e

!“’g‘m S ,

The rebels have next to nothmg in the
towns; says Woods. triumphantly. “‘The
new regime -can count on the support of
the small working class that exists; plus - -

" the great majority of the sru!ients, intell-

ectuals and functionaries’’.” Woods. does
not present his evidence for thinking that
this is how it actually is. He knows that it -
is so for it is ordamed in the schemas

Riissian tanks in Kabul - -

that it is so. “‘The struggle in Afghanistan -

is essentially a striggle of the iownsa. R

against the countryside [which was*true * - <

before the invasion), -of civilisation ag-: '

amst barbarism, of the new agamst the

old". Stalinism is the progressive mext’

stage, the bearer of civilisation. :
Citing facts about the rebels burmng

. schools, Woods declates that the vu:fory '

of these ‘reactionary gangsters’ ‘‘would _
lead to a terrible bloodbath and an orgy.- . .+
of violence and destruction which would IR
plunge Afghanistan back into the dark.

ages’’. He lists the traditional cryelties '

and mutilations used by the rebels; he

" is. completely silent about the napalm -~ :- ~

and the Russian tanks and bombers. The
“historical mission’ of the rebels is “‘ab- -

“out as ‘progressive’ as that of Genghis. . i~
" Khan’ '—unhkethenussxonoftheArmy_ .

of the Russian totalitarian'bureaucracy..
And no starty-eyed'- enthusiastfor the. -

‘After the brutal disregard “comes




Russian hardware on parade in Kabul

%
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- of course Militant will 'approve their

judgment and wait for it). “‘Despite all
the totalitarian deformations [!] the new
regime will mark a big step forward for
Afghan society. Industry will be built
. up rapidly... The growth of an industrial
“‘proletariat in Afghanistan will ultimate-
ly serve to undermine the base of bureau-
- ergtic rule and prepare the way for a new
politlcal revolution, and the establish-
ment-oka healthy workers’ democracy in
Afghamstan/

GONCLUSION <

'MlLI'I‘ANT ) WHOLE argument on Stal-
inism and Afghanistan is dependent on

" 'an unstated analogy with the attitude

‘Marxists took to.early capitlism.

In, 19th Century Europe - capitalism
devtloped industry, cleated away feudal
restrlctlons, and also developed the work-

~.ing class. Marx and Engels argued for’

a_fecognition of the progressive role of

o capltaﬁsm and an alliance between the

\

“working class and the middle-class revo-
.lutronarles
Stalinism today in some backw;rd

- ’«‘ countries ~— so Mllltant s‘argument runs

— develops industry, develops the work-
ing class, clears away feudal remnants.

; 'SQ why. not ‘critically’ support; the Stal-
“inists’ efforts to ‘drag Afghanistan into

- the 20th century’? -

N

Why not? In the first place, Magx

- and Engels also argued for independent

anti-capitalist activity by the working
class at every stage. Lenin developed this
‘emphasis with great sharpness in relation

to capitalist development in Russna, .

denouncing the Mensheviks’ passive, seif

~hm1tmg policy of accepting that the bour-

geoisie was preordajned to lead all and
any general revolutionary movements for
the foreseeable future.

There is nothing similag'in Militant’s
policy. Nothing the .Mensheviks did
comes near to equalling the fatalistic
prostration of Militant before the Afghan
Stalinists, and the Russran Stalmrsts in
Afghanistan.

Even the worst of the - Menshevrks
mied to orgasmise workers independently
for their immediate interests. Militant
accepts that such workers'. organisa-
awm is impossible under Stalinist rule. It

_ deplores thefact. but accepts it as an .

mevisable feature of a whole stage of
development in wlm:htbeaaweage»t,

deserving of support for its progressive
work, is the Stalinist bureaucracy.

At the end of that stage Militant sees
the political revolution. But no practical
conclusions follow for now.

Although Militant give an accurate’
description of who dominates now in
Afghamstan of what the motives for the
Russian invasion were, and although they
describe the bureaucracy as totalitarian, .

at no point do they draw any conclusion

about the opprpssrve anti working class
character of the regime that the Russians -
will create. They know there will be
‘totalitarian deformations’ but that is not.
important, it is a secondary aspect of a
fundamentally progressive phenomenon.
Trotskyists say that the bureaucracy
can be (and has been) in certain circum-
stances revolutionary against the bour-
geoisie, treating it (as Trotsky expressed
it) as a competitor. for the surplus pro-
duct. It is in all circumstances counter-
revolutionary, against the working class.
Militant, which might accept this form-
ula, adds however — even so it is also
progressive in backward countries.
Militant completely identifies with thd®
transformation it projects. It portrays the
fact that the Russians. will probably be -
able to create a stable regime as reason
for hope in the circumstances. It assum-

es, takes for granted, that the workers -

will support the transformation, and
blandly sets aside the fact that this means
cooption of individuals into the new bur-
eaucracy and repression for the masses.

