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- This second issue of Permanent

Reyolution appears during the most
important class struggle for a decade - the
miners’ strike. The first article in this
journal deals with a tactic of fundamental
importance to that fight, and to the arm-

- ing of the working class in the struggle

against Thatcher and the ruling class - the
general strike. It examines the correct and
incorrect uses of the slogan current on the
British left and argues the revolutionary
method of fighting for such a strike.

A major part of this issue is taken up
with a number of resolutions from the
Movement for a Revolutiona;r}?'Cpm-{'
munist International (MRCI), of which

Workers Power is a part. The resolutions

the MRCI in April, and deal with three

important questions of the international- . -
- class struggle - the nature and dynamics of -

the EEC and communists’ attitude
towards it; the growing imperialist inter- -

"vention in Central America and the nature.
-and politics of the FSLN regime in Nicar-

agua, and the growing imperialist war

threat, including an analysis of the peace -
‘movements east and west. Lastly, we

print our Declaration of Fraternal Rel- |
ations, which explains the basis upon

raises in the argument such key questions
as the pitfalls of giving “critical support” |
to supposedly anti-imperialist
governments and the nature and role of
soviets. It also examines the use of the
workers’ and peasants’ government slogan
and the disastrous consequences for the
Bolivian workers and peasants of “‘worker
ministers” and “co-government” as a stra-
tegy for the Bolivian revolution.

Finally, the Reviews section takes up
a number of key political issues raised in
recent publications, including the SWP’s
approach to Marxism and feminism, the

collapse of the Grenaddn revolution, and
* the limits of Republicanism in Ireland,
-~ and of its cheerleaders irt Britain.
were passedat the founding conference of

With- the pubhcatron of Permanent

' :-Revolunon 2'in A4 format we hope to

put our theoretical journ.a_l on a more

- regular publication‘schedule. You can help

in this project by contributing financially

- to our £10,000 fund for new typesetting

equipment. Send donations to

* Workers Power, BCM 7750, London
. WCIN 3XX.0

which the MRCI has been founded and '

- the nature and tasks of the fraternal

grouping.

This issue also contains what will
become a regular feature of Permanent

'Revolution - an Archive piece from the

arsenal of Marxism which has been

hard to obtain in full for 40 years -
Trotsky’s “Peace Programme”, written in
1916. As the introductory article outlines,
this programme covers-vital questions
which are of burning relevance still - the
question of communists and war, the
question of the unification of Europe The
Introduction situates the programme in
the development of Trotsky’s theory of
permanent revolution, and examines the
roots of the controversy with Lenin over
the war question. |

The publication of the polemic on Bol-

ivia continues one of the tasks we set our-

selves when we launched Permanent
Revolution - the rescue of theory and
tactics from the opportunist and sectar-
ian distortions of the centrists. ‘

The chronic bowdlerisation of the
imperialist united front tactic as a means
of compromising with petit-bourgeois
and bourgeois nationalism by the POR of
Bolivia forms the heart of this polemic. It
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THE MINERS, THE LEFT
AND THE GENERAL STRIKE

Throughout the 1984 miners’ strike, Workers Power has fought
for the TUC to call a general strike. We have argued that it is
necessary in order to secure a victory for the miners and to
smash the entire Tory offensive that the MacGregor closure plan
is merely one part of. We have been justified by events. At the
time of writing, the miners have been for three months a focus
of solidarity action from militants throughout the labour move-
ment and an encouragement for other sections of workers to go
into struggle. If mass solidarity action or a general strike has not
yet occurred, it is because of the treachery of the official leaders
of our movement, and the cowardice, muddleheadedness and

confusion of the left reformist and centrist “opposition” to them.

To put it bluntly, the TUC has been given a free ride!

Thatcher came to power set on drastically restructuring Brit-
ish capitalism at the expense of the jobs and living standards ot
the working class. The strikes of 1979 had shown the bosses that
Labourite class-collaborationism was not going to be able to bale
them out of their acute crisis. The Labour government was
unable to carry through the decimation and privatisation of
whole sections of the nationalised industries, such as steel -
“yesterday’s industry” in Thatcher’s words. It was unable to dis-
mantle the welfare state to a sufficient degree (aithough under
Healey and Callaghan it tried hard to oblige). Most important, its
close links with the union bureaucracy meant that it was unable
to execute the legal attacks on the unions that the bosses were
crying out for.

The Tories’ strategy was to play on the sectional divisions
within the working class by taking on the weaker sections first.
The steelworkers and civil servants were number on¢ targets.
Only after this could the carworkers be taken on. The miners
were to be fought only after all others had been defeated.

Alongside this, the Tories implemented laws aimed specific-
ally at undermining, and making unlawful, effective trade union-
ism, picketing, the closed shop and solidarity action such as
blacking. Section after section - stecl, civil servants, car workers,
health workers, railworkers - were attacked by the Torics and
kept isolated by the union leaders. At the same time, the anti-
union laws were put in place and made effective in the 1983
NGA and POEU disputes.

Although the Tories chose to fight the working class section
by section, their goal was 1o decisively weaken the entire trade
union movement. The legal attacks were evidence enough of this.
It is precisely because we have understoodthe nature of the
encmy’s strategy as class-wide that we have argued since 1979 for
4 cluss-wide response. In September 1979 we argued: “The legal
attacks are the political spearhead for all the rest. As such they
must be met with the generalised resistance of the combined
forces of the labour movement...The political general strike is
the only tactic which can either put the Tories into headlong
retreat, forcing them to abandon their legal shackles, or further

mobilise the forces necessary to drive them and the class they
represent frompoweraltogether”.’

This was no verbal radicalism. It was an objectively necessary
response to the Tories’ wholesale offensive. The anti-union laws
are an essential component of the state attack on effective trade
unionism, they effect all workers struggling against closures, cuts,
wages or in defence of democratic rights or social gains.
Therefore we have argued that a general strike is necessary - first
to prevent them getting onto the statute book, and then to drive
them off it. The Tories would certainily be unlikely to survive
a defeat of such a central plank of their strategy.

We recognise that thetransition from the recognition that a
general strike is necessary to the achievement of one is difficult.
The trade union leaders always fight desperately to prevent gen-
eralisation. In the steelworkers’ struggle the TUC were able to
prevent the development of a general strike in February 1980.
The Welsh TUC had called for a general strike in support of the
steelworkers. With the help of Bill Sirs, Len Murray was able to
get this called off in favour of a “day ot action” in Wales and a
national “day of action™ in May. Despite this betrayal the events
showed how our call tor a general strike against the anti-union
laws could be linked to a sectional struggie.

We used the examples of the police action and the Denning
court ruling against the steelworkers to link the strike to the
question of anti-union laws. We combined the demands of other
public sector workers aroused by the steel strike (a one-day gen-
cral strike against the cuts in sccial services was called in South
Yorkshire during the strike) with the demands of ihe steel-
workers. We called on other workers - in particular BL workers,
water workers and power workers - to strike for their own
impending pay claims. At the same time we urged militants to
demand and, with action from below, force their leaders to call
a general strike.

We thus avoided the twin dangers of either exclusively relying
on the leaders, or, in a syndicalist fashion, ignoring them and
hoping that they would not interfere. At the high point of the
struggle we were able to agitate for a general strike around dem-
ands relating to cuts, closures, claims gnd the anti-union laws.

Our experience of the steel strike and our use of the general
strike slogan has proved immensely valuable in the 1984 miners’
strike. Although the MacGregor plan is an attack on one union,
it is an attack on nne of the best organised and strategically
placed unions. As such a defeat for the NUM will bolster the
confidence of the Tories and undermine that of the workers in
traditionally weaker unions. Aithough the dispute started over
pit closures, the massive use of the police and the interference
of the courts demonstrate its wider significance. A victory over
the miners will further embolden the police and courts to assert
their prerogative to attack striking workers. Finally, though the
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anti-union laws themselves have been held in abeyance, there is
no doubt that at a critical stage the ruling class will use them.
Their very existence is an important factor in intimidating other
workers - in transport for example - against taking solidarity
action. To ignore these laws would be folly.

It might be objected that because the anti-union laws were
not used to the full in the early weeks of the miners’ strike, this
shows that they are less important than we estimated them to
be, or that they should not now be linked to the general strike
slogan. This would be extremely short-sighted. The Tory judges
attempted to use the anti-union laws in the first weeks. They
were met with such a militant mass mobilisation outside the
Barnsley headquarters of the Yorkshire NUM that to have sent in
the police to seize it and enforce a sequestration order would
have provoked first a fearsome resistance and secondly the pros-
pect of a general strike. The fear of mass solidarity strike action
and the desire to give no pretext for spreading the struggle made
the Tories give the signal to the NCB and the judges to back off.
Yet the laws are there and if the miners were to seem incapable
of mounting effective resistance, or the rest of the workers move-
ment was unwilling to back them, then the sequestrators would
move in once again.

For these reasons we have raised the call for a general strike
within the context of a sectional struggle. This sectional struggle,
as did the steel sirike, gives us a golden opportunity to unmask
the nature of the Tories’ offensive, and build generalised resis-
tance to it. We have specifically linked the cali for a general
strike to the immediate objectives of smashing the whole appa-
ratus of anti-union laws and of forcing the complete abandon-
ment of MacGregor’'s closure plans.

THE NEED FOR A DEFINITE OBJECTIVE

We have made this demand on the TUC leaders and fought
for it from below through calling for, and attempting to, bring
forward ail other sections’ ¢claims and struggles into a mass strike
wave alongside the miners. In both our agitation and our propa-
ganda we have made the call for a general strike as concrete as
possible. We have always been on our guard to give it a clear,
adequate and definite objective. If the objective is not definite
then the TUC leaders can and will slip out of it. For example, to
merely call on them to “support the miners” would, as in 1926,
enable the TUC rapidly to turn their “support” into nego-
tiations, mediation or a sell-out. Should the miners refuse to
give in it would lead to a desertion. On the other hand it would
be inadequate to pose the general strike around the release of an
imprisoned trade union leader or over sequestered union funds.
A concession on this point alone by the Tories would leave
them free to attack on another front having demobilised the
strike movement.

In short, a general strike is necessary in the present situation
to guarantee the total victory of the miners, and to stop the
Tories’ attacks on other workers. It serves the interests of the
section currently in struggie . Far from being abstractly counter-
posed to the existing miners’ struggle, 1t is a burning need 1n
that struggle. Linked to demands around the anti-union.laws,
cuts in the public sector, pay and closures, it will serve the
needs of other workers as well. The twofold result of this will
be to weaken the abilily of the trade union leaders to sell the
miners {and others) short and prevent Thatcher from putting
the labour movement into retreat as she did after her victory
over the steelworkers. A crushing defeat for the miners would
immensely strengthen the right wing in the unions who would
move forward in their plans to turn the unions into departments
of the state for disciplining workers.

Despite the claims of miserable defeatists like the Socialist
Workers Party (SWP}, the militancy does exist in the working
class to make a general strike a realistic possibility. The miners’
strike itself is a symbol of this renewed mililancy. In 1ts own
turn it has served to encourage mititancy. The basis for this rec-
overy after the bleak years of retreat and defeat (1980-83) 1s the
mild economic upturn. This was expressed in a rise in industrial
production of 4.1% in the last quarter of 1983 (3.2% for gross
national product, and a 10.1% hike in retail sales). Whilst this

recovery was weak compared with the 18.2% rise In industrial
production in the USA, it marked a distinct upturn which Brt~
ain’s bosses wanted to take advantage of. The latest Tory anti-
union offensive launched in November of last year (NGA) which
continued into Januarv (GCHQ) and culminated in MacGregor’s
provocative closure list, was meant to divide, cow and crush the
unions so that the bosses could reap the full fruits of their
“boom”’.

The miners’ resistance proved stronger and longer than
Thatcher imagined. A rash of disputes has followed. Trade union
officialdom - left as well as right - has done everything possible
to stop other workers coming into struggle over their own claims
while the miners have been on strike. The ““lefts”” Knapp and
Buckton settled their claims to get out of the firing line. Yet
workers have sensed the distinct advantage of taking on the
Tories and the bosses while their hands are full. At British Ley-
land’s Longbridge plant, workers gave the management a bloody
nose - the first victory for several years. From the Barking Hos-
pital strike to the Bathgate occupation, workers have shown a
renewed willingness to take on the bosses.

The Tories don’t like this a bit. They are failing to hold their
target of 3% wage increases. They rightly fear the danger of
other disputes linking up with the miners and escalating into a
massive confrontation in which they would be forced to make
humiliating and damaging concessions. Only the major union
jeaders and the TUC, led by arch-scab Murray have kept the
Tories afloat. A general strike, emerging out of the miners’
struggles, could sink Thatcher. However a mobilisation of the
whole working class poses an even more important question
than humiliating Thatcher and driving her from office.

As revolutionary Marxists we recognise that, by its very nat-
ure, a general strike raises issues beyond the immediate demands
which occasion the strike. These demands are necessary as a
starting point for struggle. As united front demands they bring
into struggle millions of non-revolutionary workers. The more
precise and concrete the demands, the more workers are clear
about what they want. If millions know this, it leaves the bureau-
cracy with far less room to manoeuvre. The chances of a sell-out
are strengthened by vague demands. Thus a strike to get rid of
the anti-union laws and force the withdrawal of the NCB’s clo-
sure programnme is more difficult to seli-out or sell short.

GENERAL STRIKE CHALLENGES THE STATE

However, while we use limited demands to tie down the bur-
eaucrats and rouse the inasses, we recognise that a general
strike can go further than its initial demands. Concrete and lim-
ted demands are a base-line for initiating struggle and avoiding
outright betrayal. They must not become a hmit on the forward
movement of a general strike. A general strike is necessarily a
clash between the whole working class and the bosses, as a class,
represented by their state. A general strike challenges the state
power over an issue on which the bourgeoisie has decided to
impose its will on the working class. Though the origins of
many general strikes have been over “economic” issues - the
British strike of 1926 in detfence of the miners, for example -
they have all, inevitably, raised questions about the role of the
state, parliament and so on. In paralysing the entire economy
and the normal administrative functions of the state, a general
strike will be met with attempted repression from the police and
the army. The strikers will be confronted with tasks on a society-
wide level, that the miners’ strike faces on a community and
sectional level - the organisation of food supplies and services
and the defence of picket lines,

In that situation, revolutionaries do everything in their power
to bring down the crippling divisions between “economi¢’ and
“political’” goals that exist. They do so in a fight to counter re-
formism’s attempts to limit and contain a general strike. The
great Polish Marxist Rosa Luxemburg explained this csvect of
the general strike: “In any great mass movement of the prolet-
ariat, a great number of political and economic factors coincide.
To attempt to peel these away from each other in an artificial
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Yorkshire miners defend Barnsley NUM Headquarters

manner, to attempt to keep them separate from one another in
a pedantic fashion, would be a vain and detrimental start’’.2

It is not merely abstract “politics” or even particular political
slogans that are inevitably raised in the general strike. The revol-
utionary potential of the general strike lies in the fact that by
pitting the classes against each other, it raises the question -
who rules? Marxists have long been aware of this aspect of the
general strike slogan. It explains the importance we attach to
it as a potential corridor through which the working class can
pass towards revolution - the actual overthrow of the bosses’
state power. Of course, whether or not this happens depends on
a whole series of circumstances. It is by no means the only pos-
sible nutcome of a general strike. If the influence of revolution-
aries remains weak, if the rank and file do not establish demo-
cratic control over the strike, it is entirely possible that a strike
could be demobilised in a blatant betrayal (e.g. Britain 1926),

a bourgeois election (France 1968) or through some concessions
from the ruling class, mediated by the reformist bureaucracy
(asin France, 1936).

However, these possibilities cannot be predicted in advance -
struggle decides. The very fact of a general strike provides the
possibility of strengthening the working class by bringing miil-
ions into base organisations - councils of action, picket defence
organisations, supplies committees and strike committees. Such
organisations can check and defeat the traitors in the labour
movement. They provide the best possible forums for revol-
utionary ideas. They bring to the masses an awareness of their
own power. Revolutionaries seek to make this organised and
conscious. In this way we can openly and honestly fight within
the general strike for a revolutionary conclusion and hope to
win. This is not foolish optimism. It is lodged within the dyna-
mic of the general strike, so brilliantly described by Trotsky in
the 1930s: ““The fundamental importance of the general strike,
independent of the partial successes which it may and then
again may not provide, lies in the fact that it poses the question
of power in a revolutionary manner. By shutting down the fac-
tories, transport, generally all the means of communication,
power stations etc., the proletariat by this very act paralyses
not only production but also the government. The state power
remains suspended in mid-air. It must either subjugate the pro-
letariat by famine and force and constrain it to set the apparatus
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of the bourgeois state once again in motion, or retreat before the
proletariat.

Whatever may be the slogans and motive for which the gene-
ral strike is initiated, if it includes the genuine masses, and if
these masses are quite resolved to struggle, the general strike
inevitably poses before all the classes in the nation: Who will be
the master of the house?”.3

We base our call for the general strike on the needs of the
objective situation and the tremendous possibilities lodged
within it. A victorv merely for its immediate demands would
signal a dramatic shift in the balance of class forces in Britain. A
partial victory would enhance the confidence and conscicusness
of the miners and other sections by leaps and bounds. Even a
defeat would come after a struggle in which many militants
would be won to a clearer understanding of the role of the
union and Labour Party leaders. It would provide fresh recruits
to an opposition movement against the time-servers, traitors and
cowards in the workers’ movement.Mostimportant, though, is
that a general strike - even with today’s leaders, and even begin-
ning around limited demands - offers the possibility of ciearing
out Thatcher and her class, not merely from office, but from
power. It offers the possibility of installing not a pathetic re-
run of the last Labour government, but a government based on
and answerable to mobilised fighting organisations of the work-
ing class - the councils of action and defence organisations -
pledged to make the transition to full working class power.

From an outright rejection of the general strike, chrough to
the general strike as an ultimatum, the bulk of the British left
have adopted slozans during the current miners’ dispute that
reveal a profound confusion over the nature and use of the gen-
eral strike.

The SWP has found it difficult to even mention the general
strike. They seem to hate the slogan like the bubonic plague. At
meetings up and down the country they counterposed
collections to calls for strike action by other workers. Their pub-
lications simply add the call for ever-bigger pickets as their
sum strategy for the strike. Indeed, any call for spreading or gen-
eralising the miners’ struggle seems impossible for them.

[t was only the week after Arthur Scargill himself called on rail
workers to strike that Socialist Worker finally dared call for
these workers to bring forward their claims and strike!

Summer {984
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Underlying the SWP’s hesitancy in calling for strikes by
other workers and their rejection of the general strike is their
habitual spontaneism. This always leaves them tailing behind
the militants and often behind the left union leaders. They will
not, despite their claims to be mounting a distinctive political
intervention, raise any slogans that are not already being raised
by workers themselves.

In this strike the SWP are taking their cue from the militants
and pin everything on the need for bigger and bigger pickets.
When the miners are calling for mass pickets, the SWP calls for
even bigger mass pickets. They call for Saltley Gate-style pickets.
Yet they fail to recognise that it was precisely strike action by
Birmingham engineers in 1972 that enabled the Saltley mass
picket to win. The fact that it is proving more and more diffi-
cult to sustain mass picketing leads the SWP to wring their
hands, explain that it is because of the “downturn’ and pose as
their answer to militants a bald plea to join the SWP to inake
ready for future struggles. They sometimes appear to have
written off the miners’ strike: “We can build the reputation
of our party, we can build up the networks of militants around
us, so that if there is a docks strike in November or a civil ser-
vice strike next year, or whatever the next struggle is, we will be
that much stronger”.* This demonstrates that the obverse side
of the coin of the worship of spontaneity and trade union mili-
tancy is sectarianism. The party is built out of strikes rather than
contributing a strategy to win them!

The other refrain of the SWP is that because the masses are
not spontaneously ready for a general strike, it is wrong to
demand that the TUC should call one. Here they express a syn-
dicalist fear of the trade union leaders. They believe that by not
demanding action from the TUC they can prevent the bureau-
crats (outside the NUM) getting control over the strike. They
follow Scargill’s line of calling only on particular unions to act,
hoping to steer round the TUC. This does nothing to prevent
any bureaucrat from selling out. Jimmy Knapp was able to

wriggle out of action over the NUR’s pay claim and thereby
deliver a major blow to the chances of generalising the miners’
conflict. '

Any leader can settle a sectional dispute on its own terms and
the members will have little to complain about and organise
against unless the dispute was explicitly linked with the miners.
Whilst the miners remain on their own, with only the blacking
and collections of the militant minority to support them, it is
small consolation that they cannot be “sold out” by the other
union leaders and the TUC. They are being sold out by the lead-
ers of the labour movement who are leaving them to fight alone
against the whole, united boss class and its state forces. This is
an unequal fight that we must do everything possible to equalise
by getting the TUC’s dead hand off our fighting organisations
and off our pursestrings.

In fact the SWP’s “realism” (‘the miners’ can win but with a
bit more picketing plus factory collections’} is a tailor-made alibi

for the TUC. It is this alibi that Scargill has given the TUC. Thus
Ray Buckton can emerge from the General Council and say “of

course we support the NUM - but they haven’t called on us to
do anything”. The SWP’s syndicalist passivity when faced with
bosses’ men and Judases like Murray is criminal. By
demanding action and money from these gentlemen we do not
sow illusions in them, we put dynamite under them! We can and
should combine these demands with the sharpest warnings as to
their likely betrayals. Arthur Scargill may hesitate to do this to
his fellow bureaucrats but Tony Cliff of the SWP should have
no (material) restrictions upon him in this regard. Yet in fact he
is crippled once again by his worship of spontaneism.

None of this is new. Back in 1972 the International Socialists
(forerunners of the SWP) did not dare mention a general strike
until after the TUC had issued its threat of one, faced with the
imprisonment of the Pentonville Five dockers. Even then, the
IS slogan “‘General strike can free the Five’” was about as caut-
ious as it was possible to be. In fact, the SWP offer the working
class no alternative political leadership in its present struggles -
just constant nagging to picket harder. Such a party the miners
can do without - and they will.

There is another contender for the role of revolutionary party
who are not at all reticent about raising the call for the general
strike or offering political leadership: the Workers' Revolution-
ary Party (WRP) and its daily paper Newsline. The WRP has pre-
viously been a proponent of the slogan “General strike to kick
out the Tories”. This slogan obviously gains a sy mpathetic res-
ponse from workers ajready in struggle against the hated Tories.
The problem is that it is a negative slogan about the guestion of
government. Whilst it embodies militant hatred of Thatcher, it
also contains a vacuum - who or what should replace her? Politics
like nature abhors a vacuum. Whilst the “Trotskyist” framer of
the slogan may have in mind the proletarian dictatorship, the
masses of still-reformist workers have in mind “forcing a general
election’. Scargill himself raises this perspective for the miners’
strike. As a disguised revolutionary slogan it is totally inade-
quate. To gain power for the working class needs more than the
mightiest negative act (the general strike). It needs a positive act:
the armed overthrow of the bourgeois state. Thus as a “revolu-
tionary slogan” it is misleading and inadequate.

As a reformist slogan it is a complete disaster, even if it were
capable of jumping over the objections of workers imbued with
illusions in parliamentary democracy. The general strike is indeed
the highest form of struggle short of the direct armed struggle
for power (the armed insurrection). To suggest in advance that it
should be tied to the objective of a general election is to fore-
close on its further development. Instead of clarifying the
“question of who rules” in a revolutionary manner, it assists the
reformists in translating this into a purely parliamentary
question - one which will only resolve which bourgeois party
will hold office, not which class shall hold state power.

In this sense an election would be a massive step backwards
away from mass direct action and back onto the terrain of bout-
geois democracy. It allows the atomised electorate - bombarded
by the media - to decide the issue of a class battle. [t exchanges
the massive capital of class-wide action - holding as it does the
potential for revolution - for the small change of electoral pol-
itics. It risks leaving the reformist traitors at the top of the
labour movement firmly in the saddle.

THE REFORMIST INTERPRETATION

This then is an ambiguous slogan. The inadequate‘‘revolution-
ary’’ interpretation has been kept and “improved” by the WRP -
as we shall see. The reformist interpretation has been unblush-
ingly embraced by the Socialist League. Only they have trimmed
the rather-too-revolutionary all out general strike to... a day ot
action! Indeed, they seem to have had a bad attack of calling on
the TUC to*“Name the Day!”. Like partners to an overlong
engagement, their paper Socialist Action has been tiresomely
pleading with the TUC for three months. On 23rd March they
asked the TUC to “Name the day for solidarity action with the
NUM”. They did the same on April 30th and several times there-
after. By May 18th they threw caution to the wind and asked
the TUC to “‘name the day for a general strike - with the pro-
mise of further action”. Let us hope the miners can hang on!
Socialist Action may get there in the end! Yet even if it does,
the goals it sets for this struggle are utterly reformist: “The
labour movement must force a general election! No pact and no
coalition with the SDP/Liberal alliance! For a Labour govern-
ment pledged to socialist policies! .

This is the reality behind the radicalism of the “General Strike
to kick out the Tories™ slogan. It poses the election of a Labour
government as the objective of the strike. We reject this entirely.
A Labour government is not 2 higher good than the immediate
goals and demands of the working class. Labour governments -
even those pledged to vacuous “‘soctalist policies’’ - that are not
accountable to councils of action and workers’ defence organ-
isations remain bourgeois governments. There is no guarantee
that the election of such a bourgeois government will lead to
the fulfillment of the demands of the working class. The 1974-9
Labour government was a classic example. With the help of the
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trade union bureaucracy it flouted its “‘socialist’ pledges, demo-
bilised the working class and proceeded to attack its jobs and
services. Struggle will decide what sort of government emerges
from a general strike. We struggie for a revolutionary outcome.

As we explained earlier, the demands of the general strike
need to be, at this stage, clear and specific united front demands.
The WRP eschew the opportunism of the SL and pose as the goal
of the general strike now the kicking out of the Tories and the
establishment of a ““workers’ revolutionary government”, As
early as 1983 over the NGA fine they called on the TUC to
“organise a political general strike whose purpose will be the
struggle for power and the establishment of socialism™.€

This remarkable demand on the TUC - perhaps it is meant
to expose them when they fail to carry it out! - has become even
more ludicrous in the light of a WRP statement of three months
later. Here we are told that ““by their nature, trade unions are
organs of defence of the working class and its living standards
and cannot rise to the conscious revolutionary task of over-
throwing the ruling class, smashing the capitalist state machine
and establishing socialism™.” By May 1984 the objective of the
general strike had become “to bring down the hated Tory dicta-
torship” ® which is defined as “Bonapartist”.

We had always thought, along with Marx, Lenin and Trotsky
that a Bonapartist regime was called into being when the bour-
geols parties could no longer rule via a parliamentary majority
and were obliged to rest directly on the military and the state
bureaucracy, pretending to be a regime “‘above politics”. Such
a regime, whilst pretending to arbitrate between the classes in
fact uses the state forces, unhindered by “normal” legality,
against the working class. There can be relatively weak Bonapart-
isms, which cannot totally suppress the workers’ organisations,
and which balance uneasily between the bosses and the workers.
There can be very strong ones that crush the unions and the
parties of the proletariat completely. But Thatcher’s government
1s neither of these. It rules by right of its huge and very stable
parliamentary majority. It uses this to legally repress the miners.
[t is a democratic (i.e. a bourgeois democratic government).

The WRP’s phoney “dialectics’ attempt to deny this in vain:
“All the weight of Tory class laws and the actions of Thatcher at
GCHQ have abolished independence (of the trade unions from
the state - WP) and have made the state apparatus independent
of any control of parliament - every action of the trade unions is
now illegal”.? This is a self-contradictory tissue of confusion.
Tory laws passed by parliament have apparently made the state
apparatus itndependent of any control from parliament. When
did parliament pass this emergency decree gutting itself, and
above all why, since the Tories have a “rubber stamp’ majority
in parliament?

In fact, this politically illiterate characterisation is necessary
for the fake-dialecticians of the WRP to hide from themselves
2 very unpalatable truth - millions of workers have illusions in
Thatcher’s “democratic mandate™ for her anti-working class
policies. It is a childish attempt to alter reality in order to fit
-he currently unrealisable slogan of **a general strike to install
1 workers. revolutionary government™,

Another group to raise the question of the general strike in
a confused and opportunist fashion is the Labour-oriented
‘ragmenting ‘‘alliance’ around Socialist Organiser. They dem-
and an immediate “one day general strike’ but argue that things
ire not hotl enough yet for an all-out general strike, All that can
n¢ done now is to call on the TUC to “prepare for” and
“organise for” a general strike. Thus on March 28th we were told
A one day all out stoppage should be called immediately. If this
strategy were adopted victory would be in sight.”’19 This could
2ad to bigger things: “a campaign on these lines could start de-
veloping the perspective of an all out general strike. But right
now what’s essential is to push the dispute another few miles
ahead”. 11

A few miles further on (two months to be precise) and
Socialist Organiser was still stuck in the same old rut: “What’s
needed is to develop the struggle towards a general strike’’12,
Indeed, but the question is how to develop it? How to get
“towards” a general strike? Well, calling for one - in every union,
1 every workplace - agitating and propagandising - shouting for

it outside the TUC General Council, on the mass demonstrations,

might help! On the other hand, to call on bureaucrats to “pre-
pare’” a strike lets them off the hook. Every left faker on the

TUC will tell you he’s “organising for” a general strike or that

he has a “‘perspective’ for a strike. Indeed, many will say that

it is impossible to do anything (like call out their own members)
until sufficient ‘“‘preparation’ for a general strike has been
carried out. The demand is totally unspecific. It ties the bureau-
crats, and particularly the lefts, to no concrete actions what-
soever. The call to “prepare for a general strike’’ is a hollow one,
a sign of cowardice, a refusal to fight now for what is desperately
needed. It is a slogan that reflects the outlook of the union and
Labour bureaucracy, not that of revolutionary communists.

Let us repeat: the call for a general strike does not contradict
the everyday and immediate tasks of militant support for the
miners on the picket lines, or solidarity action such as blacking
and shopfloor collections. It does not replace the attempt to
stimulate a mass strike wave by bringing forward each and every
claim and struggle. But given the Tory laws and the greatly
strengthened police picket-buster, we need the weapon of the
general strike.

That weapon lies locked up and rusting, in an armoury
whose key is in the keeping of the TUC. Therefore we have a
duty to mobilise the mass forces of those struggling now in this
dispute, in all disputes, to force the do-nothing “new realists’ to
let us use our unions and funds, to decisively help the miners to
victory and to smash the Tory laws. The general strike - as an
Intrinsically political class-wide weapon - will enormously raise
and accelerate the political consciousness of the working class.
Even if it gets no further than a widespread call, this itself will
have a spin-off effect in terms of solidarity and the prosecution
of other sectional struggles. If it does take place it will work a

sea-change on the reformist consciousness of the British working
class. And when that happens, to paraphrase Engels: “There will

be communism again in Britain™.
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MREIEeseIlitieon

The nature of the EEC

and the elections
to the European Parliament

The actions of British imperialism within
the EEC have precipitated s crisis within
European imperiglism. Since the Oublin summit
of the heads of state in 19738, the visible
signs of disunity have multiplied each year.
The constant wrangling over the CK's budget
rebates, French intransigence aver reform of
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and
growing protectionist measures withia the EZC
backed by the reactionary demanstrations and
demands from trade union leaders and small
farmers, are but the most visible 3signs of
inter-imperialist tension.

THE NATURE OF THE EEC

The EEC is made up of four major
imperialist powers and their subordinate minor
imperialist ana semi-colonial sattelites, [ts
character 15 therefore that of an imperiglist
economie alliance closely nterwoven with the
European wing of the NATO military pact, The
EEC was [ormed in 1358 after West (Cermany,
ftaly, France and Benelux signed the Treaty of
Rome. The main aim o{ the Treaty was to
further economic integration of the member
states which had already begun under the aegis
of US imperialism with the Marshail Plan anc
the sestablishment of the Organisation for
European Economic Co-operation in 1948,

The formation of the EEC has to be seen
in the context of the Cold War. Ameriecan
imperialism had, since the farmation of NATO
in 1949 taken the lead in encouragiig the
European bourgecisie to form a powerful
capitalist EZuropean blne as a frontiine
fcrtress opposed to the USSR and E.Europe. The
aim of the vurious Dourgeocisies was to ereate
a customs union {i.e. free itrade within,
common tariffs without) to establish the free
movement of labour and caoital and move
tdéwards the elabaration of a2 common plan for
transport, scientific research, snergy,
currency, industry and agriculture. The pericd
of success along this road degins with the
introduction of the CAP in (982, matures with
the finel abolition of internal tariffs in
1968 and comes to an end with the formation of
the European ¥onetary System in 1978,

The Treaty of Rome represented a deal
detween on the one hand W.Germaay and its
satellites (Benelux) and on the other, France
and [taly. In raturn for a rationalisation snd
sudsidisation of Freneh and ltalian
agriculture, W.Germany would get access to the
huge markets of France and Italy, British
imperialism refused to sign the Treaty oi Rome
for two reasors. For the original Six the
formation of the EZC was but a logizal step
given that oetween a quarter and a half of
each country's trade was with each other. But

in the UK only 15% of its frade was with the
ortigina: Six, Most of its trade continued to
be with the old Einpire and Commonwzalth,
Hence, the fraction of the bourgeocisie most
tiec to the continuation of this pattern cf
trade stccessiully resisted the moves towards
closer integration with Eurspe. Seccondly, the
British Dourgsoisie was relitctant o subsidize
a large and inefficient European agrigullure
when the LUK agri-capitalist celass was small
out highly productive. The Southern [rish
bourgeoisie i the mic to lats 19503 hac o
independent line separate from the UK view,
ziven that at the time the trace ol the 23
Counties was still locked itnio the British
mar<et.

IMPERIALIST CARTEL

The EEC was a creation of the imperialist
epoch. AS a result s formation cannot be
considered wn the sane light as the tendencies
within the pre-imperialtst epoch towards
bourgeois unification. In fact, the EEC Is, in
the main, 2 stunted and partial reversal of
the general tendencies of imperialist
stagnation and decay. For example, the
European bourgeoisie did not unite Eurgoe in
1958 but merely the rich club of imperialist
powers. The member states reduced the weaxer
states {e.g. Spain, Ireland, Turkey) o the
status of cheap providers of labour power.
Also. although the EEC was a customs union it
erected high tariff walls to the rest of tne
world, trus intensifying the proolems of
industrialisation experienced 5y the
semi-colontal world. Finally, despite the fact
that the EEC implied a degree of =zconomic
co-operation, this did not extend so far that
each of the major imperialist powers was
prepared to give up its special ‘spheres of
influence’ in the semi-colonies.

The EEC did not create the posi-war boom

- in Europe, rather it arose out of the

deepening of that boom. On the other hand, the
EEC did inject further life into the boom,
Trade massively expanded. Qutput increassd us
well although not by the same amount, The
major facet of the development of the EEC wax
to extend co-operation between the European
imperialist powers at ths economice level, and
to increase the weight of Zuropean imperiglis-o
within world capitatismm, The ZEC accouats foc
34% of all world trade, dy far the single
biggest bloc 1 werld trade. On the eve of the
formation of the EEC the three largest EEC
countries had some 20% of their trade with EEC
partners, By the 19795 this figure was over
30%, Today, the total output of the EEL 8
larger than the US and twice the size of that
of Japan.

BRITAIN AND [RELAND JOIN

Between 1933 and 1973 British imperialism
sttempted to join the EEC :iwice (1987 and
1967) but their entry was blookad by Fraice,
suspicious that the UK was but a Trojar horse
for Ameriean inperiglism, The development of
the EEC and [ts predecsssor, the Coal and
Steel Commission, was seen, espeeiaily Dy the
French bourgeolsie, as an opooriunity to
construct a cross-EZurcpean alliance to act ss
a2 counterweight te the predominant mfluence
of the USA In the worid sconomy. In 1939 the
CSA only had i3% of its stock of foreign
investment in Europe. By 1983 1t had risen to
30%. The U8 wanted a political advocale within
the EEC to defend its growinI interests,
Britain's entry would also allow its UK
cperations to tunction without trade bsrriecs,

By 1973 the pattern of the UK's trade had
changed dramaticallv, Over 30% of its trads
was now with the EEC, Jowning was to give
recocnition to the {act that (uiura
develppments lay in that diregtion.

In the 26 Counties, from the late 1950s
two developments took place which pushed the
Irish bourgeoisie into seeking membership. The
market for Eire's agricultural commedities was
increasingly to be found in Europe. Secondly,
Ireland had been opened up to foreign capital
investment after 1958. US impertalism's
interests would best be served by Ireland
being in the EEC and substantial West German
gnd other EEC ecapital investment in the
country made it logical for Ireland to be
integrated within the whole trading bloe. On
Ireland's part, the reletively large and
powerful agrarian bourgeoisie anticipated many
benefits from CAP should the 26 Counties be
added to the European bloc as & subordinate
partner. In the end by 1973 W.Germany, France
and Italy agreed to sllow the UK, Ireland and
Denmark ic join. The former enticipated,
correctly, that they had little to fear from
British industry, but thet on the other hand
the three new additions would provide a
further market for their goods and the UK's
contributions would help offset the growing
cost of CAP. In the last analvsis, the EEC has
been in the economic sense, at least,
hegemonised by West Germany which - with
Benelux in tow - has grown rich and powerful
at the expense of the other European
imperialist powers.

THE 'MCGLTINATIONALS'

Underlying the post-wgr tendency within

Europe towards greater trade was the decisive
factor of the centralisation of ownershio and

control of capital and the
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internationglisation of the division of

labour. At the time of the Treaty of Rome
there were only a few multinationals {(or in
reality transnationals tied in the last analysis

to ohe or other state). The main ones, in the UK

and Holland, were resistant to the Common
Market idea in that they were mainly
concentrated in one state and hence benefited
from the existence of protective barriers,
After 1958 it was the USA and W.Germany which
sponsored the growth of multinationgl! capital
in Europe. France under De Gaulle resisted
this tendency in the vain hope that French
national capital would prove strong enough to
hegemonise Europe under its own sign, By 1969
the French bourgeoisie had paid enough for
this vanity and got rid of him.

One of the overwhelming reasons pushing
the British bourgecisie in the direction of
the EEC in the 13605 was the recognition that
it was a declining imperialist power, that the
old Empire markets were insufficient to
sustain growth of exports, and that British
multinationals would be squeezed between
American and European imperiglism if it did
not decide to cast its lot with the latter.

On balance the EEC has proved a greater
success for the growth and extension of US
imperialist capital than it has for the growth
and extension of a unified European capital.
Most of the attempts at cross-state mergers
(e.g. DunlopPirelli) have failed. Nor have
inter-government state-capitaiist ventures
(Concorde, Airbus) been much better,

THE FAILURE QOF INTEGRATION

This ilimited success ot culright iailure
to develop a specilically European oross-state
capttelism has determined the outesme of
various attempts to forge a polittcal unity
within the EEC. In the 198035 and earfv 1970s
It was the fervent hope of sectiens of the
European bourgeoisie that closer ecgnoinic
ntegration would leaa to the creation of &
supra-national Europesan state. This state,
Dased upon a furopean integraled capitalism,
woulC have soverelgn oolitieal nowers, thus
capablie of subordinating the narrowar
interests of each national stale to the wider
ccliective interest. Fven ecentrists such as
Viandel theugnt this prodsnte.

) -

However, the impressive tempe of economic
integration In the 19605 wus not sustained.
The renewed period of world bLnperialist erisis
enguifad Europe in the late 194035 and early
15705 pefore this integraticn had gone far
enough. This has meant that in the 1870%
European Imperialism has not been able to
develop a conesive oolitical outiook to rival
US imperialism in world politics. The lack of
2 common approach to the Viiddle Emst war and
the oil crisis in 1873 was indicative in this
respect, One could multinly exampiss since,
where the US has split the EET ecamp.

Since the late 19785 the new pertod of
orisis has tended (0 undermine and i{ryeture
the economir cains of the EEZ, For exampie,
trade barriers belween uwembaor states are
inereasing!v deing re-introducec. The lack of
any fundamsantal union beiween the membor
states has meant that they have adopied
unsynerronlsec and olten disparate policies to
deual with the recessions of 1873-3 and 19%0-2,
The reflaticnary policies of Mitterand in
1981-2 and the defiationary policies of
Thatcher in the same pericd are symplomatic in
this regard.

CAP - CORNERSTONE OF THE EEC

the

SUst 53 the TEC accentusiied
- Soot, a0 b has

tendeneies within thw
wwpified end even exaggerated the Joatures of
the ntew poriod of brperlalizt eorizis. Al the
characteristic features of the mpertalist
epoch - parasitism and deeay - are now

re
oronouttced m the ELC. Top of the st in this
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regard 18 the CAP, CAP was and remains the
carnerstone of ihe European Community. One of
its aims was to meke the EEC self-suilicient
in major foodstufls. Given the bcom, this was
achieved by the earlv 197{s, But in the new
period of stagnation, whnat wes the EEC's chief
success has now Decome its heaviest millstone.
C AP illustrates perfectlv the contradictions
inherent within caplialism whereoy the f{orces
of procuction collide 50 grotesquely with the
social relations of oroduction,

CAP guarantees big and smail farmers that
anvthing they produce will De bought up at
‘target prices’ waich rangs from 200% to g00%
higher than orevatling world prices. The major
peneliciaries of CAP are the largest
capitalist farms which have a high
aroductivity of labour cue to the application
of massive capital equipment. Since the CAP
encourages the massive overpcocuction of
cominodities It 15 the large Wast German, UK
anc French agriousinesses that denefit through
the extraction of super-drofits, At the same
ttme, the small-scale family farms, typical of
parts of France, Ireland and [taly, while
incapuable of super-prolits due to tha low
tevel of produetivity, have been saved irom
gxtinetion by the CAP.

Lnanchored by deimand, suoply has
accelerated with the chence of these huge
profits. This has created massive
‘overorocugtion’ in deef, milk, butter,
grans, veyetabies, This subsidy to the
Agrarlan baurgsoisie and o=ttty bourzeoisie (in
the latter case Tainly in Franee and Italy) is
paid for Dy the European wotkers through high
orices. Over T0% af the Community's total
sudget s spent on CAP., QOver half of this
(about 31X Dillion pounds a vearl is spent on
storing and Cestroving this surplus or
diseounting it to Eastern Europe. And this in
a world where some 450 miilion are estimated
Dy the UN o be uncernourishec.

Developments within US agribusiness in
tire last 18 months threaten to set g future
outtern for the EEC and demonstrate the truly
reactionary charsacter of tne present social
reiations of production of ecapitalism, To
eliminate overproduction in LS agriculturs In
1983 over 13.3 miilion acres of agriculitural
land was desiroyed thus ellminating potential
nroduction, a land area ecuivalent to the
whole of Treiand. If the Furopean dourgegisie
a3 a whole forces ils agrarian sector to cut
back then this musi oeccur in the EEC soon.
\Vieanwhile, the refusal to take this step and
the undercutting ol itraditional US markets
threatens to release 13 massive trade war, the

CRISIS IN THE EEC

CAP s not the onlv manifestation of the
cecay of the ‘Eurspean ideal’. Attempts to
Govelon eross-stste policies on industey,
transport and snecgy have effectively run
aground, worse, the threat of proteetionism
haithis Ine major ERO industries ineluding
stael,

The present erisis originetes in 1379. At
this moment British imperialism felt the
eontradictions of the EEC mare sharpiy than
Aanv other of the Nine. [t cdecided to act. When
the Uh joined U was taking a risk but it had
ittle ziternative and the prospects seemed
promising. tn 1970 the UX ran a balance of
trade surplus with the rest of the EEC despita
the tarifts. it delieved s afling incustey
could revive and compets with Wesi Germany
and Franee. 3 {ive year transitional period,
aceninpaniad by a series of concessions
alteviated the pains of the [irst few vears,
Zut UR mdusicy went into a spiral of de
{aced with Europeoun comaetition, 2y tev
country was »lready eving to oope with a2
atien deficit on twade in meauiastures with
the rest ol the ECC. Dut worse was to foilow,

Sggel oy fienls mounted

T

thay wer2 agver |

dillion. At this lime deulining RBritish
imperialism was making the second largast net
contribuiions (2rfer W.hermanvy and vot it was
propoctionately the third posrest (afler [taix
anc freland), 7 S relatss have

N0 Yeals of redatls
delayed ithe present ore Tratzher has
insistad on a long-term revision of Britain’s
contriduticns {0 about 330 miiiion) and
reform of the CAP.

West Germany 5 the aniy other net
contributor to the EEC nudget. But its
position is fundamentally Zifferent to

vitain’s, While the W.German big agrarian
bourgeoisie beneflits greatly {rom the CAP, the
WG state, on behalf of the whole ruling class,
is prepared to underwrite the net EEC revenue
contributions as a price it must pay for the
total dominance it enjovs In the EEC market
for manufactured goods, It s even willing,
within limits, to bear the extra burden of the
EEC budget that must necessarily {all on it if
the UK contribution is cut.

France and Italy are the most deperate to
preserve CAP not only because of the interests
of the big agricultural bourgecisie but also
the electoral weight of the class of small
farmers and peasants who would be plunged into
rutn if subsidies were reduced or eliminated.

CAP AND IRELAND

The EEC succeeded in imposing limits
under CAP on the production of milk in Mareh
1984, Only by the exercise of a formal veto on
the whole package of dudzetary measures undec
discussion was the Irish government adle to
beg an exemption to allow up to 4.7% increase
in milk production and only in the teeth of
year~long opposition rom the other states.