A false
ana.log‘y
In any case, the' htstoncal perspective
is wrong. The presentation of Stalinism
as a progressive historical force analog-
ous to early capitalism is fundamentally

false . —* and moreover undermines, as:
we shall see, the ritually-proclaimed

- perspective of political revolution.
It is the relationship of Stalinist regim- -

es to the working class-that makes the

_ analogy with developing early capltallsm

completely untenable. .

Under the regime of Sta.limst totalit-
arianism thie working class is bound lr;nd
and foot, deprived of all rights bya
ly conscious and militantly anfi wC
class state appnratus»whreh f03
~the me

together with immense powers of op-
pression and terror.

It was possible, within developing
capitalism, for Marxists to look to a
capitalist evolution and still to relate to
the working class, support its struggles,
and try to organjse it mdependently
The prospect was not

that if the bourgeois-

ie established their- regime,: then the

working class would be held in a total-

itarian vice. On the contrary, even in
the worst and most repressive early:
capitalist hell-holes, the working class

retdined individual rights and could take

advantage of loopholes to organise itself. -

Bourgeois society offered the possibil-
ity of the workers-organising themselves
and .developing politically and culturally.
This did not happen without struggle,
repression, and setbacks — but it was not
ruled out, it could happen and it did
happen. And otherwise the Marxist.
policy would have been a nonsense.

A specific, repressrve,* and terribly
reactionary regime is inseparable from
StaMnism. Economic development was
separable from the often-repressive
early capitalist regimes because the ex-
“ploitation of the.working class did not
rest on its legal status br: on economic

(market) transactions and the bourgeois

ownership of thé means of production.
Stalinist economic development is - in-
separable from totalitarian oppression of

. the working class; the economics are not

separable from the regime, and to opt
for one is necessary to opt for both. The
surplus product is not seized prlmanly
via market transactions, but via the wine-
press grip of the bureaucracy. For ‘this
reason, the analogy with the capitalist =
development of the means of production
is a" piece _of monstrous . Stalrmst
nonsense.

Deimc’eof USSR

But surely Militant’s . approach is

< implied in the -idea that the .Stalinist

states should be defended -against im-

: perlahsm? Not $b. That is.fundamentally
«a position- aguinst imperialism, against

according it any progressive role, against

“looking to anyone but the working class

to deal with the bureaucracy, against

;allowmg lmpenahsm once agam to feed
- off tgo areas taken




&

The remnmh of the conquests of
October are defended against imperial-
ism despite the .monstrons totalitarian-

. ism thatis graftecL onto them. .
- Already in 1939-40 Taotsky ‘and his _

) “'We were and re-.
. main against the setzure of new: terri-
. tories by thé Kremlin’'.

 comrades declared,

(’l'hey took sides
with Russia against leand because Fin-
land  was then an outpost of Adglo-
French 1mpenahsm they did not evaluate -
an expansion of Russian control as pro-
- gressive. On the contrary, Trotsty spoke _
" of the fate of the people of former East-

. ern Poland as becoming the ‘‘semi-

‘slaves’’ of Stalin). The historically pro-
- gréssive .elements were masswe]y over-

" -laid by the reactlonary anti- working class

regime. The -experience since then has -
reinforced this attitude ane hundredfold:

in" an advanced capitalist country like

"ist’ reglme is progressnve ‘apart from the

™~

R T R T TR

*
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stan ' LA
To slip from the view that Stahmst
collectivism -contains progressive -or

: potentlally progressive elements compar- . -

ed-to imperialism or mpenahst—baeked,
alternatwes into the view that the Stalin-

workmg class, while -atomising and. -
oppressing the worklng class.and pleb-.
eian population, is to. accept the bureau-
cracy as-the protagonist of hlstory — for
now or for ‘the next stage It is g reac-
tionary and elitist position. No wander
Woods finds himself speaking of the‘dark

_masses’ of Afghanistan!