The antagonism of the dominant member
states to the Irish exemption ignored the
dependence of this, the most backward member
state, on ts dairy sector (9% of its GNP),
and demonstrated the tendency of the main
imperialist powears to attempt to settle their
differences, in the first instance, on the
packs of the imperialised semi-colonies, even
sueh as Ireland within the EEC,

in Ireland it was the dairy and beef
dourgecisie which pushed the country inte the
EEC, crooling at the thought of huge profits
uncder CAP. {rish agricultural capital made
major profits and large sections of the
small-holders were raised marginaily above
their subsistence level of farming, However,
membership of the EEC accelerated the
decimation of 40% of native Irish incdustry,
its replacement by mcbile transnational
capital using Ireland as g source of

- superprofits and as an [rish-sudsidised

oroduction dase for EEC markets for US and
Japanese capital. Significantly, native Irish
food processing industry was alsc retarced in
its development by the growing dominznce of
rival transanational agricusiness, leaving the
mass of Irish agricuitural commodities to De
exported with relatively little added value
from a state sufiering the worst siructural
mass unemployment in the EEC.

Although we <o nat support the Irish
state in it3 fight on behall of its
agricultural bourgeoisie against their
imperialist overlords in theic guarrels over
the distribution af mearket shares, we soint to
such conflicts as demonsirating the charaeter
of the EEC as aa ailiznce dominated bv a
eartel of Imperialist natinn states, In
reland we argue that the organisations of the
working class should e won to champion the
exempticn of non-expiciting sinail {armers rom
Eauts on thair oroduction whieh would
undermine their feans of subsistancs, 25 a
step in gilving them on the side of the
worsing ciass.

REACTIONARY EUROPEAN UTOPIA

fn the f{ace of all this, the nolion
molicit at least in the Trealy of Rome, of a
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yolitical union of the Eurapean beurgecisie,
5 further away than ever, What B on the
»qrds is a further disintegration of the ELC
nto rival bloes, and through this into singls
ntagonistic nation states, and even th
sestruetion of the EEC itsell. It 8 lmportant
t0 understand, however, thatl no bourgeoisie in
‘he EEC desires or alms for this. Not aven, or
east of all, the British. With 2 weuk,
.Acompetitive industrial base, life outsice
‘he SEC would Le mueh worse than life within
iT. No serious sectinn of the British
sourgeoisie today contemplates withdrawal,
On the other hand, in the present period,

-~p demand Jor u supra-national stale in
STurope ofl the terrain of Dourgecls democracy
s a reactionary Ulopis. AsS part of the
~rogramme of the liberal bourgzsoisie or of
inelal democraey, it s a utoplan concepl when
“he economic foundations of that demoperatic
'dna‘u are crumbling, I{ it were ever to be

molamented it would De under the crushing
)lfw«; of an aggressive and expansionist
“uropedn lrnparlglkah pewer and would see
mu.gems demoeracy swept aside in the
OCess,

the Europesn bourgeoisie has
o choose this road as tre
:::e of facing 4p to US imoperialism. Such 8
“ime may coma. For the moment, Europe chooses
‘5 compensate itsel! lor the lack ol real
miegration and union oy simoly acding more
il to the ESC: Greece in 1481, Spain and
Portueal it the next [ew years. [n the absence
3¢ the maierial basis {or real and lasting
inion, hawever, these adaitions of decaved
sowers merely build more

contradictions into the ZTurepean Community;
nore grasping hands for CAP, more markets for

At present,
1ot Df“en foreced

the consalidation of Ww.German, French and
British 1adustry.
Vieanwhile, the bourgszoisies of the EEC

will have to content themseives with the faint
shadow of democracy that they have invented.
cwst, there 5 the European Commission which,
uteteeted though it 8, 18 charged with the
Carmlation of poliey., Real power IS Invested
1 the imperialist clique ealizd the Councl]

5 Vinisters who makes decisions and insist on
diinnimity thus gusranteeing stalemate and
aolitical stagnation and inertia as the norm,
“inally, there i85 the Eurnpean Parliament,
elected for the first time in 1979 and due for
re-election in June 1384. A ioothless body
which can, I extremis, demonstrate its

impotence by dlocking the EEC budgel i lolo
and sacxing the Commission, it fas no
soverelgrty over Europe of its mesmber states.

French farmers protest
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EUROPEAN UNION OF DECAY

The fate ol Europe cantiol G2 enttustzd to

ire EEC bourgeoisie. AT present thely ruls over
seme 272 million penpnle, a majocity of trem

workers and small farmers. Of these

capitalism nas ccnsigned over 11 miilion <o

the misery of unemployment, The number cut ot
work n the Community has cCoudled since 1979,
The junior semi-enionial partner - irelanc -
suffers the worst with 17% In the South and
20% in the Notih. The stagnation in the FEC
evident esven though 1933 was halled as the
vear of recovery in the wegoid econcemy. [i
only in Britain sad Denmark was there
something of an upturn in 1983. Garmany,
Frunce, Italy and Belgium and Luxembourg all
experienced negative growth rates. Production
and csapacity have been slashed across Europe
in the major industries of coat and steel. The
CAP continues to guarantee massive profits for
the rich farmers yet has done lttle fo
overcome the plight of the smaller farmers In
France and the chronie condition of the
peasants of southern [taly with their
small-scale and ineffictent methocs. Only an
alliance of workers and smsll {zarmers can put
an end to this Zurooean union of capitalist
decay.

fact

INTERNATIONAL WORKERS UNITY

An independent working class programme i3
necessary if this 8 to De achieved., As the
system piunges further into stagnation, false
solutions by the score are being and will be
oifered up by firiends of the bourgeocisie. The
chauvinism, not to say xenophobla of the
French farmers illustrates the nationalist
poison that ean infect also the body of the
proletariat. Against the calls for import
controls, beloved of the trade union
bureaueracy throughout Europe, which transfec
unemployment froem one nation to anotner, we
demand trade union unity in action to defend
jobs from attack. From the French miners'
strike of 1953 te the British steei strike of
1580, the lack of united trade union action on
a European scale was a key fact that helped
uncdermine the effectiveness of workers'
sction, It will be important in the current

Sritis} miners' strike.
Nternationz] and its
the weanness of the

Capital s
operations deoend upnn
Tdranesn ladour movemen:
The Ford Mntoc Co. piavs of! cne natlonal
workforce agznst another, They pull cut of
procuction in ireland altogether; they plan 10
close eng‘.ne—ma‘r::-".g in the UK ancC conecantrate

in Celogne. The trade union bureaucracy is

impotent in the :‘ace of this and szliows the
Irish, British and German workers tc biame

each other for their plight., Against thizs we
must pose the need for oless NS K ers:
cecupations 10 orevent ciosures;
strikes 1o oreven: job iossss seeking to
impose instesc a sliding-scale of hours with
Jo0 pav outs; the aztionalisation under
workers' conirel of any threatened pants or
whole incustriss.

[n order to schieve these things against
the inertia end ohstruction ¢f the irade union
bureausracies, Europe-wide rank anc file
otganisalion needs to De built up thal 2an

respond o co-ordinated allscks ol
multinaticnais lixe Ford,
AGRICULTURE FOR NEED NOT PROFIT!
On the land t".n oporessior of
non- e\'oioi:inv small farmers, and the
suner-explottaticn of’ labourers Dy farming
canitalisis acd by agri2usiness (which noTe
deesly sunjecis the rural tollers and worxers
to 118 profit st by the Tusien of
InCustrial 2apitall, e rosisted only
av their modilisstion under the 280 of

organised woraing 2l2s3,
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Amneng farm [adouraers hiE
mobillsstion 1o resist redundanzizs Dy the
shorter working week without 033 ol pay, and
the fight to expraptiate and nationelise
capitalist {arms under workers' controi,

In the case of the smaller farmers anc
peasants, the proietariat cannot taxe
responsidility for theic eternal preservatiaon
under capitalism whose unimpeded inner laws
doom themn to extinction., Nevertheiess, the
working class does possess enemies in common
with the small {armers: the ban<s, and
industriai and agrarian big eapital, The
working eclass demands the cancellailon ol the
debts of the small {armers, the
nationalisation of the banks, the extension of
free credits, of cheap agricultural equipment
and fertilisers ate. to these farmers whether
individually or in co-operatives, The working
class further fights for the expropriation of
the exploiting middle-men and the
Agribusinesses anc the prevision of
alternative [acilities bv the state. We also
demand the exiension of [ull health,
educetion, pension rights and welfare
canditions enjoved Dy the urban masses,
together ~itn cheap oublie transport anc
communicalions, to the counirysice,

Only the proletarian revolution can save
tne small farmers from their opprassion and,
via co-operative ofIznisallon within a
wor~xers' state, lend to *he tull soclaiisation
and planning of agriculiure for need and not
for profit n a sgcialist Europe,

EGROPEAN UNITY THROQUGH REVOLCTION

Class znity against the Ddourgecisie in
the ELC must nave as ils oal the creation of
Workers and Smali far Govearumernts that
lead the wayv, pDased on the orzanisation of
independent struzgie, in breaking the spine of
the ruling »lass. A suceessiul revolution
one member state 3 net envisugzed let alone
sgnctioned v tne Treaty of Rome,

A Workers and Small Farmers Government wodld
not let iself De tied Dy any of I3

stipuiations dbutl weuld use any
avai.able to rtaily the rest of the
proletariat to L8 sice,

fers
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revolution in the Wwest anc political

revoluticr: n the Fuast if the goal o a4 United
Socialist States of Zurcpe 8 to be rzached.

IN OR OUT THE FIGHT GOES ON!

In the coming sune Elections to the
European Parilament, (t 3 around this
analysts and with this perspective and
orogramme that we will make propaganda., The
bourgeois woikars' parties of crance, iyest
Germany and RBritzin setve up a different cish.
in thelr maiority (i.e. the right wing and
centre) they aim to use the paliid demeccracy
the bourgeoisie has allowed them in the ELTD to
gedate the small print of the Commission’s
pronosals and ma<e speeches abaut a far off
'Socialist Europe'. Trney hope the addition of
Greece, Spain gnd Portugal will allow them one
day the crospect of 4 parliamentary majority.

Only in Britain and Denmark coes papuiar
opinton persistently reveal a desire to
withcraw rom the ELC. In these countries,
which entered at the dawn oif 4 new period of
stagnation in impectalisia (1873), It s eusy
to understand why this decline 5 sassociated
with entry into the EEC. For many years the
British Labour Party pandered to this
consciousness and to the small section of the
hourgeoisie opposed to entry and in favour of
withdrawal in the referendum of 1973. The
bourgeoisie told the Labour pariy to change
{ts views when it came to office in 1974 and
the Wilson leadership obliged, recommending
staying in, in 19%75. Only the 'teft' of the
Labour Party around Benn advocates withdrawal,
believing the Treaty of Rome s a fundamental
cbstruetion to sacialist advance,

The truth of the matter i that decav and
stagnation within imperialism had long set in
for British imperialism before entry. Qutside
of the EEC this wouild have continued. Entry
merely aitered the terms of that stagnation
and gdeciine., For that reason Workers Power in
Britain called {or an abstention in the 1373
referendum and will not acdd its vaice, not
will the Gruppe Ardeitermacht nor the I[rish
workers Group, to the cempaigns for
withdrewal, which sre chauvinist in their
inspiration and utopign and narcowly
nationalist in the solutions they oiter for
atling EZuropean cagitalism. For the same
reason we would have been unable and unwiliing
t0 gdvocate eithesr a ves or a no vote in the
Norwegian referendum on entry or any future
ones in Spain or Portugal or 2ven in a
referendum on withdrawsal in Greece. On each
accasion the proletariat 5 asked to decide on
the merits of two purely bourgeols programmes
which contest the form of the relationship
cach of the Zuropean powers has with the
others.

Especially, we will not udvocate a NO
vota, or a withdrawal vote as the stalinists

and centrists have done and will do agsln. AS
marxists, we <o not opnose n a STERILE
fashion the inevitable tendenctes towards
centralisation and concentration of capitalism
in Europe and its mevitable polttical
consequences, We oppose caditalism from within
its own development, counterposing fo the
bourgeoisie not a utopian baskwarc-looxing
programme of nationalist development but an
international revelutionary communist
programme.

The creaticn of a "European garliament"
in 1879 was a partial success for the
bourgeoisie In thelr zltempts (0 overcome
their divisions. As the crisis deepens within
the EEC there will de a greater tendency for
more secret dinlomacy, more hidden corruption,

We demand that the parliamentary
representatives seek to impose thelr
demacratic powers over each and every
supra-national bureaucratic body in the
that thev obstruct, scrutintse and dedale
every pian ot proposal which presently comes
onlv belore the Commission or Council of
Viinisters. On the ather hand, we do not
advocate the demand that the Zuropean
Pariiament be given supra-naticnal soverelgn
political powsrs over the member states. This
would promote an illusion, rather than put an
existing nne o the test an the basis of
nstitutions that alreacy exist,

.
i by

While this parliamant cannot be an
nsirument af working class power, it can and
must e used by MEPs i{rom the Socialist,
Labour and S:alinist parties to expase the
secrels of the Euroopean bourgeolsie to the
aorkers, and it must De used s a tribune lo
rally the worrers' struggles outsice
sarilament, We even demand of them that they
use what Hmited powers they have to the full
o0 delay and cerail each and every
anti-working c¢lass oropasal.

TACTICS IN THE EEC ELECTIONS

Lacking the resources at present to put out
own candldatas belore the worsing class in the
elections in June, we call for a
aritical-suppert vole tor the Dourgeo:s
workers' oarties in the imperialist
gemocracies.

in Ireland we give critical electoral
support in the North to Sian Fein and In the
South to the trace-unton dased Laocour Party,

Wwe call for votes for Sinn Feain from all
worxers i the North, centrallv the
natlonalis! sections of the working class who
are in open revoll against British imperialism
and against the Northern State overwhelmingly
under the political lead of Sinn Fein, a
petly-Dourzeois revolutionary nationalist

olidarising in this wsy with the

: c=n most elfectively

r transiticna. acticn programme and

strategy of Permanent Revolution agalnst
i Sinn Fein, particuiarly

roLIopiall aersnective of

‘rgin the EEC from the

andpoint of the Irish worxing class, s

wholly reactignary. United front tacties,

aoplied in th:s :

e o n
WO,
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way o 3inn Fein, are wvital i
the naticrailst secticn of the working class
S to De won ta take up actien zoals that
enable tha vanguasd to put S Fein to the
test, t0 expose their petty-bourgeois
charaetar an¢ degin 1o forze an ncependent
preletarizan lesdersiip for the stratezy of
Permantiernt Revoiuwl.Of.

In the South where a stunted relormist
f.abour Party bssed on the trade uniats poses a
major obstacle o the political development of
the class, where Sinn Fein does not preside
over any significant sections of the ciass In
struggle, where the msgjecity of the workers
have hebitually falien in benind the major
capitalist nationalist parties n elections,
the electoral united frant tactic must bde
applied to the Labour Party, cuiling on the
mass of workers to stand with this party of
the trade unions as against the openly
bourgeols parties in the election, but making
this call only as part of a programme of
independent rank and file action to break
Labour from i3 colilaboration with the
bourgeoisie and British imperialism, to open
up the road of struggle for a& Workers
Government, a road in which the building of an
aill-Ireland mass revolutionary workers' party
is advanced as the strategic goal at all times
hoth North and Scuth of the Borcer.

QOur aim in each country 1S to put the
workers’ parties and the revolutionary
nationalists to the test; to expose the
hollowness of their claims to represent the
interests of the workers snd small farmers in
front of those classes. in each case we
agitate and propagandise acound the elemenis
of our programme.

FOR EUROPE-WIDE WORKING CLASS
UNITY!
- Against economic nationzlism. No to lnpofi

eontreis!

- For occcupaticns against closures,
- For worksharing with no loss of pay.
- For the 35-hour week without loss of pay

throughout the EEC!

- For the nationalisation of threatened

industries without compensation and under
workers' control.

- No to immigration eontrols. No to the

expulsion of immigrant workers and their
families. For {ull poiitical and social
rights for immigrant wockers, including the
right of residence lor their families

- Against the gusranteed oprofits which

artifieially raise food prices for worxers
and their families we demand the sliding
scale of wages!

- For workers' solidarity in struggle and

international blacking action,

- Foree the reformist ancd revolutionery

ngtionalist MEPs to delay and block every
anti-working elass measure, to serutinise
and open up all dealings of the Commission
and Council, to use the EEC Parliament to
call workers into struggle on a Europe-wice
basis.

AGAINST EUROPEAN IMPERIALISM!

- Breax up NMATO!
- Cruise and Pershing out!
- Defend the USSR and the olher Cegenerate

Worrkers States against Coid War measures)

- Not a penny, not a man or worman for celfence!

- For solidarity with the semi-coloniat
regimes in their resistance to European
imperialism. Cancel the debis owed to the
EEC.

FOR A SOCIALIST UNITED STATES
OF EUROPE!

Stummer {984
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TROTSKY’S PEACE PROGRAMME

INTRODUCTION:

TROTSKY, LENIN AND THE STRUGGLE FOR
THE COMMUNIST PROGRAMME ON WAR

We publish here an English translation of
Leon Trotsky's article *“The Programme
for Peace™, written during 1915-16. This
is the first time that the article has been
published in English for forty vyears.

There are a number of reasons why
Trotsky’s Peace Programme should be
reprinted and why it deserves to be
studied by militants today. The pro:
gramme i$ a landmark in the develop-
ment of Trotsky’s political method.

The First World War demonstrated
starkly that capitalism had outplayed its
historically progressive role. “Permanent
war or permanent revolution’ were the
choices that Trotsky saw as facing
humanity.

The major tasks that had been
inscribed on the banner of the bourgeois
revolutions - national independence, the
breaking up of the big estates, equality
under the law - remained unfulfilled for
the great majority of mankind and
unfulfillable on the basis of capitalist
property relations in the new imperialist
epoch.

In their turn, capitalist property rel-
ations and the political forms of bourge-
ois rule were themselves becoming ever-
greater impediments to the development
of the productive forces. The national
state, for example, served as a fetter on
the rational international organisation of
production required by the levei of dev-
elopment of the productive forces.

It was Trotsky, more than any other
Marxist, who most sharply understood
the major programmatic consegquences
of imperialism’s crisis and decay. For
him it necessarily fell to the proletariat
to take up as its own the unfulfilled
democratic struggles of the oppressed
and exploited, as part of its permanent
revolution against capitalism. Only the
proletariat was capable of giving effec-
tive leadership in those struggles: their
realisation could only take the form of
a proletarian revolution, no longer of
partial struggles for a minimum demo-
cratic programme within capitalism.

Only the international proletariat

could sweep aside the nation states and
mechanisms of exploitation that threat-
ened mankind’s productive forces with
stagnation and decay. The only answer
to imperialism’s war and crisis, the only
answer to the exploitation, oppression
and misery of the masses, lay in the
international proletarian revolution.
In this way, as we shall further see the
Peace Programme projects onto an inter-
national scale the programme of perman-
ent revolution that Trotsky had first
systemattcally elaborated for Russia in
his book Results and Prospects in 1906.
Although cramped in style because of
its publication under the stern eye of
the censor, Trotsky’s Peace Programme
i1s the most codified and developed
version of his attempts to develop a pro-
gramme of proletarian struggle against
the First World War. As such it must be
discussed in comparison with the abject
surrender 1in 1914 of the majority of the
leaders of European socialism to their
“own’’ national bourgeoisies, and also
with the programme advanced by Lenin,
Zinoviev and the Bolsheviks. In this
respect, the article shows the develop-
meant of Trotsky’s political method and
the difficulties associated with some of
his positions - and those of the Bolshev-
iks - in the years leading up to the
Russian Revolution of 1917.

SCIENTIFIC APPROACH

At the time that the Peace
Programme was written, Trotsky was
not a member of Lenin’s Bolshevik
Party. He did not finally join until
July 1917, During the early years of the
war, his writings were the subject of
much hostile debate with the Bolshev-
iks. Their disputes, and the problems
specifically associated with this article -
most notably those around the slogans
of ““The United States of Europe’ and
“Defeatism’ - can make clear to us the
struggle waged by both revolutionary
tendencies to elaborate a new

programme for the new epoch, and to
build a new International. The disputes
also show the kind of rigorous and
scientific approach that we need to
employ today in the struggle to re-
elaborate the communist programme and
to build a new revolutionary
international.

THE COLLAPSE OF THE SECOND
INTERNATIONAL

The major parties of the Second
(Socialist) International backed their
respective bourgeoisies at the declar-
ation of hostilities in August 1914, In
the name of ‘““national defence”, the
massive French and German socialist
parties became recruiting sergeants for
the carnage created by their ““own™
bosses. The International was in tatters,
[ts leading sections were calling on their
members to slaughter fellow workers in
the name of the ‘““national interest™.

Only 2 minority of European social-
ists stood against this stream of chauvin-
ism and capitulation. A small left wing
in the German party around Liebknecht
and Luxemburg stood out against the
war, as did others in Bulgaria and
Russia.,

Russian social democracy had exper-
ienced its division into revolutionary
(Bolshevik) and opportunist (Menshevik)
parties prior to the war. Trotsky
adopted an ambiguous centrist stance
with regard to that division. He sought
to unify the two parties through the
intervention of the Second International.
Trotsky’s initial response to the war was
to reflect his stance towards the
divisions in Russian social democracy.

Lenin and the Bolsheviks responded
to the war in the theses “The Tasks of
Revolutionary Social-Democracy in the
Furopean War” (September 1914). After
denouncing the imperialist war and the
social democratic traitors. the theses
called for **all-embracing propaganda,
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involving the army and the theatre of
hostilities as well, for the socialist rev-
olution and the need to use weapons,
not against their brothers, the wage
slaves in other countries, but against
the reactionary and bourgeois govern-
ments and parties of all countries’1

They raised ‘“‘as an immediate slogan™
the call for republics in Germany,
Poland and Russia, and ‘‘the transform-
ing of all the separate states of Europe
into a republican United States of
Europe’.2

DEFEATISM ~

By early 1915, Lenin had elaborated
the consequences of this call for soldiers
to turn their arms on the bourgeoisie,
to turn the imperialist war into a civil
war. In theses prepared for a conference
of Russian social democratic groups
abroad, Lenin advanced the following
position: “In each country, the struggle
against a government that is waging an
imperialist war should not falter at the
possibility of that country’s defeat as a
result of revolutionary propaganda. The
defeat of the government’s army
weakens the government, promotes the
liberation of the nationalities it
oppresses, and facilitates the civil war
against the ruling class. This holds partic-
ularly true in respect of Russia. A
victory for Russia will bring in its train
a strengthening of reaction, both
throughout the world and within the
country, and will be accompanied by
the complete enslavement of the peopies
living in areas already seized. In view of
this, we consider the defeat of Russia
the lesser evil in all conditions”3

For Lenin, the call for civil war
against the ruling class necessarily meant
that a defeat for the government and its
army due to proletarian struggle was a
“lesser evil” than an abstention from
that struggle in the name of “defence”
of the “nation”.

Bolshevism also stood unequivocally
for the need for a definitive break, not
only with the Second International, not
only with the outright traitors in its
ranks, but also with the opportunism
which had marked its life prior to the
great betrayal of 1914, “The Second
International is dead, overcome by
opportunism. Down with opportunism
and long live the Third International
purged not only of “turncoats’.._but of
opportunism as well”.?

If Bolshevism stood firm on a pro-
gramme of international civil war, Men-
shevism splintered and divided under the
impact of the war. Plekhanov, “the
father of Russian Marxism’’, e nthusiastic-
ally embraced the Romanov war effort.
Inside Russia, the Mensheviks advocated
and organised workers’ participation in
industrial war committees set up to
increase productivity in war industries.

In exile in Paris, however, Menshev-
ism’s historic leader - Martov - edited
the anti-war newspaper Golos (*Vaoaice™).

It was 1n Golos that Trotsky first pub-
lished his articles against the war.

WAR AND THE INTERNATIONAL

At the outbreak of war, Trotsky fled
from exile in Vienna, where he was
under immediate threat of internment,
to neutral Switzerland - at that time also
the home of Lenin, Zinoviev and their
closest co-thinkers. In September and
October 1914, during his stay in Zurich,
Trotsky wrote a series of articles which
were first published in Golos and shortly
thereafter collected into a pamphlet -
War and the International.

The articles contain the analysis of
the roots of the war which was later to
inform the Peace Programme:

“The forces of production which cap-
italism has evolved have outgrown the
limits of nation and state. The national
state, the present political form, is too
narrow for the exploitation of these
productive forces...The present war is at
bottom a revolt of the forces of prod-
uction against the political form of
nation and state, It means the collapse
of the national state as an independent
economic unit’’.3

This understanding, whilst inferior to
the theory of Imperialism which Lenin
was to develop over the next years, was
nevertheless clearly that of a revolution-
ary struggling to come to terms with the
new epoch of wars and revolutions, to
provide a scientific analysis which could
guide the world working class to victory.

It was this view of the contradiction
between the internationalisation of the
capitalist economy and the maintenance
and reinforcement of national state
structures - a global application of the
perspective of permanent revolution
which he and Parvus had developed
during and after the 1905 revolution -
which was to eventually lead Trotsky
to heavily emphasise the slogan of
“The United States of Europe”.

TROTSKY’S PROGRAMME

Both the analysis and the programme
of War and the International contrasted
sharply with that advanced by Lenin.
Trotsky argued:

“Immediate cessation of the war’ is the
watchword under which the social dem-
ocracy can reassemble its scattered ranks,
both within the national parties , and
the whole International’.®

The struggle for peace was not, at
this time, posed as an explicit call to
struggle for proletarian revolution and
class war against the imperialist bour-
geoisie. {t is posed as 2 means of re-
assembling the International’s “‘scattered
ranks” and *‘a fight to preserve the rev-
olutionary encrgy of the proletariat’?
around the slogans:

“No reparations

The right to every nation to self-

determination.

The united states of Europe - without
monarchies, without standing armies,
without feudal ruling castes, without
secret diplomacy”.®

Despite Trotsky’s denunciation of
imperialism and the social democratic
traitors, this programme lacks the explic-
itly proletarian revolutionary character
of the call issued by the Bolsheviks, and
also did not raise the call for the build-
ing of a new international. (It should be
noted, however, that by the 100th issue
of Golos - 8th January 1915 - Trotsky
was raising the call to ‘“‘gather the forces
of the Third International’ 9).

As the war proceeded, Martov and the
“Menshevik-Internationalists™ - as they
called themselves - were increasingly
cramped and restrained by their co-
existence with the opportunist majority
of Menshevism’s leaders, and their con-
sequent inability to fight opportunism.
The hopes expressed by many, including
Lenin, that the old divisions within Rus-
sian social democracy had been
overcome and that the possibility
existed for a re-alignment of the Russian
internationalist left were repeatedly
dashed by Martov’s refusal to bieak with
the opportunists.

However, in February 1915, Trotsky
for the first time publicly broke with
the Mensheviks. But he still refused to
apply the logic of his position, and
sought to occupy and a point midway
between the two camps. His developing
position on the war needs to be under-
stood in this context.

NASHE SLOVO

The articles that make up the Peace
Programme were published in the Paris-
based Russian paper Nashe Siovo (““Our
Word”}, which began publication after

Golos closed down under the harassment

of the censor, in January 1215.
Nashe Slovo was published in editions
of between 2 and 4 pages, and was

heavily subject to the censors’ pencil,

with white spaces where an article was
disapproved of. Amongst its contributors
were many who, like Trotsky, were not
yet Bolsheviks, but who in the years to
come were to play major roles in the
Russian Revolution as members of that
party. There were Menshevik-
Internationalists such as Antonov-
Ovseenko and pro-Bolsheviks like Luna-
charsky and Manuilsky. Other contrib-
utors included Riazanov, to be a leading
historian of the Bolshevik Party, Sokol-
nikov, future Commissar of Finance, and
Karl Radek, Angelica Balabanov and
Christian Rak»vsky who were all leading
members of the Communist International
in the early 1920s.

Despite this wealth of talent, Nashe
Slovo could not adopt a consistent and
principled attitude towards the
programme being advanced by the Bol-
sheviks. Enormous strains developed

‘within this group as Martov continued
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to refuse to break with Menshevik oppor-
tunism, and as Bolshevism exerted ever-
stronger pressure by virtue of the clarty
and intransigence of its stance. Through-
out 1915 - within international left
circles and within the Russian emigres -
Trotsky continued to attempt fo act as
broker between the two camps.

ZIMMERWALD

This was made amply evident during
the Zimmerwald conference. On Septem-
ber 5th 1915, 38 delegates met in the
Swiss mountain village of Zimmerwald in
an attempt to organise the international
forces of anti-war socialism. On the right
were the German delegates such as
Haase who refused to countenance
issuing a declaration that denounced the
social chauvinists as traitors. They
refused to even issue an unequivocal call
for voting against war credits. The Bol-
sheviks constituted a left minority at the
conference, and presented their anti-
war policy in the form of a call for no
restriction of the fight against the war
“from considerations of the defeat of
their own country’’, for turning “the
imperialist war between the peoples into
a civil war of the oppressed classes
against their oppressors, a war for the
expropriation of the class of capitalists,
for the conquest of political power by
the proletariat and the realisation of
socialism®. 19 They also argued for a
remorseless struggle against social chauv-
inism and the “‘centre’ that would not
fight it.

At Zimmerwald, Trotsky demonstra-
ted that he had still not broken with his
ceptrist waverings between Bolshevism
and opportunism. His draft manifesto -
which was eventually accepted - attacked
the social democratic leaders but did not
call for a break with them. It denounced
the war in strident tones but in the
name of ‘“‘socialism”, advanced the
“fight for peace - for a peace without
annexations or war indemnities”.
Against Lenin’s call for civil war and
defeat as a “‘lesser evil’’, Trotsky remain-
ed an advocate of a peace “without
victors or vanguished”.}1

PEACE WITHOUT ANNEXATIONS

Trotsky’s calls were far more evasive
and ambiguous than those of the
Bolsheviks at this time. “Peace without
annexations’ is, in essence, not a posit-
ition that is clearly counterposed to those
those social democrats who, like
Kautsky, supported ‘““national defence”
and the war waged by their own bourge-
oisie, as long as it was a defensive war
with no annexations.

Much of the dispute between Trotsky
and the Bolsheviks at this time centred
on the question of ““defeatism”. We
have already seen the early application
by Lenin of the “‘defeat is a lesser evil”

Rosa Luxemburg

slogan. Throughout 1915-16, Trotsky
stood firmly opposed to the slogan. Yet
his arguments against it suggest that he
did not reaily grasp the nature of Lenin’s
position.

CONTRA DICTIONS

In 19115, Trotsky argued against

Lenin in the following manner in the
pages of Nashe Slovo:

“To the same extent that defeat, all
other things being equal, shatters a given
state structure, so does the victory of
the other side which is implied by this
defeat strengthen the state organisation
of that cther side. And we do not know
of any European social and state organ-
ism which it is in the interest of the
European proletariat to strengthen, nor
do we assign to Russia the role of the
state chosen to have its interests sub-
ordinated to those of the development
of other European peoples...

But war is too contradictory, too
double-edged a factor of historical dev-
elopment for a revolutionary party
which feels firm class ground beneath its
feet, and is sure of its future, to see in
the road of defeat the road of political
success. Defeat disorganises and
demoralises the ruling reaction, but at
the same time war disorganises the
whole of social life, and above all, the
working class...

Finally, a revolution which grows out
of a defeat inherits an economy
disordered to the utmost by war, exhaus-
ted state finances, and extremely
strained international relations™. 2

Trotsky plainly fails to grasp that
Lenin was not advocating Russia’s defeat
at the hands of the German army, but
rather at the hands of the Russian pro-
letariat. Further, to hold back working-
class struggle for fear of the possible
consequences of defeat, in the way that
Trotsky outlines here, would be to
necessarily encourage a “‘greater evil” -
the consolidation of the power of the
imperialists against the world working

class, and the respective national bour-
geoisies against their national working
classes. The question of “defeatism™
remained a central point of difference
between Lenin and Trotsky at this time,
and Trotsky was not able to resolve this
problem in the Peace Programme.

The basic analysis of the war put
forward in the Peace Programme repre-
sents that developed in War and the
International. Just as small and
medinum sized enterprises are system-
atically annihilated in capitalism’s dom-
estic markets, so too the independence
of the small and medium size states was
undermined by the workings of inter-
national capitalism:

“The fact remains that there can no
jonger be a return to independence for
the small states. Whether Germany or
England wins - in either case the ques-
tion to be determined is whowill be the
direct master over the small nations™.

The development of capitalism itself
rendered the re-creation of the pre-war
world (status quo ante bellum)
impossible. In this way Trotsky
continues to show a profound grasp of
the international nature of the imperial-
ist economy, and the internationalist
programme needed to combat it.

A STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION?

For Trotsky it follows that the
“peace without annexations’ which he,
and others, had advocated, could only
be secured at the hands of the proletar-
iat, Here, in the second section of the
Peace Programme, he openly addresses
the fact that only a proletarian
offensive - a revolutionary force - can
achieve that objective:

“In order to wrest annexations from
the hands of the victorious party,
which is armed to the teeth, the prolet-
ariat would naturally, regardless of its
desires, be in need of a revolutionary
force, which it will have to be ready to
use openly™.
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This marks a definite step in the direc-
tion of Bolshevism’s call for civil war
and one which becomes clearer as the
article procecils.

Two burning tasks immediately
confronted humanity in the midst of the
war, according to Trotsky. On 1he onc
hand, the old nation states and tariff
barriers had to be destroyed 1f the prod-
uctive forces were to be freed from their

fetters. On the other hand, there
remained the tusk of safeguarding *“to
the national community its freedom of
development (or dissolution) in the inter-
ests of material and spiritual culture.”
Imperialism is capable of achieving
neither. Peace, the international organ-
isation of production and the defence of
the rights of national communities are
only achievable as a result of proletarian
revolution. ‘It is possible to overcome

this regime only by means of a prolet-
arian revolution. Thus, the centre of
gravily lies in the union of the peace
programme of the proletariat with that
af the saclal revolution’

By this point, Trotsky was posing the
struggle against impenalist war - its roots
and its consequences - within the
perspective of permanent revolution. He
1s explicitly combining the struggle
against war and for key democratic
slogans with the programme of social
revolution in a manner which had not
been apparent in War and the

International or in the Zimmerwald draft.

Presuming that the international prol-
etarian revolution must have as its
object the international reorganisation of
production so as to revolutionise the
productive forces, it followed for
Trotsky that the programme of social
revolution must itself advance the nece-
ssary slogans to achieve that goal.

It is because of this desire that in the
Peace Programme, pride of place is given
to the slogan ot The United States of
Europe, as “‘the most integral part of
the proletarian peace programme™.

KAUTSKY AND LEDEBOUR’S USE
OF THE SLOGAN

The slogan first seems to have been
raised within German sovial democracvy
in the face of the mounting war threat.
Ledebour for example had argued :

“We put ...to capitalist society...the
demand...that they (the statesmen)
prepare to unite Europe in a United
States of Europe in the interests of
Europe’s capitalist development, in order
that later on Europe shall not be com-
pletely ruined in world competition™ 3

Kautsky had ualso advanced the slogan,
i 1211 in his own particular way:
“Nevertheless the effort to peacefully
unite the European states in a “ederative
community is by no means hopeless. Its
prospects are bound up with those of
the revolution™. 4

Kautsky, with his thcory ol “ultra-
imperialism”, was later to argue that this
form ot rationalisation of Furopean cap-

ital was perfectly possible in the “post-
imperialist” phase of capitalist develop-
ment. He thus advocated it as a pacifist
slogan far a non-imperialist capitalism.

As we have seen, at the outbreak of
war, both lenin and Trotsky raised the
slogan, despite this murky pre-history.
In **War and Russian Social Democracy™
(October 1914), Lenin was to repeat
the call: “The formation of a republican
United States of Europe should be the
immediate slogan of Europe’s Social
Democrats”.’% Lenin wanted to raise the
slogan as part of a2 democratic
programme which would be false and
meaningless **,without the revolutionary
overthrow of the German, the Austrian
and the Russian monarchies™ 18

UNITED STATES OF EUROPE

But Lenin soon dropped the slogan
and polemicised against it at the time
that Trotsky was placing increasing
emphasis on it in his Nashe Siovo
articles. Trotsky however stuck to his

position. In December 1917, for example,

in the first English language preface to
The Peace Programme, Trotsky
explained: “Into the peace-programme
we include also the ‘United States of
Europe’. This motto does not belong to
the official programme of the govern-
ment of wirkmens’ and soldiers’ coun-
cils, nor has it as yet received recognit-
ion from our party. Nevertheless we bel-
ieve that the programme of democratic
peace leads to a republican World Feder-
ation beyond a European one (and a
considerable part of the pamphlet is dev-
oted to the statement of this opinion).
This question is practically put to the
European proletariat by the further

development of the revolution™.1?
Lenin’s antagonism towards the

slogan seems to have been prompted
firstly by a fear of the economic conse-
quences of the slogan, and also by a hos-
tility Lo the political practice ol those -
including Trotsky - who placed such
emphasis on the slogan. At heart, how-
ever, his dissatisfaction reflects the very
real problems that Lenin himself was
having in developing his own “‘stageist™
view of watertight divisions between
democratic demands and struggles and
the proletarian socialist programme.

Until he had completed his work on
imperialism, this view led Lenin to still
see the coming Russian revolution as
having an essentially national radical-
democralic character. Only his
rcalisation of the ripeness of the world
imperialist system for overthrow at the
hands of the world proletariat broke
him finally from that conception,
although in a manner that, at least
inittally, led him to misunderstand the
potential dynamic of some key demo-
cratic demands in the programme of
proletarian revolution,

In rejecting the stogan of The United
States ot Furope, Lenin made 4 number

of criticisms which, if they are aimed at
Trotsky, do not stick. Lenin’s quarrel is
not with the politics of the slogan. In
August 1915, Lenin wrote that it re-
mained “quite invulnerable as a political
stogan”1® But Lenin presumed the
demand was posed as a demand within
capitalism, therefore while it was
“invulnerable’ as a democratic political
demand, its weaknesses lay in its econ-
omic consequences. He feared that its
only outcome could be to create a cartel
of European imperialisms in order to
more efficiently exploit the colonial and
semi-colonial world, and protect them-
selves against other impenalisms:

“Of course, temporary agreements
are possible between capitalists and
between states. In this sense, 2 United
States of Europe is possible as an
agreement between the European capit-
alists...but to what end? Only for the
purpose of jointly suppressing socialism
in Europe, of jointly protécting colonial
booty against Japan and America”.!?

However, this argument does not
offer us the basis for rejecting the slogan
or Trotsky’s argumentation. In the Peace
Programme, Trotsky unambiguously posed
the slogan as the slogan of international
proletarian revolution, not as a demo-
cratic demand within capitalism, as Lenin
thought. In his criticism of this slogan,
Lenin showed that he had not vet fully
grasped the fact that in the imperialist
epoch, residual and unfulfilled demo-
cratic slogans take their place in the
arsenal of the proletarian programme,
possessing their own revolutionary dyn-
amic, to the extent that they are fought
for in a struggle led by a vanguard
workers’ party.

That is the sense in which Trotsky
raised the slogan, that is the sense in
which we can say that it represented an
internationalist development, a deepen-
ing of the programmatic method of
permanent revolution which was to
bring Lenin and Trotsky together in
1917.

STALINIST CRITIQUE

Lenin’s last argument against the
slogan has been grist to the mill of every
Stalinist critique of Trotskyism to this
day. Even conceding that the United
States of Europe could be advanced as
a programme of proletarian revolution
Lenin remained alarmed that it could
consequently be interpreted as a demand
for a simultaneocus proletarian revolution
throughout Europe...or none at all. As
Lenin put it *it may be wrongly inter-
preted to mean that the victory of soc-
ialism in a single country is impossible,
and it may also create misconceptions as
to the relations of such a country to the

others™.29

Is this an argument for “‘socialism in
one country’, as the Stalinists would
have us believe? Firstly, Lenin doubltless
meant by “victory of socialism™ a
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successful proletarian seizure of power,
and not the final consolidation of social-
ism as the Stalinists have always claimed.
No other reading would be consistent
with Lenin’s politics. More importantly,
there is no evidence from a reading of
the Peace Programme that Trotsky used
the slogan in that sense - witness
Trotsky's own words: “It is profitable
and necessary to reiterate the elementary
thought that no singie country in its
struggle has to “wait™ for the others,
lest the idea of parallel international
action be supplanted by the idea of pro-
crastinating international action”.

Lenin does not give adequate grounds
for dismissing Trotsky’s use of the
slogan “For a United States of Europe”.
In the way it is used here, it is a form
“of the dictatorship of the European
proletariat”, not a part of a programme
of rationalised ultra-imperialism.

COMINTERN ADOPTS
THE SLOGAN

It is in this manner which Trotsky
successfully argued for the slogan to
be adopted by the Communist Inter-
national in June 1923: “The slogan of
‘the united states of Europe’ has its
place on the same historical plane with
the slogan ‘A workers’ and peasants’
government’ ; it is a transitional slogan,

“indicating a way out, a prospect of sal-
vation, and fumishing at the same time
a revolutionary impulse for the toiling
Masses...

Is the realisation of a ‘workers’ gov-
ernment’ possible without the dictator-
ship of the proletariat? Only a condit-
ional reply can be given to this question.
In any case, we regard the “workers’
government’ as a stage toward the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. Therein lies
the great value of the slogan for us. But
the slogan ‘the united states of Europe’
has an exactly similar and parallel sig-
nificance. Without this supplementary
slogan the fundamental problems of
Europe must remain suspended in
mid-air”.2!

In order to make the slogan more
precise, the revolutionary aspect of the
slogan was made explicit (in the manner
put forward by Trotsky in his 1922
post-script) and the ““Soviet United States
of Furope’ became part of the Comin-
tern’s programmatic armoury.

Trolsky himself was later to dramatic-
ally relegate the importance of the
demand. After 1928 it was never raised
by Trotsky in any of his major program-
matic documents. He used the “Soviet
United States™ slogan again in a discus-
sion on Greece in 193222, §n the only
other recorded use of the slogan, in a
discussion on Czechoslovakia in June
1938, he used the formulation “the
United Socialist States of Europe™. 22

We have examined some of the
strengths of Trotsky’s position. However,
the truth is that Trotsky’s view that the

United States of Europe demand was
the most important component of the
programme and the key slogan of the
hour was profoundly mistaken. While the
the slogan had excellent propaganda
value in the midst of the imperialist
war, it did not have the organising role,
mobilising power or tactical leverage that
Trotsky seemed to invest it with.

In all these spheres it was Lenin’s
slogans and tactics - and the party he
built to fight for them - that proved
indisputably more effective in develop-
ing organised proletarian struggle
against the imperialist war.

On the question of defeatism,
Trotsky was definitely wrong. Much has
been made by socialist writers of this
division between the two men, generally
in an attempt to suggest that there was
merely a difference ‘“‘of propagandist
emphasis’.2% However, Trotsky’s later
consistent use of Lenin’s formulation
makes it clear that he felt that there was
a significant difference between the two
positions. In his major theses on the
coming war, ‘“War and the Fourth Inter-
national” (June 1934), Trotsky explicitly
embraces Lenin’s formulation, and in
his famous “Transitional Programme”
(April 1938), he quotes it verbatim:
“the defeat of your own (imperialist)
government is the lesser evil’’.23

There are other important differences

between Lenin and Trotsky in this period,

expressed in the Peace Programme,
which deserve our attention, for they
point to the rapid curve of development
which Trotsky’s thought was undergoing
during these years,

Trotsky’s desire to act as 2 “middle
man’’ between Bolshevism and Menshev-
ism stemmed from his failure to under-
stand the kind of party the working
class needs, and the kind of programme
that party needs to be arined with.

PROGRAMME AND TACTICS

Lenin and the Bolsheviks put forward
a programme and ¢ series of tactics that
enabled them both to construct a discip-
lined vanguard party in Tsarist Russia,
and to Intervene consistently in the
struggles of the working class.

With that programme, tactics and
experience, they waged an international
struggle that laid the basis for the
creation of the Communist International.

The approach was alien (although
increasingly less so) to Trotsky during
the war years. Not only did he reject
much of the Bolsheviks’ body of progra-
mmatic gains, he also barely applied
himself to advancing key tactics that
would enable a party 1o intervene in the
ciass. Such tactics are notably absent
from both War and the International
and the Peace Programme.

Instead, Trotsky concentrales on the
broad sweep of histprical development,
and addresses his programme to enun-
ciating those tendencies, not to their

intimate interaction with the struggles
of the workers and poor peasants.

Part of the reason for this lay in
his understanding of the epoch and of
the role of “history”. As was pointed
out earlier, Trotsky’s understanding of
the epoch contained great strengths.
[t enabled him, unlike Lenin’s initial
response, to see the coming period in
Russia as one of socialist revoiution, not
a radical democratic stage. Lenin’s views
coalesced with Trotsky’s in the rapids of
revolution in 1917, when both apprecia-
ted the ability of the Russian workers
and peasants to seize power, and the
necessity of a party to lead them in that
task.

LACK OF PRECISION

However, his view of the epoch was
also seriously flawed in a manner which
led him to his errors over the split
between the Bnlsheviks and Mensheviks,
and his attitude towards tactical
guestions at this time.

The pre-1917 Trotsky tended to see
the permanent revolution as an objec-
tive process, driven onward by the motor
of history separate from, and reg;ardless
of, the intervention of organised forces
to shape and mould that process.