If we assume that no conscious or sub- -
conscious racism is involved here (and 1
do assume that), we are left with a choice _
‘example of Militant’s insensitivity, and
with a naked expression of truly Fabian
contempt and disdain, licenced by pater-

" Czéchos]oval(_ia with a rhass labour move-

*ment and a2 mass Communist Party (a real
party, not a ruling apparatus), Russian
control meant the annlhllatxon -of tlw
labour movement. .

Trotsky’s view, in fact, was that the

' pr erty relations were potentially pro-
impefialism should not be .

ssive; _
a110wed to destroy that progressive pot-

. ential, but working class revolution was’

mnecessary to realise the potentlal “In
- order that nattonahsed property in the
_ occupied areas, as well as in the USSR,
‘become a basis for genuinely progress-
ive, that is to say socialist development,
it is necessdry to overthrow the Moscow
~bureaucracy’” (Trotsky). The USSR ‘as a .
whole’ = property relations plus bureau-
cratlc tyranny —wasa reacttonary force:

“To -advocate - the “expansion - of that
system is an -explicitly _pro-Stalinist
~ position..’

Of course, we supporfed the Vietnam- .

_ese, for example, against. imperialism;

despzte the Stalinist leadershlp In the

. case of Afghanistan, there is nothing to

support but a Stalinist leadershnp and the,
brutal extension of Kremlin power. ’
y that' thg overthrow of already

Chinesc leader Huang Hua visits right-wing rebels . v ,

nalism, towards the,peo'ple of Afghani-
stan. Thé brutal expansion of Russian
Stalinism is looked to to sort them out
rather than the brutal expansmn of Brit-
is® imperialism. But it is the same spmt
the-same tone, even the same image —
complete with seif-aware quote marks —
“for the people who are- mere objects of

“history and of someone else’s drive to
) conquer and perhaps industr'ialise them

The broad sweep

But in the' broad sweep of hlstory, is

" it not true ‘that the development of in-

‘dustry lays the, basis for progress? In
the broad sweep, yes — on condition that
the working class liberites itself and
seizes the contro} of the means of produc-
tion from the hands of the bureaucracy.
‘But politics. is necessarily - concerned .
_ with a more immediate focus, a sharper

; focus In that focus the idea that the: op-

pression [and slaughter, deportation, -
etc, which has been the stock-in-trade of

- the Stalmzst bureaucracy ruling -the -

USSR), is'd detail in.the broad sweep of .

and. wnh opﬁressed people ing _to

| A

o -~ ian army and its sleporters 1t is a’variait
*history. is ‘a- monstrous anti-Trotskyist
" nonsense. It loses: the viewpoint of the

" militant who stand with the working class - ;}fwmﬁw so in B"R‘{sh

Coegtes el

-

" pr.lont:es, concerns. and conslderanons L»
“belong to tt;e,mﬂltants opmmred with -

the- philosophers in the  watch-towers. .
Of course Marxist militants inform theit
work with the general historical consider- -

- -ations. They do not allow them to over-
-ride their goal of mobilising, organising, - -

and rousing up the oppressed. They do_
not ‘allow the goal of industrial develop- -
ment on the back of the masses to sup-
plant the goal Trotsky outlinés in the quo-
tation at the head of this-article®.

In the Grantite view of Atghamstaq ‘

everything is eventually — and quickly °
— to be made right by the workers taking

- political power from the bureaucracy“
-in Russia and elsewhere. Such a view is

rational only on an analysis ‘of Stalinism

such as Trotsky s, which identifies the

bureaucracy as being in - fundamental
contradiction with™ the basic- socialised

- relations™ of productlon (In the _final.

analysis, that is because it is in funda-

" mental contradiction w1th the wor klng}
- class)..

Grant presents a: dlfferent plcture'
the bureaucracy (the Russian-one or its

- would-be Afghan duplicate) is the bearer,
of a higher civilisation -and will ‘do -for . -

Afghanistan - what capitalism did for -

. Europe. That bureaucracy is -at one, ‘at '

least for a whole historical period, with
the collectivised means of productlon,‘
which for that epoch of hlstory are ‘its’
means of production.

“The implication is lnescapable that

-Stalinism, which has a progressiveyole in
the backward counttries, has had a- pro- -

gressive role in Russia too. We have been

through, and are still in, an ‘epoch -of =

progresswe Stalinism. And it follows that *

" the Stalinist states are stable class soc-

letles, whose ruling group is not -a
usurping bureaucracy ‘in contradlctlon to -
the property relations but a hlstoncally _
legttlmate ruling class, whose role’. ‘in
history is to develop the forces of pm—
duction. Grant, in fact, like Isaa¢c Deut-.
scher, is a Shachtmanite (bufeaucratic
collectivist) “disguised within the *verb- :
iage of Trotsky’s theory, and placing a
plus sign of appreciation against the

‘new class society between capitalism:

and socialism while Shachtman placed a
minus sign, calling it barbarism.
In that perspective, it is not clear why
the working class political revolution ag-
ainst Stalinism.in Russja should be on’
the -order of the day now, or even on the
agenda of the next epoch at all -

Bloodba:t.h

Fmally, all arguments and- deta:ls

" aside, there is the fall-back argument:_if
" -the Russians- go, there will be a blood- -~ -
. bath. If the Russians stay there will be- " -
[and there is}] a bloodbath, The argument -

is in fact thoroughly dishonest.. It is also’
mcomplete The complete version -would

" say; and not just imply-— a bloodbath.-of - - -
- PDP people and ‘collaborators. wnth the L
-Russians. . - e

Militant is not raising. a humamtanan 7

objecuon but taking sides w1th the Rus:

of the idea that it is better if the. Russ




do what the PDP/Army aspirant bureau-
crats could not do — subjugate the popu-
lation and make a Stalinist ‘revolution’.

The first question to the hypocritical
‘humanitarians’ is, how many of the Af-
ghans will the Russians shoot? The sec-
ond question is, why is such a brutal
transformation by conquest necessary?
Why should it not be what the majority
of the peoples-of Afghanistan want that
occurs? Why can’t this area wait until
the majority of its own population de-
cides to fight for socia. change, or until a
socialist revolution in the advanced world
makes it possible to attract its people to
the work of transforming their own
country? From the point of view of the
international socialist revolution, there is
no reason why not.

Fundamentally, however, 1t 1s imposs-
ible to work out a serious independent
working class political assessment on
the basis of yes or no to such gun-to-head
questions as: do you want the right-wing
Muslim reactionaries to triumph? (In
Militant’s case, anyway, the question is
an afterthought to dress up and explain
a decision to support the logic of their
theorising. When they, initially, opted to
bend to ‘working class opinion’, it did not
worry them at all).

In any situation where a large revolu-
tionary working class movement does not
exist, the gun-to-head appeal to respons-
ibility, humanitarianism, and lesser
evilism can almost always be counterpos-
ed to an independent working class poli-
tical assessment. In 1969 when the Brit-
ish Army was deployed to stop sectarian
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fighting in Derry and Belfast, enormous
pressure was generated to support the
use of the troops, or refrain from oppos-
ing their use, on the grounds that they
had probably saved Catholic lives and
that Catholics had welcomed them. A
lot of socialists succumbed to the press-
ure. The 1S (SWP) organisation did.
The small minority at the September 1969
IS conference who resisted and called for
opposition to the British imperialist
troops were met with hysterical denuncia-
tion and slandered as ‘fascists’ who
‘wanted a bloodbath’. Yet it was those
Marxists who refused to be panicked or
to abandon their understanding of Brit-
ain’s role in Ireland who had the better
grasp of reality.

But then, Ted Grant might say, it was
plainly a matter of a reactionary imperial-
ist army. And in Afghanistan it is a matt-
er of the thoroughly reactionary anti
working class army of the Russidn
bureaucracy.

If the Russians withdraw, it might well
prove toebe the case that the final résult of
the strange episode of the seizure of
power by the putschist PDP/Army
‘bureaucratic revolutionaries’ would be a
massacre of PDP supporters. That would
be a tragedy. But it cannot follow that
because of this Marxist socialists should
abandon their programmatic opposition
to the expansion of the area under Krem-
lin control, or should abandon the idea
that the consolidation of a Stalinist re-
gime in Afghanistan would be a defeat
jor the Afghan working class.

We cannot abandon independent work-
ing class politics for the lesser evil — for
the PDP and the supporters of the Russ-
ians — in the situation which the putsch,
the policy of the PDP Army. and the

Russian invasion has created for them.
We are not, to quote Trotsky, the inspect-
ors-general of history.

Political
independence

The political independence of the work-
ing class, and in the pioneering place the
political independence of the Marxists, is
the to-be-or-not-to-be question for social-
ism — independence from the bourgeois-
ie. from the labour bureaucracy, and from
the totalitarian state bureaucracies of
the Stalinist states. This is the immediate
political question for people who take
Militant's pro-Stalinist line on Afghani-
stan for Marxism.