Hence his advancement of an analysis
of the causes of the war as being primar-
ily “a revolt of the forces of production
against the political form of nation and
state. It means the collapse of the nati-
onal state as an independent economic
unit™.26

This view of a bursting asunder of
national boundaries in the face of the
needs of the productive forces is
focused at a different level of analysis
from that of Lenin’s more precise and
scientific explanation of the imperialist
role of the major powers in ¢xploiting
and carving up the world.

Both are correct to imply that imper-
ialism was not ““a policy”, but a new
and decisive intern4l development of cap-
italism - its “‘highest stage’ as Lenin
had it. But Lenin’s approach led to a
whole series of programmatic positions
which Trotsky’s more abstract approach
could only hint al. For ¢xample, in the
early sections of the Peace Programme,
Trotsky deals with Belgium - a minor
imperialist power - in the same manner
as Serbia, Persia, Rumania, Greece and
other imperialised countries. Belgian
imperialism was an eagly loser in the
inter-imperialist clash of 19]14-18. The
imperialised countries were always the
viclims of imperialist domination, and as
such a different set ol tactics needed to
be advanced towards them.

A similar lack of precision is shown in
the section on the right of nations to
self-determination. Because of his under-
standing of the epoch, he correctly
understood that ithe national question
and the permanent revoiution were intim-
alely inter-related, but he failed to
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emphasise that the national question
could be the beginning, the dynamic
lead into the revolution, as had Lenin.
Instead, the national question is com-
pletely bound up with the political union
of Europe - the socialist revolution. No
independent role for the national ques-
tion 18 envisaged. It is one thing to rec-
ognise that a revolution will be necessary
to achieve national liberation. It is

quite another to always bind the two
together,

At the root of these problems with
Trotsky’s approach at this time lies a
certain “‘objectivism’, a reliance upon
the “laws”’of permanent revolution and
“history”. For this reason, before 1917,
he tended to eschew ideological struggle
with opportunism and the fight for def-
eatism in the ranks of the working class,
and instead based his programme on
ineluctable laws that would spontaneous-
ly propel the working class towards the
international revolution.

This reliance upon a “process’ is a
one-sided, under-developed element in
Trotsky’s evolving politics at this time
which has tragically come to represent
“Trotskyism” for thousands of militants
all over the world. The “‘objectivism”
of pre-1917 Trotsky has come to be
characteristic of post-war “Trotskyism”’.

The search for the epicentre of “the
world revolution™ has led these epigones
to trail their coats behind every radical
movement that has developed - from
students, through petit-bourgeois nation-
alism to Stalinism. Their approach is
a caricature of Trotsky’s early method.
They see the overall development of
the “‘revolutionary process” and cheer
from the sidelines whatever struggle is

Footnotes

. Lenin Collected Works Vol. 21 p.18
. 1bid.

. ibid. p. 40

going on, dissolving themselves into
the movement wherever possible.

At his worst, Trotsky was far
superior to these characters: he was
moving towards communist politics;
they are moving away.27

A HIGHER SYNTHESIS

The arguments between Lenin and
Trotsky, and the development of their
respective positions, were of profound
importance in the construction of the
party and programme that were to lead
the Russian proletariat to power in 1917.
Lenin was breaking with the radical
stageist programme that informed Bol-
shevism before 1914, Trotsky was app-
lying on the international terrain the
programmatic method that he had devel-
oped out of the 1905 experience. The
enormous strengths and continuing
weaknesses of the traditions they repre-
sented are still in evidence in the period
examined here. It was only in 1917 itself
that Bolshevism was able to transcend
the two traditions, creating a higher
synthesis that broke Trotsky from “ob-
jiectivism” and centrism, and won Lenin
in practice to the programme of perm-
anent revolution.

The Peace Programme is not a perfect,
finished document. It is one frame from
the film of Trotsky’s political develop-
ment at a key point in the struggle
waged by Trotsky, Lenin and many
other revolutionaries for a new commu-
nist programme and a new communist
international. It is in that context that
the article should be read and studied
today.

The Peace Programme has had a chequered
history, rarely being published in the same
form over the past seventy years. Trotsky
wrote the articles for Nashe Slovo in 1915-16,
and then edited them into a pamphlet. In
May 1917, Trotsky revised the articles, and
wrote a new Introduction. This was published
as a Bolshevik pamphiet in June of that vear.
In 1918 an English translation of the pamph-
let was published in Petrograd.

The f{irst English translation abroad was
an abridged version edited by the veteran
US socialist Louis C Fraina, which appeared
in 1919 in the collection The Proletarian Rev-
olution in Russia, by Lenin and Trotsky.

In 1942, the American SWP published a
revised translation of Fraina’s edition, taking
the final Soviet edition of Trotsky’s writings
as their reference point. (It was for this
edition of his collected works that the 1922
post-script was written).

In September 1944, the SWP published a
new translation, taken direct from Trotsky’s
collected works, and including the sections
which Fraina had omitted.

Having consulted the Russian version in
the Collected Works, and the 1918 Petrograd
translation, we decided that John G Wright's
1942 translation was in many respects better
than that of 1944, especially in the early
sections. We have therefore reproduced the
1942 translation directly from the SWP's
Fourth International of May 1942 (hence
the American spellings). To enable the reader
to judge the differences between the 1942
and 1944 versions, we have included all the
substantive differences between the two, in
the form of footnotes, together with explana-
tory notes for today's reader. Abridged pass-
ages in the footnotes are denoted by square
brackets.

We have been unable to check any of the
post-1917 versions with the original articles
from Nashe Slovo; it is not known how much
Trotsky edited the articles prior to their
publication as a pamphlet. The version we
present here, however, is the best and most
complete translation currently available.

21. Trotsky The First Five Years of the Communist Internationgl
Yol. 2 p. 345 London 1953

22. Trotsky Writings Supplement 1929-33 New York 1979 p. 130.
23. Trotsky Writings 1937-8 New York 1976 p.357
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3. ibid. p. 163
4
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. Trotsky War and the International Colombo 1971 p. vii.

This 1915 pamphlet has only been reprinted once in English
since 1918. The 1971 Sri Lankan edition can still be found in
some bookshops.

Trotsky never made clear his reason for this change of phrase,
but it may reflect his coming to grips with the corruption of
much of the experience and slogans of the Russian revolution
under Stalin’s ruie. For millions of workers, the term *‘soviet”
increasingly did not imply the mass activity of the working
class organised into workers’ councils, but the jackboots of

6. ?b?d' p. 74 Stalin’s secret police crushing workers® democracy and instit-
7. 1bid. uting savage purges. As the chief revolutionary opponent to
8. ibid. Stalin’s regime of terror, Trotsky may have sought to reappro-
9. L Deutscher The Prophet Armed Oxford 1970 p. 217 priate the legacy of the Russian revolution in its prime, whilst
. not identifying with its symbolic title of **soviet” when it had
10.  Lenin CoIZecte:.:i Works Vol. 21 pp. 347-8 degenerated into political counter-revolution. This could there-
I1. Trotsky op. cit. pp. 86-89 fore have led to him formulating the slogan as ““the united
k2. Lebour Review (London) September 1980 p. 246 socialist states™,
[3. Quoted in Lenin Collected Works Vol. 39 p. 383 24, Deatscher, op. cit. p. 236. See also, for example, Workers
14. Original emphasis. ibid. p.385 Action (London) No. 108 June 24¢th 1978 p. 6
15. Lenin Collected Works Vol. 21 p. 33 25. Trotsky The Transitional Programme for Socialist Revolution
16. ibid. New York 1977 p. 131
17. Trotsky What is a peace programme? Petrograd 1918 26 Trotsky War arz.a’ i {:Ttemanonal p. vit
18. Lenin op. cit 340 27. For a more detailed critique of the degeneration of the Fourth
- P il P- International, see our book, published jointly with the Irish
19. ibid. p. 341 Workers Group, The Death Agonyv of the Fourth International
20. ibid. p. 342 London and Dublin 1983
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THE PROGRAMME OF PEACE

by Leon Trotsky

What Is a Peace Program?

What 1s a peace program? From the viewpoint of the
ruling classes or of the parties subservient to them, it is the
totality of the demands, the ultimate realization of which
must be ensured by the power of militarism. Hence, for the
realization of Miliukov’s® “'peace program” Constantinople
must be conquered by force of arms. Vandervelde's “peace
program’ requires the expulsion of the Germans from Dol
gium as an antecedent condition?2 Bethmann-Holweg's plans
were founded on the geographical warmap? From this stand-
point the peace clauses reflect but the advantages achieved by
force of arms. In other words, the peuce program is the war
progran.

Such s the case prior to the intervention of thye third
power, the Socialist [nternational, For the revolutionary pro-
letariat, the peace program does not mean the demands which
national militarism must fulfill, but those demands which the
international proletariat intends to enforce by dint of its
revolutionary fight against militarism in all countries. The
more the international revolutionary movement expands, the
less will the peace questions depend on the purely militury
posttion of the antagonists,?

This 1s rendered most clear to us by the guestion of the
fate of small nations and weak states.

The war began with a devastating invasion of Lelgium
and Luxemburg by the German armies, In the echo created
by the violation of the small country, beside the false and
egotistic anger of the ruling classes of the encmy, there rever-
berated also the genuine mdigoation of the common MASSEes
whose sympathy was attracted by the fate of a small people,

crushed only because they happened to lie between two war.
ring giants,

At that first stage of the war the fate of Belgium attract-
ed attention and sympathy, owing to its extraordinarily tragic
nature. But thirty-four months of warfare have proved that
the Belgian episode constituted only the first step towards
the solution of the fundamental problem of the imperialist
war, namely, the suppression of the weak by the strong.

Capitalism in its international relations pursites the same
tuethods applied by it in “regulating” the internal economic
life of the nations. Competition is the means of systematically
annihtlating the small and medium-sized enterprises and of
achieving the supremacy of Big Capital. World conipetition
of the capitalist forces means the systematic subjection of the
small, medium-sized and backward nations by the great and
the greatest capitalist powers. The more developed the tech-
nique of capitalism, the greater the role played by finance cap-
ital, and the higher the demands of militarism, all the more
grows the dependency of the small states on the Great Pow-
ers. ‘This process, forming as it does an integral element of
imperialist mechanics, flourishes undisturbed also in times of
peace by means of state loans, ratlway and other concessions,
nulitary-diplomatic agreements, etc. The war uncovered and
accelerated this process by introducing the factor of open vio-
lence. The war destroys the last shreds of the “independence”
of small states, quite apart from the military outcome of the
cuntlict between the two basic elemy camps.

Belguum still groans under the yoke of German militar-
>t This, however, is but the visible and dramatic expression
i the collapse of her independence. The “deliverance” of

Belgium does not at all constitute the fundamental aim of
the Allied governments. Both in the further progress of the
war and after its conclusion, Belgium will become but a pawil
in the great game of the capitalist giants. Failing the interven-
tion of the third power, Revolution, Belgium may as a result
of the war either remain in German bondage, or fall under the
yoke of Great Britain, or be divided between the powerful
robbers of the two coalitions.

The samie applics to Serbia, whose national energy served
as a weight in the imperialist world scales whose fluctuations
to one sidle or the other are least of all influenced by the
mdependent interests of the Serbian people,

The Central Powers drew Turkey and Bulgaria into the
whirlpool of the war. Whether both these countries will re-
main as the southeastern organ of the Austro-German imper-
alist bloc (“Central Europe”) or will serve as small change
when the balance sheet is drawn up, the fact remains that the
war 1s writing a f{inal chapter of the history of their indepen-
dence,

Before the Russian revolution, the independence of
P’ersia was most obviously liquidated as a direct result of the
Anglo-Russian agreement of 1907,

Rumanig®and Greece®furnish us with a suff iciently clear
example of how limited a “freedom of choice” is given to
small-state firms by the struggle of the imperialist trust com-
pdnies. Rumania preferred the gesture of an apparently free
choice, when she sacrificed her neutrality. Greece tried by
means of passive opposition to “remain at home.” Just as if
to show most tangibly the futility of the whole “neutralist”
struggle for self-preservation, the whole European war, rep-
resented by the armies of Bulgaria, T urkey, I'rance, Fngland,
Russia and Italy, shifted on to Greek territory. I'reedom of
choice is at best reflected in the form of selt-suppression. In
the end, both Rumania and Greece will share the same fate:
they will be the stakes in the hands of the great gamblers.

At the other end of Europe, little Portugal deemed it
necessary to enter the war on the side of the Allies, Such a
decision might remain inexplicable if, in the question of par-
ticipation in the dog fight, Portugal, which is under Enghsh
protection, had had greater freedom than the government of
Tver or Ireland.

The capitalist captains of Folland and of the three
Scandinavian countries are accumulating mountains of gold,
thanks to the war. However, these four neutral states of
northwestern Europe are the more aware of the illusory char-
acter of their “sovereignty,” which, even if it survives the war,

1. Miliukov: Foreign Minister in the Russian Provisional Government
who declared his commitment to the war aims of the Romanov dynasty
including the seizure of Constantinople.

2. Vandervelde: Belgian President of the Second International. After the
outbreak of war he refused to convene a meeting of the Executive “as
long as German soldiers are billeted in the homes of Belgian workers.”

3. Bethmann-Holweg: German Chancellor from 1909 to 1913.

4_ [the less becomes the danger that pcace conditions imay be under-
stood by the masses as war aims. |

5. Rumania proclaimed its neutrality in August 1914, yet concluded
a treaty with the Entente powers (Russia, France and Britain) in 1916.

6. Greece joined up with the Entente powers in June, 1917,
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will nevertheless be subject to the settlement of the bills ad-
vanced by the peace conditions of the Great Powers.

“Independent’” Poland will be able, in the midst of im-
perialist Europe, to keep a semblance of independence only
by submitting to a slavish financial and military dependence
on one of the great groups of the ruling powers.

The extent of the independence of Switzerland clearly
appeared in the compulsory and restrictive measures adopted
regulating her imports and exports. The representatives of
this small federative republic who, cap in hand, go begging
at the entrances of the two warring camps, can well understand
the limited measure of independence and neutrality possible
for a nation which cannot command some millions of bayon-
ets,

If the war becomes an indeterminate equation in conse-
quence of the ever increasing number of combatants and of
fronts, thus rendering it impossible for the different govern-
ments to formulate the so-called “war aims,” then the small
states still have the doubtful advantage that their historical
fate may be reckoned as predetermined. No matter which side
proves victorious, and however far-reaching the influence of
such a victory may be, the fact remains that there can no
longer be a return to independence for the small states.
Whether Germany or England wins—in either case the (ues-
tion to be determined is who will be the direct master over
the small nations. Only charlatans or hopeless simpletous can
belteve that the freedom of the small nations can be secured
by the victory of one side or the other.

A like result would follow the third solution of the war,
viz., its ending in a draw. The absence of pronounced pre-
ponderance of one of the combatants over the other will only
set off all the more clearly both the dominance of the strong
over the weak within either one of the camps, and the pre-
ponderance of both over the “neutral” victims of imperialism.
The issue of the war without conquerors or conquered is no
guarantee for anybody: all small and weak states will none
the less be conquered, and the same applies to those who ble
to death on the battlefield as to those who tried to escape that
fate by hiding in the shadows of neutrality.

The independence of the Belgians, Serbians, Poles, Ar-
menians and others is regarded by us not as part of the Allied
war program (as treated by Guesde, Plekhanov, Vandervelde,
Henderson and others)} but belongs to the programn of the
fight of the international proletariat against imperialism.

But the question is: Can the proletariat under the pres-
ent circumstances advance an independent “peace program,”
1e., solutions of the problems which caused the war of today
or which have in the course of this war been brought to light ?
ft has been intimated that the proletariat dots not now com-
mand sufficient forces to bring about the realization of such
2 program. Utopian is the hope that the proletariat could
;arry out its own peace program as to the issue of the present
war. What alternative is there save the struggle for the ces-
‘atton of the war and for a peace without annexations, i.e., a
return to the status quo ante bellin, to the state of affairs
prior to the war? This, we are told. is by far the more real-
istic program? In what sense, however, may the term realistic
het applied to the fight fot'1 the close of the war by means of a
ndace without annexation ¥ Under what circumstances, we ask,
'an the end of the war be brought about? Theoretically, three
:vpical possibilities may here be considered: (1) a decisive
actory of onc of the parties; (2) a general exhaustion of the

pponents without decisive sway of one over the other; (3)
e intervention of the revolutionary proletariat, whicly inter-
‘apts the “normal” development of military events.

Status Quo Ante Bellum

It 1s quite obvious that in the first case, if the war is

ended by a decisive victory of one side, it would be naive to
dream of a peace without annexations, If the Scheidemanns
and Landsbergs! the staunch supporters of the work of their
mifitarism, insist i parliament upon an “‘annexationless”
peace, 1t 15 only with the firmest conviction that such protests
can hinder no “useful” annexation. On the other hand, one of
our former Czarist commanders-in-chief, General Alexeiev,
who dubbed the annexationless peace as “z utopian phrase,”
thought quite correctly that the offensive is the chief thing,
and thal in case of successiul war operations everything else
would come of itself. In order to wrest annexations {rom the
hands of the victorious party, which is armed to the teeth,
the proletariat would naturally, regardless of its desires, be 1n
need of a revolutionary force, which it will have to be ready
to use openly, In any case, it possesses no other more “eco-
nomical” means to compel the victorious party to renounce
the advantage of the victory guined.

The second possible issue of the war, on which those
who seck to promote the narrow program “annexationless
peace and nothing more” principally depend, presupposes that
the war, exhausting as it does all the resources of the war-
ring nations will, without the revolutionary intervention of
the third power, end in general exhaustion without conquer-
ors or conquered. To this very siluation, where militarism is
too weak for effecting conquests, and the proletariat for mak-
mg a revolution, the passive internationalists {of the Kautsky
type] adopted their lame program of “aunexationless peace,”
which they frequently denote as a return to the stafus (quo
ante bellum, ie., the order of things prior to the war. Here,
however, this pseudo-realism lays bare its Achilles heel, for
actually an undecided issue of the war, as alrcady shown, does
not at all exclude annexations, but on the contrary presupposes
them. That neither of the two powerful groups wins, does not
mean that Serbia, Greece, Belgium, Poland, Persia, Sytia,
Armenia and alhers would be left intact. On the contrary, it 18
precisely at the expense of these third and weakest parties
that annexations will in this case be carried out. In order to
prevent these reciprocal ‘‘compensations” the international
proletariat must needs set afoot a direct revolutionary upris-
ing against the ruling classes. Newspaper articles, convention
resolutions, parliamentary protests and even public demon-
strations have never prevented the rulers from acquiring ter-
ritories or from oppressing the weak peoples either by way of
victory or by means of diplomatic agreements.

As regards the third possible issue of the war, it seems
to be the clearest. It presupposes that while the war is still
on, the international proletariat rises with a force sufficient
to paralyze and finally to stop the war from below. Obviously,
in this most favorable case, the proletariat, having been pow-
erful enough to stop the war, would not be likely to limit

7. An “Autonomous Congress Poland™ was estabiished in 1916 which
depended on the backing of the Central powers.

8. All pro-Entente Socialist [nternational leaders.

9. [Such were, for example, the arguments of Martov, Martynov and the
Menshevik-Internationalists generally, who hold on this question as on all
others not a revolutionary but a conservative position( (nof a social Te-
volution, but a restoration of the class struggle; not the Third Internation-
al but the reestablishment of the Second International; nof the revolution-
ary peace program, but a return to status quo ante hellum: not the con-
quest of power by the Soviets of Workers® and Soldiers’ Deputies, but
proferring the power to bourgeois parties . . . |

10.. [That the war must end sooner or later is incontestable. In this
anta‘c{;mtoxv sense the siogan of ending the war is unquestionably
very “realistic,” for it banks on a certainty. But what is it in the re-
volutionary sense? It may be objected: isn’t it utopian to hope that
the Furopean proletariat, with its present forces, will succeed in halt-
ing military operations against the will of the ruling classes? |

Il. German social-chauvinist leaders.
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itself to that purely conservative program which goes no
further than the renunciation of annexations,

A powerful movement of the proletariat is thus in each
case a necessary prerequisite of the actual realization of an
annexationless peace. But again, if we assume such a move-
ment, the foregoing program remains quite inadequate in that
it acquiesces in the restoration of the order which prevailed
prior to the war and which gave birth to the war. The Euro-
pean status quo ante bellum, a resultant of wars, robbery, vio-
lation, red tape, diplomatic stupidity and weakness of peoples,
remains as the only positive content of the slogan “without
annexations.”

In its fight against imperialism, the proletariat cannot
set up as its political aim the return to the old European map;
it must set up its own program of state and national relations,
harmonizing with the fundamental tendency of econoniic de-
velopment, with the revolutionary character of the epoch and
with the socialist interests of the proletariat.

By itself the slogan *“without annexations” gives no
criterion for a political orientation in the several problems
brought forth during the course of the war. Assuming that
France later on occupies Alsace-Lorraine, is the German bo-
cial Democracy together with Scheidemann bound to demand
the return of these provinces to Germany? Shall we demand
the restitution of the kingdom of Poland to Russia? Shall we
insist upon Japan’s giving Chio-Chau back to Germany? Or
that Italy yield back to its owners that part of Trentino now
occupied by her? That would be nonsense. We should be fan-
atic of legitimacy, i.e., defenders of dynastic and “historic”
rights in the spirit of the most reactionary diplomacy. Besides,
this “program’ also demands a revolution for its fulfillment.
In all these enumerated and in other similar cases we, con-
fronted with the concrete reality, shall naturaily advance only
one principle, viz., consullation of the peoples interested. This
is certainly no absolute critertion. The French “Socialists” of
the majority reduce the consultation of the population of
Alsace-Lorraine to a shameful comedy: first occupying (that
is, acquisition by force of arms) and then asking the popula-
tion's consent to be annexed. It is quite clear that a real con-
suitation presupposes a state of revolution whereby the popu-
lation can give their reply without being threatened by a re-
volver, be it German or French,.

The only acceptable content of the slogan “without an-
nexations’’ is a protest against new violent acquisitions, which
only amounts to the negation of the rights of nations to self-
determination. But we have seen that this demiocratically un-
questionable “‘right” is being and will necessarily be trans-
formed into the right of strong nations to make acquisitions
and impose oppression, whereas for the weak nations it will
mean an impotent wish or a “scrap of paper.” Such will be
the case as long as the political map of Europe forces nations
and their fractions within the framework of states separated
by tariff barriers and continually impinging upon one another
in their imperialist fights.

It 1s possible to overcome this regime only by means of a
proletarian revolution, Thus, the center of gravity lies in the
union of the peace program of the ‘proletariat with that of the
social revolution.

The Right of Self-Determination

We saw above that socialism, in the solution of concrete
questions in the field of national state groups, can make no
step without the principle of national self-determination,
which latter in its last instance appears as the recognition of
the right of every national group to decide its national fate,
hence as the right of peoples to sever themselves from a given
state (as for instance from Russia or Austria). The only
democratic way of getting to know the “will” of a nation is

!
]

Trotsky's French passport photograph, 1915

the referendum. This democratic obligatory reply will, how-
ever, in the manner described, remain purely formal. It does
not enlighten us with regard to the real possibilities, ways and
means of national self-determination under the present con-
ditions of capitalist economy ; and yet the crux of the matter
lies in this.

For many, if not for the majority of the oppressed na-
tions, national groups and factions, the meaning of self-deter-
mination is the cancellation of the existing borders and the
dismemberment of present states. In particular, this demo-
cratic principle leads to the deliverance of the colonies. Yet the
whole policy of imperialismi aims at the exiension of state bor-
ders regardless of the national principle, of the compulsory
incorporation of weak states within the customs border, and
the acquisition of new colonies. Imperialism is by its very
nature both expansive and aggressive and it is this qualifica-
tion that characterizes imperialism, and not the changeable
maneuvers of diplomacy.

From which flows the perennial conflict between the
principle of national self-determination, which in many cases
leads to state and economic decentralization, and the power-
ful efforts at centralization on the part of imperialism which
has at its disposal the state organization and the military pow-
er. True, the national-separatist movement very often finds
support in the imperialist intrigune of the neighboring state
This support, however, becomes decisive only in the applica-
tion of war might. As soon as there is an armed conflct be-
tween two imperialist organizations, the new state boundaries
will not be decided on the ground of the national principle,
but on the basis of the relative military forces. To compel a
victorious state to refrain from annexing newly conquered
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lands 1s as difficult as to force it to grant the freedom of self-
determination to previously acquired provinces. Lastly, even
tf by a miracle Europe were divided by force of arms into
fixed national states and small states, the national question
would not thereby be in the least decided and, the very next
day after the righteous national redistributions, capitalist ex-
pansion would resume its work. Conflicts would arise, wars
and new acquisitions, in complete violation of the national
principle in all cases where its preservation cannot be main-
tained by a sufficient number of bayonets. It would all give
the impression of gamblers being forced to divide the gold
justly among themselves in the middle of the game, in order to
start the same game all over again with double rage.

From the might of the centralist tendency of imperial-
ism, it does not at all follow that we are obliged passively to

submit to it. National unity is a living hearth of culture, as
the national language is its living organ, and these will still
retain their meaning through indefinitely long historical
periods. Socialism will and must safeguard to the national
umty its freedom of development {(or dissolution) in the in-
terest of material and spiritual culture. It is in this sense that
it took over from the revolutionary bourgeoisie the demo-

cratic principle of national self-determination as a political
obligation.

The right of national self-determination cannot be ex-
ciuded from the proletarian peace program; neither can it
claim absolute importance. On the contrary, it is, in our view,
limited by deep, progressive, criss-crossing tendencies of his-
torical development. If this “right” is by means of revolu-
tionary power, set over against the imperialist methods of
centralization which place weak and backward peoples under
the yoke and crush national culture, then on the other hand
the proletariat cannot allow the “national principle” to get in
the way of the inevitable and deeply progressive tendencies
of the present industrial order towards a planned organization
throughout our continent, and further, all over the globe.

Imperialism is the capitalist-thievish expression of this
tendency of modern economy to tear itself completely away
from the stupidity of national narrowness, as it did previous-
ly with regard to local and provincial confinement, While
fighting against the imperialist form of economic centraliza-
tion, socialism does not at all take a stand against the partic-
ular tendency as such but, on the contrary, makes the ten-
dency its guiding principle.

From the standpoint of historical development as well as
from the point of view of the problems of socialism, the cen-
tralist tendency of modern economy is fumdamental, and it
must be guaranteed the amplest possibility of executing its real
historical deliverance mission, to construct the unsted worid
economy, independent of national frames, state and tariff
barriers, subject only to the peculiarities of the soil and its
interior, to climate and the requirements of division of labor.
Poles, Alsatians, Dalmatians, Belgians, Serbians and other
small weak European nations may be reinstated or set up in
the national borders towards which they strive, only in the
case that they, remaining in these boundaries and able to
freely develop their cultural existence as national groups, will
cease to be economic groupings, will not be bound by state
borders, will not be separated from or opposed to one an-
other economically. In other words, in order that Poland,
Serbia, Rumania and others be able actually to formn national
units, it is necessary that the state boundaries now splitting
them up into parts be cancelled, that the frames of the state
be enlarged as an economic but not as a national organization,
until it envelops the whole of capitalist Europe, which is
now divided by tariffs and borders and torn by war. The state
umfication of Europe is clearly a prerequisite of self-deter-
mination of great and small nations of Europe. A national

culture existence, free of national economic antagonism and
based on real self-determination, is possible only under the
roof of a democratically united Europe freed from state and
tariff barriers.

This direct and immediate dependence of national seli-
determination of weak peoples upon the collective European
regime excludes the possibility of the proletariat’s placing
questions like the independence of Poland or the uniting of all
Serbs outside the European revolution. On the other hand,
this signifies that the right of self-determination, as a part
of the proletarian peace program, possesses not a “utopian”
but rather a revolutionary character?

The United States of Europe

We tried to prove in the foregoing that the economic and
political union of Furope is the necessary prerequisite for the
very possibility of national self-determination. As the slogan
of national independence of Serbs, Bulgarians, Greeks and
others remains an empty abstraction without the supplemen-
tary slogan “Federative Balkan Republic,” which plays such
an important role in the whole policy of the Balkan Social
Democracy ; so on the grand European scale the principle of
the “right” to self-determination can be effectively realized
only under the conditions of a European Federative Republic.

But if on the Balkan peninsula the slogan of a demo-
cratic federation has become purely proletarian, then this ap-
plies all the more to Europe with her incomparably deeper
capitalist antagonisms. '

To bourgeois politics the destiuction of inner Furopean
customs houses appears to be an insurmountable difficulty;
but without this the inter-state courts of arbitration and in-
ternational law codes will have no firmer duration than, for
instance, Belgian neutrality, The urge toward unifying the
Furopean market which, like the effort towards the acquisi-
tion of non-European backward lands, is caused by the de-
velopment of capitalism, conflicts with the powerful opposi-
tion of the landed and capitalist gentry, in whose hands the
tariff apparatus joined with that of militarism constitutes an
indispensable weapon for exploitation and enrichment.

The Hungarian financial and industrial bourgeoisie is
hostile to economic unification with capitalistically more de-
veloped Austria. The Austro-Hungarian bourgeoisie is hostile
to the idea of a tariff union with more powerful Germany.
On the other hand, the German landowners will never will-
ingly consent to the cancellation of grain duties. Furthermore,
the economic interests of the propertied classes of the Central
Empires cannot be so easily made to coincide with the inter-
ests of the English, French, Russian capitalists and landed
gentry. The present war speaks eloquently enough on this
score. Lastly, the disharmony and irreconcilability of capital-
15t interests between the Allies themselves is still more visible

12. {This consideration is directed to two addresses: against the Ger-
man Davids and Landsbergs who tfrom the heights of their imperialist
“realism” traduce the principte of national independence as reactionary
romanticisii; and against the simplifiers in our revolutionary camp
who proclaim this principle to be realizable only under socialism and
who thereby rid themselves of the necessity of giving a principled an-
swer to the national questions which have been posed point-blank by
the war.

Between our present social condition and socialismn there still les
an extended epoch of social revolution, that is, the epoch of the open
proletarian struggle for power, the conquest and application of this
power, with the aim of the complete democratization of social relat-
ions and the systematic transformation of capitalist society into the
socialist society. This is the epoch not of pacification and tranquility
but, on the contrary, of the highest intensification of the class strugg-
ie, the epoch of popular uprisings, wars, expanding experiments of
proletarian regime, and socialist reforms. This epoch demands of the
proletariat that it give a practical, that is, an immediately applicable
answer to the question of the further existence ot nationalities and
their reciprocal relations with the state and the economy. |
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than in the Central States. Under these circumstances, a half-
way complete and consistent economic union of Europe coming

from the top by means of an agreement of the capitalist gov-

ernments is sheer utopia. Here the matter can go no further
than partial compromises and half-measures. Hence it is that

the cconomic union of Europe, which offers colossal advan-
tages to producer and consumer alike, and in general to the
whole cultural development, becomes the revolutionary task of
the European proletariat in its fight against imperialist pro-
tectionism and its instrument—militarism.

The Unmited States of Europe—awithout monarchies,
stending armies and secret diplomacy—is therefore the most
important integral part of the proletarian peace program.

The ideologists and politicians of German imperialism
frequently came forward, especially at the beginning of the
war, with their program of a European or at least a Central
European United States (without France, England and Rus-
sia), The program of a violent unification of Europe is just
as characteristic of the tendencies of German imperialism a3
is the tendency of French imperialism whose program is the
forcible dismemberment of Germany.

If the German armies achieved the decisive victory reck-
oned upon in Germany at the outset of the war, then German
imperialism would doubtless make the gigantic attempt of a
compulsory war tariff union of European states, which would
be constructed completely of preferences, compromises, etc.,
which would reduce to a minimum the progressive meaning
of the unification of the European market. Needless to say,
under such circumstances no talk would be possible of an
autonomy of the nations, thus forcibly joined together as the
caricature of the European United StatesLet us for a mom-
ent admit that German militarism succeeds in actually carry-
ing out the compulsory half—un.ion of Europe, just as Prussian
militarism once achieved the half-union of Germany, what
would then be the central slogan of the European proletariat?
Would it be the dissolution of the forced European coalition
and the return of all peoples under the roof of isolated na-
tional states? Or the restoration of tariffs, “national” coin-
age, “national” social legislation, and so forth? Certainly not.
The program of the European revolutionary movement would
then be: The destruction of the compulsory anti-democratic
form of the coalition, with the preservation and furtherance
of its foundations, in the form of complete annihilation of
tariff barriers, the unification of legislation, above all of labor
laws, etc. In other words, the slogan of the United States of
Europe-—without monarchy and standing armies—would un-
der the foregoing circumstances become the unifying and
guiding slogan of the European revolution.

Let us assume the second possibility, namely, an “unde-
cided” issue of the war. At the very beginning of the war,
the well-known professor Liszt, an advocate of “United Eu-
rope,” proved that should the Germans fail to conquer their
opponents, the European Union would nevertheless be ac-
comphished, and in Liszt’s opinion it would be even more coni-
plete than in the case of a German victory. By the ever grow-
ing want for expansion, the European states, hostile against
one another but unable to cope with one another, would con-
tinue to hinder one another in the execution of their “nission”
in the Near East, Africa and Asia, and they would every-
where be forced back by the United States of North America
and by Japan. In the case of an “undecided” issue of the war,
Liszt thinks the indispensability of an economic and military
understanding of the European Great Powers would come to
the fore against weak and backward peoples, but above all,
of course, against their own working masses. We pointed out
above the colossal hindrances that lie in the way of realizing
this program. The even partial overcoming of these hin-
drances would mean the establishment of an imperialist Trust

of European States, a predatory share-holding association™
The proletariat will in this case have to fight not for the re-
turn to “autonomous” national states, but for the conversion

of the imperialist state trust into a Republican European
Federation,

However, the further the war progresses and reveals the
absolute incapacity of militarism to cope with the question
brought forward by the war, the less is spoken about these
great plans for the uniting of Europe at the top. The question
of the imperialist “United States of Europe” has given way
to the plans, on the one side, of an economic union of Aus-
tria-Germany and on the other side of the quadruple alliance
with its war tariffs and duties supplemented with militarism
directed against one another. After the foregoing it is need-
less to enlarge on the great importance which, in the execu-
tion of these plans, the policy of the proletariat of both state
trusts will assume in fighting against the established tariff and
military-diplomatic fortifications and for the economic union
of Europe.,

Now after the so very promising beginning of the Rus-
sian revolution, we have every reason to hope that during the
course of this present war a2 powerful revolutionary move-
ment will be launched all over Europe. It is clear that such a
movement can succeed and develop and gain victory only a5 a
general European one. Isolated within national borders, it
would be doomed to disaster. Our social-patriots point to the
danger which threatens the Russian revolution from the side

of German militarism. This danger is indubitable, but it is not
the only one. English, French, Italian militarism is no less a
dreadful enemy of the Russian revolution than the war mach-
me of the Hohenzollerns. The salvation of the Russian revo-
lution lies in its propagation all over Europe. Should the rev-
olutionary movement unroll itself in Germany, the German
proletariat would look for and find a revolutionary echo in the
“hostile” lands of the west, and if in one of the European
countries the proletariat should snatch the power out of the
hands of the bourgeoisie, it would be bound, be it only to
retain the power, to place it at once at the service of the rev-
olutionary movement in other lands. In other words, the
founding of a stable regime of proletarian dictatorship would
only be conceivable throughout Europe in the form of a Fu-
ropean Republican Federation. The unification of the states
of Europe, to be achieved neither by force of arms nor by
industrial and diplomatic agreements, would then be the next
unpostponable task of the triumphant revolutionary prole-
tariat.

The United States of Europe is the slogan of the revolu-
tionary epoch into which we have entered. Whatever turn the
war operations may take later on, whatever balance-sheet
diplomacy may draw out of the present war, and at whatever
tempo the revolutionary movement will progress in the near
tuture, the slogan of the United States of Europe will in all
cases retain a colossal meaning as the political formula of the

13. {Certain opponents of the program of the United States of Kyu-
rope have used precisely this perspective as an argument that this idea
¢an, under certain conditions, acquire a *“‘reactionary” monarchist-
imperialist content. Yet it is precisely this perspective that provides
the most graphic testimony in favor of the revolutionary viability of
the stogan of the United States of Europe. | This is an eliptical ret-
erence to Lenin’s criticisms of the slogan.

14. l[ﬂmd this perspective is on occasion adduced unjustifiably as
proof of the “danger” of the slogan of the United States of Europe,
whereas in reality this is the most graphic proof of its realistic and
revolutionary significance. If the capitalist states of Furope succeed-
ed in merging into an imperialist trust, this would be a step forward
as compared with the existing situation, for it would first of all
Create a unified, all-European material base for the working class
movement. |
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struggle of the European proletariat for power. In this pro-
gram is expressed the fact that the national state has outlived
itsel{—as a framework for the development of the productive
forces, as a basis for the class struggle, and thereby also as a
state form of proletarian dictatorship®*Over against the con-
servative defense of the antiquated national fatherland we
pPlace the progressive task, namely the creation of a new,
higher “fatherland” of the revolution, of republican Europe,
whence the proletariat alone will be enabled to revolutionize
and to reorganize the whole world®

Of course, the United States of Europe will be only one
of the two axes of the “world reorganization” of industry.
The United States of America will constitute the other.!

To view the perspectives of the social revolution within
national bounds means to succumb to the same national nar-
rowness that forms the content of social-patriotism. Vaillant,
until the close of his life, regarded France as the chosen coun-
try of the social revolution, and precisely in this sense he
insisted upon its defense to the end. Lentsch and others, some
Eypocritically, others sincerely, believed that the defeat of
Germany means above all the destruction of the very founda-
tion of the social revolution, Lastly, our Tseretellis and Cher-
novs'who, in our national conditions, have repeated the very
sad experiment of French ministerialism, swear that their
policy serves the purpose of the revolution and therefore has
nothing in common with the policy of Guesde and Sembat,
Generally speaking, it must not be forgotten that in social-
patriotism there is active, besides the most vulgar reformism,
a national revolutionary messianism, which regards its nation-

al state as chosen for introducing to humanity “socialism”
or “democracy,” be it on the ground of its industrial or of its
democratic form and revolutionary conquests!®Defending the
national basis of the revolution with such methods as damage
the international connections of the proletariat, really amounts
to undermining the revolution, which cannot begin otherwise
than on the national basis, but which cannot be completed on
that basis in view of the present economic and military-politi-
cal interdependence of the European states, which has never
been so graphically revealed as in this very war. The slogan,
the United States of Europe, gives expression to this inter-
dependence, which will directly and immediately determine
the concerted action of the European proletariat in the revolu-
tion.

Social-patriotism which is in principle, if not always in
tact, the execution of social-reformism to the utmost extent
and its adaptation to the imperialist epoch, proposes to us in
the present world catastrophe to direct the policy of the pro-
letariat along the lines of the “lesser evil” by joining one of

the two warring groups. We reject this method. We say that
the war, prepared by antecedent evolution, has on the whole
placed point-blank the fundamental problems of the present
capitalist development as a whole; furthermore, that the line
of direction to be followed by the international proletariat and
its national detachments must not be determined by secondary
political and national features nor by problematical advantages
of militaristic preponderance of one side over the other

15. [Our denial of “national defense”, as an outlived political pro-
gram for the proletariat, ceases to be a purely negative act of ideo-
logical-political seif-defense, and acquires all its revolutionary content
only in the event that]

16. [Herein, incidentally, lies the answer to those who ask dogmatical-
ly: “Why the unification of Europe and not of the whaole world?”
Furope is not only a geographtc term, but a certain economic and cul-
tural-historic community. The European revolution does not have to
wait for the revolutions in Asia and Africa nor even in Australia and
Americd. And yet a completely victorious revolution in Russia or Eng-
land 1s unthinkable without a revolution in Germany, and vice versa.
The present war is called a world war, but even after the intervention
of the United States, it is Europe that is the arena of war. And the re-
volutionary problems confront first of all the Evropean proletariat. ]

17. [The only concrete historical consideration against the slogan of
the United States of Europe was formulated by the Swiss Social Demo-
crat as follows: ““The unevenness of economic and political develop-
ment is the unconditional law of capitalism.” From this the Social
Demaocrat draws the conclusion that the victory of socialism is
possible In one country and that it is needless therefore to make the
dictatorship of the proletariat in each isolated State conditional upon
the creation of the United States of Europe. That the capitalist de-
velopment of various countries is uneven is quite incontestable. But
this unevenness is itself extremely uneven. The capitalist levels of Eng-
land, Austria, Germany or ['rance are not the same. But as compared
with Africa and Asia all these countries represent capitalist “Furope”,
which has matured for the socialist revolution. It is profitable and
necessary to reiterate the elementary thought that no single country
in its struggle has to Vwait” for the others, lest the idea of paraliel
international action be supplanted by the idea of procrastinating inter-
national inaction. Without waiting for the others we begin and com-
tinue the struggle on our own national soil in complete certainty that
our initiative will provide the impulse for the struggle in other count-
ries; and if this were not so, then it would be hopeless to think as is
borne out both by histerical experience and theoretical considerations
— that revolutionary Russia, for example, would be able to maintain
herselt in the face of canservative Europe, or that Socialist Germany
could remain isolated in a capitalist world.]

18. “Socialist” and “Socialist Revolutionary” members of the Russian
Provisional Government.

19. The internationalist Trotsky was ever a firm oppoiqeqt of the reac-
tionary programme of “Socialism in One Country”. This is power-
fully shown by this piece from the 1944 translation:

[{[f a completely triumphant revolution were actually conceivable
within the limits of a single, better prepared nation, this messianism,
bound up with the program of national defense, would have its relat-
ive historical justification. But in reality, it does not have it.)]
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(whereby these problematical advantages must be paid for
in advance with absolute renunciation of the independent pol-
icy of the proletariat), but by the fundamental antagonism
existing between the international proletariat and the capital-
ist regime as a whole.*®

The demwocratic, republican union of Europe, a union
really capable of guaranteeing the freedom -of national
development, is possible only on the road of a revolutionary
sttuggle against militarist, imperialist, dynastic centralism, by
means of revolts in individual countries, with the subsequent
confluence of these upheavals into a general European revol-
ution. The victorious European revolution, however, no mat-
ter how its course in the sundry countries may be fashioned
can, in consequence of the absence of other revolutionary
classes, transfer the power oniy to the proletariat. Thus the
United States of Europe represents the only conceivable form
of the dictatorship of the European proletariat'

20.[ This is the only principled formulation of the question and, by
its verv essence, it is socialist-revolutionary in character. It alone pro-
vides a theoretical and historical iustification for the tactic ot revol-
utionary internationalism.

Denying support to the state — not in the name of a propaganda
circle but in the name of the most important class in society — in the
period of the greatest catastrophe, internationalism does not simply
eschew “‘sin” passively but affirms that the fate of world development
is no longer linked for us with the fate of the national state; more
than this, that the latter has become a vise for development and
must be overcome, that is, replaced by a higher economic-cultural or-
ganisation on a broader foundation. /f the problem of socialisin were
compatible with the framework of the national state. then it would
thereby become compatible with national defense. But the problem
of socialism confronts us on the imperialist foundation, that is under
conditions in which capitalism itself is force violently to destroy the
national-state frameworks it has itself established.

The imperialist half-unification of Europe might be achieved, as
we tried to show, as a result of a decisve victory of one group of the
great powers as well as a consequence of an inconclusive outcome of
the war. In either instance, the unification of Europe would signify
the complete trampling underfoot of the principle of self-determination
ation with respect to all weak nations und the preservation and cent-
ralization of all the forces and weapons of European reaction: mon-
archies, standing armies and secret diplomacy.|

21. [ A Postscript (1922)

The assertion, repeated several times in the Progranume of
Peace, to the effect that the proletarian revolution cannot be victor-
iously consummated within a national framework may perhaps seem
to some readers to have been refuted by the five years’ experience of
our Soviet Republic. But such a conclusion would be unfounded. The
fact that the workers' state has maintained itself against the entire
world in a single and, moreover, backward country testifies to the
colassal power of the proletariat, a power which in other more ad-
vanced, more civilized countries, will truly be able to achieve mir-
acles. But having defended ourselves as a state in the political and mil-
itary sense, we have not arrived at, nor even approached socialist
saciety. The struggle for revelutionary-state self-defense resulted in
this interval in an extreme decline of productive farces, whereas
socialism is conceivable only on the basis of their growth and blossom-
ing. Trade negotiations with bourgeois states, concessions, the Geneva
Conference and so on are far too graphic evidence of the impossibility
of isolated socialist constr.action within a national-state framework.

So long as the bourgeoisie remains in power in other Europena states
we are compelled, in the struggle against economic isolation, to seek
agreements with the capitalist world; at the same time it can be stated
with certainty that these agreements, in the best case, will help us
heal this or that cconomic wound, make this or that step forward,
but the genuine rise of socialist economy in Russia will become poss-
ible only after the victory of the proletariat in the most important
countries of Kurope.

That Lurope represents not only a geographic but also an economic
nomic political term is graphically evidenced by the events in recent
years: The decline of Europe, the growth of the power of the United
States, the attempt of Lloyd George to “save” Europe by means of

combined imperialist and pacifist methods.