While Militant is unlikely to influence
events in Afghanisian, it does intluence
people in Britain (and perhaps else-
where). It influcnces them away from
independent working class politics and
towards the role of cheerleaders for the
‘progressive Sialinists in Afghanistan,
where it supvorts a Stalinist transforma-
tion, abandoning the very commitment to
working class political independence as
well as the Trotskyist programme.

Militant insists that the proper role for
socialist militants is to line up tirmly with
one of the international bloc« It deplores
the lack of class consciousness und failure
to relate propcerly to the ‘nuvor’ contra-
diction of our time on the part o1 the Brit-
ish CP, because it does not support the
invasion. Militant even criticises the Tri-
bunites, as we saw. for not basing them-
selves on the actual relations between the
great powers!

Even the most wretched of the left
reformist curvents is too inde;endent
for ‘Labour’s Marxist Voice'.
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t1 summarised above what Trotsky's
attitude to the expansion of the Stalinist
state actually was in 1939-40. This is a
much mythologised episode, and many
‘Trotskyists’ think Trotsky supported Stal-
in's expansion. (Walsh does, for example).
Some think that Trotsky identified with the
‘revolution’ in eastern Poland. Nothing of
the sort.

During the Stalinist occupation of Poland
and invasion of Finland in 1939-40, Troisky
argued that revolutionaries must recognise
that the Russian Army was likely to stimul-
ate revolutionary struggle which the Stal-
inists would use against the Polish and
Finnish ruling class — and then strangle.
Revolutionaries should support any such
independent working class and poor peas-
ant mobilisation, and align themselves with
it. They should at the same time try to warn
the workers and peasants against the Stal-
inist Russian state and all its instruments,
as deadly enemies. They should immediate-
ly fight for political independence from the
Stalinists... and prepare to fight them with
guns.

It was a policy for the orientation of rev-
olutionaries in a situation where (Trotsky
assumed) the ‘Red’ Army had still a revolu-
tionary prestige and authority with the op-
pressed ‘Polish’ Ukrainians, and others,
where its call to seize land, etc., could be
expected to evoke responses of a revolu-
tionary sort. Nothing like that can be even
imagined in Afghanistan now. The Russians
have alienated even former supporters
of the PDP

And, as far as I know, Trotsky’s assump-
tions about Eastern Poland and Finland
were seriously mistaken. (He was starved of
concrete information). Even in 1939 the
‘Red’ Army’s power to rouse revolutionary
action was minimal; its power to kill off
Poles was much greater. Between one mill-
ion and 1.5 m. Poles alone were deported to

ed to make Poland safe for Stalinism. (The
Poles numbered 5 million out of 13 million
in Eastern Poland, the rest being Ukrain-
ians and White Russians).

Trotsky partly acknowledged his mis-
estimate (see ‘In Defence of Marxism').
And in any case, as we saw above, he did
not hesitate to describe the fate of the
people of East Poland, in so far as they were
subjugated by the ‘Red’ Army, as that of
‘the semi-slaves of Stalin’.

Where is the analogy with what Mili-
tant is supporting in Afghanistan? Mili-
tant is supporting the implied ‘promise’
of nationalisations and agrarian reform to
be carried out by a totalitarian state which
has imposed itself by force, against the res-
istance of the people of Afghanistan. Where
Militant parts company with Marxists is
clear at this point: they do not relate to the
working class and its struggles and its
interests [the struggle against repression,
the struggle to secure the basis for its own
free organisation — the sorts of issues
Marxists would relate to if they assumed, in
an open, rational and demystified way, that
a revolution was occurring but not a prole-
tarian revolution].

The Stalinist ‘revolution’ will impose a
savagely oppressive regime, which will
destroy and continually uproot any elements
of a labour movement. To go from the clear
and simple idea of ‘defencism’ — that the
conquest of the Stalinist states by imperial-
ism and their return to capitalism would be
reactionary and should be opposed by
socialists — to support for the conquest and
hoped-for transformation of Afghanistan is
to travel light-years away from revolution-
ary socialism. It is to take up residence
on the grounds of Stalinism; to accommod-
ate to the existing Stalinist bureaucracy
with the ‘perspective’ (i.e., passive hope)
that after the totalitarian ‘stage’ will come
a better stage.




ADVE RTISEMENT

SUBSCRIBE TO,
WRITE FOR,
AND SELL....

£3 for 12 issues, £6 for
24. Overseas, air mail:
£5 for 12 issues, £9 for

Send to: SO, c/o 214
Sickert Court, London
N1 2SY. Cheques pay-
able to Socialist Org-
aniser.

LONGBRIDGE
INQUIRY

Bosses change

the charges

&