Today the European Labor movement is in a period ot defensive
actions, of gathering forces and making preparations. A new period of
open revolutionary battles for power will inexorably push to the tore
the question of the state interrelationships among the peoples of re-
volutionary Europe. To the extent that the experience in Russia has
projected the Soviet State as the most natural form of the proletarian
vanguard of other countries has adopted in principle this state form,
we may assume that with the resurgence of the direct struggle for
power, the Europcan proletariat will advance the program of the Fed-
erated buropcan Soviet Republic. The experience of Russia in this con-
nection is very instructive. It testifies to the complete compatibility
under a proletarian regime of the broadest national and cuitural auto-
nomy and economic centralism. In this sense, the slogan of the United
States of Furope, translated into the language of the Soviet State, not
only preserves all its meaning but stilt promises to reveal its colossal
significance during the impending epoch of the social revolution. |
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The war threat,
the peace movements

and the communist response

The dispateh of a large naval task foree
Jv British imperialism to the South Atlantic
for war with Argentina in 1982, the US and
Freneh full-scale naval and military
-nvolvement in the Middle East, the manoeuvres
1 Honduras, and the US invasion of Grenads,
ail indicate that the period of enforced
reticenice which followed the US defeat in
Vietnam has definitively ended. The failure of
the Geneva talks, the dramatic expansion of
the military budgets of the prinecipal
imperialist powers and the renewal of cold war
oropaganda - unmatched in its asperity since
the Cuban missile crisis - clearly indicate a
turn by the leading cireles of the
Anglo-American bourgeoisies in particular
towards a policy of direct attacks on
anti-imperialist struggles, and of nuclear
threats and blackmail aimed at the Soviet
oureatieraey and its closest allies. The depth
of the world capitalist ecrisis, especially the ,
soeial effects of a mass unemployment not seen
singe the thirties, create ail the internal
conditions for bellicose adventures, These
adventures have as part of their rationale the
;ustification of arms expenditure and the
imposition of sacrifices on the working eclass,
External and internal factors create
increasingly sharp international crises and
war scares. In response to this the radical
petty bourgeoisie and the organised labour
TMovement have become, once agsin, deeply
aiarmed. Peace movements have grown to mass
oroportions in the USA, Germany and Britain.
The paeifist slogans of disarmament have onee
ggain become widespread.

SOMMUNISM ON WAR

The predominance within the international
workers movement of social democracy and of
italinism results in the promotion of poptlar
ront type cross-class peace movements. The
Xedominance within the oppositional elements
in the workers' movement of centrist
‘ormations results in the blunting of the edge
of marxist criticism with regard to these
movements. It is therefore necessary to
restate the elassic eriticisms of Lenin and
Trotsky, to defend the revolutionary communist
sosition on war and to epply it creatively to
changes in world polities and the military
situations which have oceurred since the
second world war,

THE ROOTS OF WAR TODAY
.. BETWEEN IMPERIALIST POWERS

Two major tendencies propel mankind
‘owards war in the imperialist epoch, Firstly
‘here are the conflicts between the major

imperialist powers as they divide and
subsequently redivide the globe in their
search for super-profits. The first phase of
the imperialist epceh, from the late 1890s
onwards saw a series of clashes between the
major powers which inereased in severity and
frequency culminating in the first peneral
imperialist war. It was fought by Germany to
Secure a redivision of the colonial and
semi-colonial world in its favour. It was
fought by Britain and France to preserve their
huge colonial empires. It was entered by Italy
and the United States to seize a portion of
the spoils either from the defeated powers or
from the exhausted vietors. The imposition of
Lhe robbers’ peace of Versailles made
inevitable a secdnd round of the confliet
between the older imperialisms and dynamic
German capitalism - inevitable, that is, given
the failure of the German proletariat to seize
power in 1918-19, in 1923 and during the world
erisis of 1929-33.

The second imperialist war again broke
Germany's (and its {talian and Japanese
allies'} attempt to seize the coionies and
spheres of influence of Britain and France.
Yet, so near to destruction did the old powers
come, so desparate was their situation, that
they were obliged to make concessions to their
American saviours during and after the war.
Effectively the winner of the war in terms of
the re-division of the world was US
imperialism which gained hegemony in the
former British and French spheres of influence
and achieved the dismantling of their colonial
empires. The result was an unparalleled worid
hegemony, unchallenged by any serious
imperiglist rivals, throughout the post-war
period. It was based upon a semi-colonial
system of North American client regimes backed
by the US international monopolies, by US
dominated economic and financial institutions
and underpinned by US military forces around
the globe.

2. IMPERIALIST WAR AGAINST
THE OPPRESSED

Secondly there are the armed conflicts
between imperialism and the struggles of the
oppressed and expioited. Ever since the
Russian Revolution of 1917 imperialism's
military arsensls have been strengthened to
resist gll challenges to its system from
proletarian revolution and national liberation
struggles. Imperialism failed to overthrow
history's first workers' state because of the
heroism of the Russian working class and the
solidarity of the international proletariat.
Instead, it organised the military
encirclement of the USSR preparatory to a
renewed military offensive to open the USSR to

imperiglist exploitation. In 1941 German
imperialism attacked the USSR in a bid to
reintroduce capitalism in the USSR.

The second world war, therefore, was
BOTH a conflict among imperialisms and a war
between imperialism and the only established
workers' state. The unresolved struggle for
hegemony between the imperialist powers meant
that Anglo-American imperialism was prepared
to ally with the workers’' state in order to
prevent the victory of their major imperialist
rivals, Germany and Japan. Violent divisions
among the imperialists, and the consolidated
military and economic strength of the USSR,
made it impossible for Anglo-American
imperialism to launch a war to re-establish
capitalism in the USSR.

Once Germany and Japan were defeated,
however, hegemonic US imperialism was able to
construct a unified imperialist offensive
against the USSR in general, and the
concessions made to it at Yalta and Potsdam in
particular. This was the origin of the cold
war that followed the second imperialist war.
With Japan and Germany defeated and
economically devastated, and British
Imperialism in decline, the US was able to
ensure the creation of a unified imperialist
camp against the USSR and the new dgeenerate
workers' states. While differences of
interests clearly existed between the

imperialist powers, they were subordinated by
the unchallengeable hegemaony of US

imperialism,

US hegemony could not, however, last for
ever. It faced the challenge of
anti-imperialist struggies and proletarian
revolution. World War One showed vividly that
capitalism had ceased to play a historically
progressive role and had entered the epoch of
its decay - the epoch of wars and revolution.
The decay of capitalism and the decline of
imperialism has acceierated since the Second
World War. This is evidenced by the creation
of new workers' states, albeit degenerate from
birth, in East Europe, China, Indo~-China and
Cuba, and by subsequent defeats suffered by
imperialism at the hands of national
liberation struggles, for example in Angola,
Mozambique, Iran and Nicaragus. US imperialism
was unable to withstand these victories
against it, From the late 1360s to the late
1970s it suffered a series of major defeats,
and the tactics designed to reverse this
process - detente, the human rights campaign,
ete. - all failed to hoid the line for US
imperialism. The hegemonic imperialism of the
post-war period has itself now suffered a
series of major defeats and successful
challenges to its world supremacy.
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DECLINE OF THE UNITED STATES

US imperialism's decline 5 also evident
in economic terms. [ts economy hss suffered
comparative decline at the expense of other
imperialist powers, most importantly the BRD
(West Germany)} and Japan, Defeat at the hands
of national liberation struggles together with
US imperialism's economic decline has made it
increasingly difficult for US imperialism to
maintain a unified imperialist blo¢ under its
hegemony. Not only were the defeated
imperialisms bearing an insignificant part of
the burden of imperialism's military
expenditure, they were even able to assert
their own relative autonomy f{rom US
imperialism in relation to the Soviet
bureaucracy (i.e. the Ostpolitik of the BRD),
and the semi-colonial world. Reagan's failure
to delay the oil pipeline {rom the USSR, and
independent 'Eurcpeen' initiatives on
Nicaragua and the middle East ali show that US
imperialism in deeline has Decome ever less
able to dictate the policies of its
imperialist rivals.

At present the undoubted and deepening
differences between the US and the prineipal
Eurcpean powers remain subordinete to their
continued, in the last analysis united,
military stance against the USSR. Even their
differences over the tactics to adopt towards
the anti-imperialist struggles or towards
trade relations with the degenerate workers'
states have not, as yet, led to splits. Thus
in the next period it is not inter-imperialist
splits that pose the principal danger of
starting an imperialist war but revanchist
attempts to overthrow the results of
successiul anti-imperialist struggles, to
redress the balance tipped by them towards the
USSR or other degenerate workers' states.
However, US imperialism's declining economic
and pelitical fortunes lead, necessarily, to a
sharpening of tactical divisions between
imperialists, and the inability of US
imperialism to dictate the victory of its
tactical line. Over a protracted period it
makes increasingly probable a division within
the imperialist cemp in a pre-war situation.

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

Reaganism marks a bid by the US
bourgeocisie to claw back the defeats it has
suffered at the hands of the oppressed and
-exploited, It does so at a time when its
imperialist rivals have succeeded in asserting
a degree of materially-based political
independence from the U3, and after the USSR
in the mid-1970s was able to strengthen its
economic base, its military arsenals and its
military aid to key regimes, at the expense of
imperialism. Reagan's war drive has to be
understood against a background of US defeat
and deeline. This is in no way a cause for
complacency or ridicule. Reagan is not a
crazed ex-actor, as clever chauvinist Labour
and social democratic politicians would have
us believe. He is the voice of US imperialism
in decline seeking to use its remaining
military and economic pre-eminence to reverse
that decline. The decline s inevitable, hence
the very real and immediate threat of world
war that is posed by US imperialism. Only by a
war against the oppressed and exploited (and
necessarily with the USSR to the extent that
it aids them) can Reagan hope to reverse US
imperialism's decline et the hands of the
exploited and oppressed of the semi-colonial
world and the proletariat, AND America’s own
imperialist rivals. That is why Reagen is
locked on a war course in the semi-colonial
world (Grenada and Nicaragua), a rearmament
drive to cow or decimate the Soviet
bureaucracy into submission and an attempt to
re-unify the imperialist powers under U3
hegemony by deliberately sharpening the
conflict between the US and the USSR. Of
course taetical divisions within the US

bourgeoisie, reflected in changes of
administration, could slow down, of even
partially offset the drive towards war.
However, they cannot decisively hail it, The
logic of imperislism is towards wagr and
temporary shifts in bourgeois poliey will
always be superseded by this logic.

The accelerating nuclear arms drive of
the US can only be understood in this context.
The US pioneered the production and deptoyment
of atomic weapons as a means of asserting its
already achieved hegemony over its imperalist
rivals, and as a threat to the USSR. Whilst
nuclear weapons were developed as a means of
destruction on a genersalised scale that had
only been achieved in exceptional instances in
previous wars by conventional means (Dresden
bombing, bombing in Vietnam and Kampuchea),
this does not and cannot alter the causes of
war or the means whereby it can be eradicated,
Whilst the scale of destruction in nuelear war
is indeed potentially QUALITATIVELY different
(threatening either the extinction of humanity
or the reversion of the survivors to the most
prmitive stages of social life), its roots
remain imperialist class society and the
solution remains the overthrow of the
bourgeoisie by the proletariat.

THE SOVIET BOMB

The bomb was dropped on Hiroshime and
Nagasaki in order to prevent the USSR playing
any role in the construction of a post-war
order in the Pacific. That it was not later
used in Korea, Cubg, Vietnam and Kampuchea,
was the direct result of the Soviet bomb,
which has to date prevented US imperialism
from waging counter-revolutionary wars. If it
did it would face the potential threat of
soviet nuclear backing for anti-imperiglist
forces end for degenerate workers' states.

The imperialists' bomb has a character
defined not by its technology but by the
system of production it serves. This is also
the case for the weapon systems of the Soviet
bureaucracy. The Soviet arsenal serves to
defend a system of property relations that
does not depend on the export of capital and
the repatriation of super-profits. But like
the bureaucracy and its state, it has a
contradictory political charaecter. It Is not
only a necessary instrument of self-defence
but it is also a tool for strengthening the
bureaucracy's position in bargaining with
imperialism. The USSR uses its weaponry to
achieve 'peaceful co-existence' with
imperialism. To this extent it is prepared to
arm and defend anti-imperialist struggles and
degenerate workers' states,

UNCONDITIONAL DEFENCE OF THE USSR

We consider it necessary to maintain, and
therefore we defend, the existence of nuclear
arsenals in the degenerate workers' states, and,
of course, in future healthy workers' states. In
armed confliets between imperialism and the
USSR we place no conditions on our defence of
the USSR. We defend the USSR against
imperialism whether or not the politieal
revolution has taken place, or whether the
forees exist to openly wage political
revolutionary struggle. We do so while at all
times making it elear that our programme is a
programme for proletarian political revolution
against the buresticracy and at all times
developing tactics to deploy the forces mobilised
to defeat imperialism to destroy also the
privileges and political power pf the stalinist
bureaueracy.

F A LSE ANSWERS

It follows therefore that we completely reject:
A. The theories of E.P.Thompson and others
who See nuclear weapons systems and their

controllers & having an autonomous form and

dominance within the productive system of the
society within which they gre established, We
completely reject the claim that the dictatorship
of the military-industrial complex hes replaced
the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie in the
imperialist countries, or the political
dictatorship of the bureaucratic caste in the
degenerate workers' states. The military in the
imperialist countries remains the armed wing of
the bourgeoisie gnd possesses the technology that
the bourgeoisie sees fit to use to defend its
system.

B, Feminist explanations of the arms race that
see it as an expression of male dominance and
male values.

It alsc follows that we necessarily reject the
slogans end tacties that flow from these
positions,

THE SLOGAN OF DISARMAMENT

There will be no "peace' until the class
struggle hes eliminated the roots of war. That
can only take place as & result of the
successful armed struggle of the exploited and
oppressed against capitalism. We are for the
disarming of the bourgeolsie by the
proletariat. That is the only road to peace.

THE SLOGAN QOF REUTRATLITY

We are not neutral in the struggles between
the semi-colonies and imperialism, Neither are
we neutral in conflicts between imperialism
and the USSR. Similarly, we reject as utopian,
and therefore reactionary, the slogan of
'peaceful co-existence' between imperiglism
and the degenerate workers' states.

THE SLOGAN OF UNILATERAL NUCLEAR
DISARMAMEKNT {(UND).

UND cennot be our slogan. As & recipe

for avoiding war it is no iess freudulent than
other disarmament slogans. The non-possession
of nueclesr arms wiil not exempt any country
from involvement in an imperialist wer -
nuclear or conventional - any more than
Belgium’s neutrality exempted it in two world
wars. The military-stretegic needs of the
major combatants will prove decisive.

Renunciation of nuclear weapons will not set a
moral example leading to a universal
renunciation. Were this to be done by a
non-imperialist or non-capitalist power it

would immediately open it to blackmail if not
attack by imperialist powers. Even were all
the states to renounce nuclear wegpons and
dismantie them, as soon as a general
conventional war began, they would guickly
re~develop or re-assemble their nuclear
weapons. By centering exclusively on nuclear
weapons and their use the call for UND diverts
attention from the possibility of imperialist
war commencing & a conventional war, Further,
it invests the weapons rether than the
imperialist bourgeoisie with the

responsibility for war and the war threat. It
identifies the wrong enemy and therefore
preseribes the wrong methods for fighting it.

It is & reactionary utopia to spread the
illusion that it is possible to peacefully
disarm the imperialist bourgeoisie of its
nueclear weapons and thus save humanity from
destruction. Only the disarmament of the
bourgeoisie by meens of its revolutionary
overthrow can achieve this.

Only by seizing state power in the
imperinlist countries can the bourgeoisie be
disermed and the threat of nuelear
annihilation be lifted. This tesk can only be
carried out by the popular masses led by the
proletariat and its revolutionary vanguard.
The threat of nuelear holocaust should indeed
give an urgency hitherto unexempled, to the
struggle against war. But for us this is all
the more reason for stressing thet this fight
must be based on proletarian anti-militarism,
oh the elass struggle, rather than on
despeiring petit-bourgecis pacifism.
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AGAINST (S MISSILES IN EURQPE!

However, while UND is not our slogan we
can, and do, give critical support to the
struggles and demands o its supporters to the
extent that these hit at imperialism, Thus we
support Social Democrats and Stalinists voting
In parliament against the stationing of US
missiles in Europe, In Britain we demand of
the opposition Labour Party that it votes in
line with its conference poliey against all
funds for Britain's 'independent deterrent'.

We demand that any future Labour
government honours its pledge to dismantle
these weapons. We further demand that
governments of the Sociglist and Stalinist
parties, or future governments of the Social
Demoeratic parties or British Labour Party,
withdraw from the counter-revolutionary NATO
allianee and all other such alliances. We seek
united action with all willing to espouse and
fight for these demands in order to enforce
them, But we participate under our cwn
slogans, making them clear at all times,

Whilst the bourgeoisie still has the
state power, and this remains the case under
any 'normal’ parliamentary Social Democratic
government, we raise the demands:

* Not a penny, not a& soldier for the
bourgecis government!

* Not an armaments programme but a programme
of useful public works under workers
control!

* Workers' control of the war industries -
including those that are nationalised!

CROSS-CLASS PACIFIST ALLIANCES

The CND and the European peace movements
are ostensibly non-cless mass-membership cam-
paigns. In reality they are eross-class alli-
ances bhetween petit-bourgeois pacifists, the
liberal lower clergy, the social pacifist
leaders of the Social Democrats and Stalin-
ists. The latter bring into the peace move-
ments a conscious popular-frontist ideology.

The French Communist Party (PCF) provides
a clear example of such popular frontism. Over
the last two years it has encouraged the
Mouvement de la Paix (Peace Movement), in
which it is the dominant political force, to
organise two big demonstrations under the
literally all-embracing siogan of "l love
Peace™. Such vague, cateh-all slogans are in
part due to the lack of a "spontaneous™ French
peace movement (in turn largely due to the
fact that none of the new European missiles
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French I love peace’ demonstration

were to be instelled in France); partly due to
the PCF's fear of stimulating criticism of
French nuclear arms (which the PCF supports):
and partly to make it eesier to construct a
cross-class alliance.

These demonstrations have attracted
currents ranging from radical petit-bourgeois
to Admiral Sanguinetti and "eft" Gaullists,
relying on the mobilising capacity of stalin-
ist youth, petit-bourgeois ecologists, "left"
christian movements and sections of the
extreme left, They have been used by the PCF
as a stage army, brought out to put pressure
on Mitterend's pro-Atlantic Socialist Party—
dominated government.

France also illustrates the bankruptey of
the political content of sueh popular-front-
ism. The Moscow bureaucraey's strategy of
"peaceful coexistenee™ with imperialism, based
on the reactionary theorv of "socialism in one
country”, leads it to strike alliances with
certain imperialist powers. The French bour-
geoisie has traditionally been singled out as
a privileged partner, facilitated by the his-
torie anti-American tendencies of its Gaullist
wing. This encouraged the USSR bureaucrsev and
the PCF to support the setting up of g French
nucleer “force de frappe" that would suppo-
sedly be independent from NATO, ignoring
France's continued membership of the Atlantic
Alliance and the fact that its missiles cannat
be operated without NATO's guidance system.
Such a poliey is utopian and is in no way a
means of defending the USSR.

Equally utopian and suicidal is the idea,
disseminated by the PCF and social-democracy,
that the army is impartial - "the Republic in
arms". The 1973 Chilean coup d’etat proved vet
again that the bourgeois armies are not
impartial, disinterested by-standers and that
they cannot be reformed. Popular-frontism, and
the stalinist and social-demoecratic forces
which support it, politically disarm French
workers,

TACTICS TOWARDS PACIFIST CAVPAIGNS

The peace movements have no 'objectively
anti-capitalist dynamic' as Ernest Mandel of
the USFI would have us believe,

We recognise with Trotsky that:
"it I5 necessary to differentiate strietly
bDetween the pacifism of the diplomat,
professor, journalist and the pacifism of
the carpenter, agricultural workers and
char-woman. In one case pacifism is a sereen
for imperialism, in the other it is the
confused expression of distrust in
imperialism. When the small farmer or worker

speaks about the defence of the fatherland,
he means defence of his home, his familv and
other simiiar families from invasions, bombs
and poisonous gas."

We draw from this the need to intervene
in the peace movements' activities and
meetings, such as those of the Campsaign for
Nuciear Disarmament {CND) in Britain and
Ireland, wherever significant forces exist
that can and must be won to a proletarian
anti-militarist paoliey,

We attempt to mobilise the best eiements
to fight imperialism's particular wars -
Malvinas and Grenada ~ so & to win them fronm
the deathly embrace of those who only protest
against war in generai.

We reject the chauvinist lies of Tony
Benn and E.P.Thompson in Britain, and of thaeir
counterparts throughout Eurape, that the
siting of nuclear arms on the West European
mainland and in Britain is & symptom of the
loss of national sovereignty and an indieation
of national oppression at the hands of
the US. The British bourgeoisie, for example,
is entirely a sovereign - albeit declining -
imperialist bourgeoisie. However, faced with
the legitimate distrust that workers have of
imperialism's seeret pacts and arrangements
for nueclear weapons, we demand not the dual
key - not British or German imperialism's hand
on the trigger - but the abolition of all
secret diplomaey, that all treaties between
the imperiglists be made accessibie to the
workers, AND that the Labour Party, the SPD
ete, gugarantee to do so if they are returned
to goverment.

Against pacifism, we fight for military
training for all, under workers' control, for
the abolition of the standing army and its
replacement by a workers' militia. We fight
for a series of measures which aim at the
breeking up of the bourgeois army and the
winning of rank and file conseripted workers
in uniform to the side of the working ciass.

However, the majority of the proletariat
is not involved in and will not be won to
direct involvement in CND or in pacifist
organisations of this ilk., Therefore CND and
other similar European movements eannot be the
central arena for anti-militarist war
activity. The organs of the labour movement,
the unions, the Labour, Socialist, Social
Democratic and 'Communist' parties ete., the
organisations of women, vouth, the unemployed,
the black organisations, immigrant
organisations, soidiers' committees, remain
our prime focus and here we fight for our
revolutionary tacties, not for a strategic
orientation or poiitical subordingtion to the
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peace movements, It s in this Light in

Britain and Ireland, for example, we oppose
labour movement bodies affiliating to CND,
counterposing to this a working class anti-war
movement,

The peace movements have inevitably
failed to prevent the siting of Cruie and
Pershing. This was a consequence of their
bankrupt polities. That fact will tend to
sharpen the contradictions within the coming
period.

BRITAIN

In Britain, the CND leadership has
siready turned its attention towards a
campaign for a 'freeze’. The continuing threat
of war will mean that CND will not disappear
as a consequence of the siting of the new
missiles. Demonstrations, peace conferences
and petitions will continue. The CND
leadership - along with Labour leader Kinnock
and Cao. - is in headlong flight from
unilateralism.

The purge of Youth CND in Britain flows
from this, The CND Jleaders were prepered to

destroy YCND DE FACTQ rather than ellow it 1o

become a potential obstacle to its plans. The
centrist leaders of YCND who accommodated all
atong to the 'objectively anti-imperialist

logie' of CND and refused to politicaily
organise to explain or defend their
'revolutionary victories' were incapable of
resisting this.

The tactic of Non-Violent Direct Action
(NVDA) threatens to squander the energies of
an entire generation of youth. As expressed by
the Greenham Common women, it
gives rise to an extremely passive
'"Ghandi-istie' protest that can appeal to
sections of youth who want more action than
CND's rallies and conferences can offer. As
the contradictions involved in NVDA become
clearer ~ not least at the hands of the
Violent Direct Action of the state -
confrontation will strengthen the petit-
bourgeois moralists, opening the movement
increasingly to christian and other mystical
influences,

On the other hand, sections of youth will
experience a militant disenchantment with the
NVDA tactiec. This will take the form not only
of a return to the safer pastures of
traditional perliamentary reformism, but also
a search for meaningful action to stop war.
With the best youth who turn to action, we
must be ready to struggle for a proletarian
anti-militarist youth movement mobilised to
oppose sll imperialism's wars and war
preparations. Failure to do so will see the
majority of the best youth demoralised by the
pacifists and could see a minority drawn
towards terroristic ections.

NUCLEAR DEFENCE QF THE WORKERS'
STATES

We recognise the legitimate right, indeed
necessity, for any workers' state, degenerate
or not, to possess nuclear weapons for self-
defence against imperialism. We place no
condition on our defence of these workers'
states or their right to possess nhuclear
weapons,

However, the Soviet bureaucracy
represents a counter-revolutionary forece
standing egainst the world social revolution
and the advance to socialism within the
workers' states. From this it flows that, in
pursuit of class-collaborationist deals with
imperialism, it may and does adopt counter-
revolutionary policies with regard to other
workers' states and anti-imperialist
struggles, It sites and utilises its weapons
within other degenerate workers' states by
means of pressure upon their bureaucracies,
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thus viglating the democratic rights of the
proletariats of these countries and inflaming
their sense of national oppression, It

deprives certain workers' states of the
weapons ~ including nuclear onhes - necessary
for their defence against imperialism {Cuba
and Vietnam in the 1%60s), It is quite
conceivable that the Soviet bureaucraey under
threat from imperialism would disarm these
states or leave them defenceless.

Therefore, we demand the no-strings offer
of nuclear as well as conventional weapons to
the other workers' states threatened by
imperialism, with eontrol over these weapons
in the hands of their own governments., We
demand the dissolution of the cppressive
Warsaw Pact and its replacement with an equal
mutual defence treaty between the workers'
states. We fight for political revolution
which alone can, on the basis of proletarian’
democracy and internationalism, oh a historic
scale, defend the existing gains by extendirg
them. The overthrow of the parasitie
bureaucracies would immeasurably strengthen
the workers' states and at the same time
increase the aid that the proletarian
revolution and the anti-imperialist struggles
could throw inte the balance against
imperjalism's war threats.

The Soviet bureaucracy's deecision to site
new missiles in East Germany (GDR) and
Czechoslovakia {CSSR) will doubtless
strengthen neutralist and aiso anti-communist
positions in the Peace Movement, 'European
Nuclear Disarmament' (END) exists to give
voice to such sentiments,

We defend the right of the USSR and the
workers' states to have nuclear defence
capability against imperialism., For that
resson we defend the right of the workers'
states to deploy the new weapon systems and,
despite the bureaucracy's motives and methods
of deploying them, oppose campaigns against
their siting, We oppose all attempts to link
disarmament demands in the West to equivalent
demands on the stalinist bureaucracies. To do
so i to destroy the progressive element
within the unileteralist slogan leaving only a
hypoeritical bourgeois call for peace
negotiations. In essence this is what the
demand for a nuclear-free zone in Europe
represents.

PACIFISM IN EASTERN EUROPE

What is our attitude to the unofficial
peace movements that have emerged in certain
East European countries?

We cannot support a slogan of Unilateral
Nuclear Disarmament for the workers' states
for the remsons stated above, We oppose all
neutralist demands such as those of the GDR
unoffictal peace movement,

We give no support to the pro—lmpenallst
elements leading such movements in the USSR or
Eastern Europe (the churches, pro-Western
dissidents like Sakharov ete.). Thus we can
give no political support to the existing
unofficial peace movements. However, there is

a proletarian anti-war policy for the
degenerate workers' states, one which fights
the bureaueracy's counter-revolutionsry
policies which threatens these states with
destruction at the hands of imperiglism, As
long as 'defence’ is exclusively in the hands
of a standing army which 8 eiso the
instrument of bureaucratic privilege and of
political and nationel oppression, then the
best means of defence is denied to the
post-capitalist social relations. The best
means s the conscious and enthusiastic
support of the masses and their ever ready
availability to defend them arms in hand.
Imperialism's hopes for restoration rest not
only upon a military coercion of the
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bureaucracy but on internal confusion and
counter-revolution stemming from the masses’
awn hatred of bureaucratic coppression. Thus we
demand, as part of the slogans of political
revolution, the arming of the working class

and collective farmers (or smail peasants) - a
real demoecratic militia, We demand the
abrogation of unequal treaties and military
pacts in favour of mutual defence of all
workers' states,

We demand the withdrawal of the Soviet
armed forces from the East European workers'
states wherever the insurrectionary or
victorious proletarian political revolution
demands it - distinguishing this call from
imperialist or pro-imperialist calls for
withdrawal aimed at facilitating a social
counter-revolution,

In the degenerate workers' states today
we demand the application of the norms of
workers' democracy within the context of the
defence of the proletariat's dictatorship.

This includes the free expression of confused
pacifist views, correcting by arguments those
sincerely held and voiced by the masses,
unmasking those hypocritically advanced by the
agents of imperialism, The suppression of
pro-imperialist reactionary propaganda is a
question of expediency in every concrete
eircumstance. We espouse neither an absolute
(i.e. bourgeois) democratic demand for
universal free speech, nor do we surrender to
the counter-revolutiongry bureaucracy the
judgement and execution of what is or is not
ecounter-revolutionary. We demand thaet the
decision be taken by the workers themselves in
their class organisations.

The foreign poliey of the vietorious
political revolution, based on support for the
class struggle in all the capitalist powers
and for all anti-imperialist struggles, would
decisively tip the balance against
imperialism, tying its hands internally in its
heartlands, freeing the semi-colonial peoples.
Such a poiicy would not of course banish the
threat of war until the last major imperialist
power succumbed to revolution. But it offers
in the final analysis the only possible
perspective for the defence of the existing
social conqguests of the proletariat.

THE FATE OF HUMANITY IN THE
EANDS OF THE PROLETARIAT

The imperialists now have a first-strike
capacity against the Soviet missile-gsilos as
well as the ability to destroy the Soviet
population several times over. This increases
the possibility of nuclear war not only a8 a
result of proxy conflicts in the semi-colonial
world - which has been an ever-present
possibility - but also in the form of a strike
against the USSR as a warning to ail forces
struggling against imperialism. The declining
fortunes of US itmperialism make this an ever
greater danger for the workers of the world.
The workers' movement internationally must be
rallied to the banner of revolution if the
deadly logie of declining imperialism is to be
stopped from reducing the planet to a nuclear
ruin,
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BOLIVIA 1952:

Revolutionary nationalism
and proletarian revolution

taking out sections which referred to internal
discussions between the organisations involved, and
part of the material which dealt again with 1970/71.
We have also included a separate Introduction which
gives some background to the Bolivian political
situation in the early 1950s.

The questions raised in the 1952 revolution and
the role of the POR have lost none of their burning
relevance. Indeed, in Bolivia today many of the
figures who participated in the 1952 events continue
to play significant roles in the present crisis in that
country, and to peddle the same bankrupt strategies
in the working class. Revolutionaries must learn
from past errors in order to lay the basis for future
victories.

The first article in this exchange was written in reply
to an article which appeared in the March 1983 issue
of Workers Power newspaper (No. 40), entitled
“Bolivia 1970/71: A revolution disarmed’. It was
written by Roberto Gramar, a European representative
of the Fourth Internationalist Tendency, of which the
Bolivian Partido Obrero Revolucionario (POR) is a
part. Gramar is 2 member of the Argentine sroup
Politica Obrera. The second article, by Stuart King of
Workers Power, was written in response to Gramar.
Although the original newspaper article concentrated
largely on 1970/71, the exchange which followed
focussed on the Bolivian revolution of 1952. For
reasons of space, and to make the articles more
| accessible for the reader, we have edited both articles,

INTRODUCTION

Bolivia is a land-locked country of no more than
6 million people, with the majority of its population,

a dramatic fall in prices. The failure of Bolivian capital-
ism produced a number of movements, often based in

about 60%, still working on the land as peasant farmers.
Historically it has been one of the countries most
exploited by imperialism. Its economy was massively
dependent on the export of tin to the imperialist
powers - most importantly to the USA. Exports of tin
amounted to 75% of all exports by the 1920s, and still
amount to over 50% today. Tin production by the turn
of the century had ciome to be dominated by three
massive family firms - Aramayo, Hochschild and Patino -
which controlled 80% of the industry and dominated
the government. This oligarchy, known as the ‘Rosca’,
came to be based outside of Bolivia, firmly integrated
into the business communities of the imperialist
heartlands.

The enormous superprofits extracted by imperialism
from Bolivia and the resistance to paying taxes of the
expatriate ‘Rosca’ kept the Bolivian state chronically
impoverished. It was complet:ly at the beck and call of
imperialism, and cruelly subject to the vagaries of the
world tin market. The 1920s and 30s saw Bolivia
racked by economic crises as the world slump produced

the army and drawing support from the financially-
squeezed urban petit-bourgeoisie, which attempted to
challenge the grip of the ‘Rosca’, and negotiate a better
deal with imperialism. The MNR (Movimento Nacion-
alista Revolucionario), founded in the 1940s, was the
most influential nationalist party during this period,
and became the leading force in the 1952 revolution.

The revolution of April 1952 started as a trad-

. itional military-political coup d’etat, in which the MNR,

in collusion with a member of the goveming junta -
General Antonio Seleme - attempted to seize power.
Seleme was to have become President, and an MNR/
Military cabinet would have been constructed.

The coup failed because the majority of the army
remained loyal. Having been deserted by Seleme, the
MNR was forced to turn to the Miners’ Union, the
FSTMB, led by Juan Lechin. It was the miners and
the working class of La Paz which broke the resis-
tance of the army, and delivered power into the hands
of the MNR.

Soner 1984
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The army, defeated in open battle and heavily
purged by the MNR government, was forced to reireat
to the sidelines. The miners in the battle had supple-
mented their “normal’” weapons (the dynamite stick)
with captured army weapons. Workers, and in some
areas peasants, spontaneously formed themselves into
militias.

Thus the April 1952 revolution opened up a period
of dual power in Bolivia. The bourgeoisie no longer had
a strong and reliable repressive apparatus to defend its
interests, while the workers and peasants remained
mobilised and armed.

Despite the revolutionary situation created by these
developments, it rapidly became apparent that the
Bolivian workers and peasants lacked a revolutionary
leadership which could resolve the duality of power in
their favour. Leadership remained firmly in the hands of
the MNR, whose influence within the most advanced
sections of the Bolivian proletariat - the tin miners -
was guaranteed through leaders such as Lechin. Lechin,
a member of the MNR, had enormous sway over the
miners, and was seen as the major initiator of the mass

insurrection against the army. The workers and peasants
viewed the MNR, both its “left” wing (Lechin) and its
centre (the President, Paz Estenssoro) - with its radical
anti-imperialist verbiage - as representing their interests
against the ‘Rosca’, the landowners and the imperialists.
After the insurrection, Juan Lechin representing the
miners, German Butron representing the factory workers
and Angel Cromez, the transport workers, entered the

government as “‘worker ministers’’, peddling the idea of
“co-government’’ between the workers and the nationalist
bourgeoisie. It was from this position that thz call was
issued for the convening of the inaugural session of the
Central Obrera Boliviana (COB) - the Bolivian Workers
Centre.

The key question for Bolivian revolutionaries was how
to relate to the MNR government in a way that enabled
them to break ihe illusions of the masses in the MNR,
and win them to a revolutionary party and perspective.
It is around this question - the communist use of the
Anti-Imperialist United Front Tactic - that the
following polemic revolves.

IN DEFENCE OF THE P.O.R.

by Roberto Gramar

Here we can not make a concentra-
ted study of the Bolivian revolution of
1952 and the intervention of the POR?.
The situation is summed up by Lora
himself: “The internal crisis which
shook it (the POR) during the greater
part of the sexenio (1946—52) had
weakened it enormously: all the pol-
itical developments led the masses to
move themselves around the MNR and
not the POR, These circumstances
preventcd the POR being physically
present in the events of April 195272,

A central feature of the Bolivian
mining proletariat is that it built its
class activity around a revolutionary
programme, the Theses of Pulacayo,
adopted in 1946, This is a result of
POR activity. The revolutionary party
confronted the difficulty that its pol-
itical influence in the workers move-
ment did not mechanically translate
itself into its organisational develop-
ment, a difficulty which was seriously
aggravated in the retrogression subse-
quent to 1946, A sector ot the organi-
sation, even at the level of leading
cadres, adapted to the pressurc of nat-
ionalism. In the situation of the react-
ionary sexenio, the masses contused the
nationalism of the MNR with the
nrogramimme they had adopted in Pula-
cayo.

This fact is not the fatal result of
a ‘chronic political weakness’, 1t is a
concrete difficultly faced by the Trot-
skvists of a backward country
confronted by nationalism, particularly
in its period of ascent, when it recites
anti-imperialist demands and appears in
opposition to the regime of the old

ruling classes and persecuted by the
reactionary governments.

Moreover, the POR had to confront
the negative weight of the intervention
of the lecadership of the Forth Inter-
national, which placed itself in the van-
guard of the formulation of the posi-
tions of capitulation to nationalism.
“Strange that until now the erroneous
policy of Pabloism in Bolivia should not
have been connected with the period of
crisis of the International (1950-53),
over the revisionist theses of the inter-
national leadership of that moment®3,
This question docsn’t even figure in the
analysis of Stuart King, which strikes us
as strange for a non-romantic revolut-
tionary internationalist. If the POR was
“5 united party™ in April 1952, as
claimed by Workers, Power (WP), it
is worth while remembering that it was
already undermined by serious internal
differences, which would result in the
split two vears later.

The POR was not physically present
in the insurrection as a party, its own
political physiognomy before the masses
was diluted, and the workers and
peasants identified the MNR with the
satisfaction of their demands. This 1s
the effective reality of the class struggle,
which naturally does not fit into the
schema of pedants. In these conditions,
the task of the revolutionary faction of
the POR, led by Lora, was double: to re-
arm the party on the basis of the strict-
est differentiation with nationalism, in-
cluding its left wing, and to win the
masses to the revolutionary prograimme,
detaching them from the political dom-
inance of the MNR. The POR was the

ondy organisation of the Bolivian left
which kept itself independent in the
face of the MNR government, denoun-
cing its inevitable capitulation to
imperialism, It criticised the nationalis-
ation of the mines and the agrarian re-
form from a class viewpoint, {t opposed
to the MNR government, the slogan

of the workers and peasants govern-
ment. The fact that it had not called for
the insurrection, in agreement with the
concrete analysis it made of the con-
ercte situation of the class struggle and
its development, is something elsc.

The re-arming of the party was car-
ricd out in its Ninth and Tenth Congres-
ses, September 1952 and June 1953,
mainly in the second. The Ninth Cong-
ress characterised ‘co-government’ as a
“formula devised by Lechinism in order
to divert the proletariat from the objec-
tive of seizing power” 4. The Tenth
Congress made a much more precisc
analysis of the povernment, of the sit-
uation of the mass movement, and of
the ‘left-wing of the MNR’. It is worth
the trouble to make some extensive

quotes from its political resolution °.
“The necessity in which the Paz

Estenssoro regime finds itself of keep-
ing itself in power either utilising the
pressure of imperialism against the
masses, imparts it its bonapartist sul
generis character, just as Trotsky
indicated when he analysed the nat-

ure of the Cardenas government in Mex-
ico. The extreme weakness of the
bourgeoisie and national capital do not
permit the petty bourgeios government
the development of an independent pol-
icy in the face of imperialism, and ob-
lige it to continually capitulate™.
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“History previous to 9. April had
contributed to the attention of the ex-
ploited being polarised around the
MNR. In spite of these conditions,
right from the start, the proletariat
showed no confidence in the petty
bourgeois leadership, and imposed its
own elected representatives in the cab-
inet, launched its own slogans and
created the COB (Central Obrera Bol-
iviana). In this way the experience of
the masses, aquired in a bloody strug-
gle materialised itself. Now, a year
after the revolution, one can note that
the magnificent point of departure of
the masses could not be politically
capitalised in a satisfactory manner,
mainly owing to the weakness which the
vanguard of the proletariat, the POR,
showed in the first stage”.

“For the POR, before the immed-
iate seizure of power, is the task of win-
ning the masses, of educating them in
the daily struggles, and of teaching them
to have complete confidence in the
leadership of the vanguard of the prol-
etariat . . . The POR says to the exploi-
ted that the ‘workers and peasants
government’ slogan is not the product
of a simple intellectual speculation.

The organisations of the masses them-
selves, increasingly accentuating their
struggle for central demands and con-
fronting themselves constantly to the
present power, will come to under-
stand the necessity of demanding

for themselves the total control of

the state. (. . .) The subsequent evo-
lution that we indicate for the COB,
where the creation of new rank-and-
file organs, parallel to it or even inde-
pendent, under the pressure of the mas-
ses in struggle, constantly broadening
their field of intervention to all domains
of the life of the exploited, will lead us
to the workers and peasants govern-
ment, In the culminating point of that
process, it will be necessary to launch
the slogan of ‘All power to the work-
ers organisations’ .

THE VIEW OF THE MASSES

We could take up whole pages with
such quotes, but it is best if every inter-
ested militant reads the original texts, In
every way, that portion transcribed
above is enough to verify in which way
the POR ‘supported’ the MNR govern-
ment, according to the peculiar and
slanderous statement of WP, and how it
‘refused’ to pose the necessity of a
workers and peasants government, as
opposed to that of Paz Estenssoro,
according to the same statements.

The detail, which was crucial in Bol-
ivia in 1952, is that that ‘capitalist’
government was not seen by the masses
Js identical to that of the ‘rosca’,

tor the simple reason that it originated
in a different movement of the class
struggle. As a capitalist government, it
had its specificity and posed a series

of totally new problems. Pabloism and
Stalinism characterised it as revolution-
ary and supported it; the POR charac-
terised it as bonapartist, denounced

its capitulations before imperialism,
placed itself in the opposed trench,
and called upon the masses and their
organisations to prepare its revolu-
tionary overthrow.

This was the basic line of the inter-
vention of the POR in the revolution
of 1952. Now we can confront the
accusation that it supported the parti-
cipation of ‘workers-ministers’.

We say right now that the POR was
opposed to ‘co-government’ in 1952,
and to the Comando Politico naming
‘worker-ministers’ for the Torres govern-
ment in 1970. WP lies shamelessly
about these two episodes. From then
on, the tactical problem which the POR
faced was of launching a series of
demands which would allow the masses
to become conscious of the character
of that participation, as contrary to
their class interests, and their revolu-
tionary demands. To use an analogy
which we suppose WP will not repr-
oach us for, the conduct of the POR
followed the same orientation as that of
the Bolshevik Party after the formation
of the first coalition, and especially
during the June demonstrations,

NOT A ‘NORMAL’ GOVERNMENT

Why was the question of ‘workers-
ministers’ and ‘co-government’ posed in
Bolivia? It is obvious that is isn’t a case
of a ‘normal’ capitalist government. On
behalf of the bourgeoisie, or of its
petty bourgeois representatives, the
incorporation of that type of ministers
starts from the need to liquidate a sit-
uation of dual-power, more or less dev-
eloped, through the identification of the
working class with the government and
with the apparatus of the bourgeois
state in general. It is a ‘peaceful’ way of
stopping the development of the masses
towards their own power, which will
prepare a much more violent bour-
geois offensive; it is an instrument
in order to disorganise the masses
in a revolutionary situation, when a
frontal attack is not yet a possibility.

In their turn the capitulationist
tendencies of the leaderships of the
workers movement use the ‘co-govern-
ment’ formula in order to brake, from
the breast of the mass organisations
themselves, their revolutionary prog-
ression, subordinating them to the
bourgeois government. For that, it is
necessary that the participation of
the ‘worker-ministers’ verifies itself in
very precise conditions, as a simple ann-
exe of the government, as a guarantee
of its acts and decisions. The algebraic
aspect resides in the political attitude
of the mass movement, which can oscil-
late between support to the presence

- of those ministers, understanding it

as a form of representation of their class

interests, and the repudiation of all
collaboration with the government,
once the differentiation with the petty
bourgeois representatives of the bour-
geoisie has occurred, The task of the
revolutionary party is to impel and prec-
ipitate the said differentiation, in order
to transform it into a rupture, support-
ing itself on the progressive tendencies
of the mass movement,

In 1952, “right from the start the
proletariat showed no confidence in the
petty bourgeois leadership and imposed
its own elected representatives in the
cabinet” (Theses from the Tenth
Congress of the POR, quoted above).
The left-wing of the MNR, with Lechin
at the head, launched the formula of
‘co-government’ in order to institution-
alise the collaboration with Paz Estens-
soro, subject the COB to the govern-
ment, and castrate its soviet-type devel-
opment. The POR systematically crit-
icised the ‘co-government’, and the tact-
ical objective which imposed itself was
that of denouncing the betrayal of
Lechin. The fundamental scenario of
this battle was the COB. “The policy of
the POR in the breast of the COB
consisted in struggling for the effect-
ivisation of the independence of the
working class (also before the govern-
ment), and in accentuating the duality
of power. Due to a PORIist initiative, it
was decided that the decisions of the
COB were an imperative mandate on the
‘worker-ministers’. When the struggle
within the cabinet between the right
and left movimientista tendencies (the
worker-ministers who constituted Lech-
inism were among the latter) broke out,
the POR launched the slogan of more
worker-ininisters, and, therefore, the
expulsion from the government of the
right, a demand which remained beyond
Lechin and Company. This slogan, as
many others, had a pedagogical char-
acter, it sought to demonstrate to the
workers the non-revolutionary character
of the MNR government, and, also, the
connections and bonds which united the
movimientista left with reaction” 6.

STRUGGLE AGAINST
‘CO—GOVERNMENT

These are the facts and the interven-
tion of the POR in 1952, The struggle
against ‘co-government’ was waged start-
ing from the aspirations and mobilisa-
tions of the masses themselves, The
content which the masses gave to the
presence of the ‘worker-minister” was in
contradiction with the political objec-
tive of the MNR, and of Lechin, and it
was this contradiction which had to
break out, making both elements clash.
WP imagines that it can be achieved
thanks to a literary denunciation:
in reality, the only thing gained via
such methods are assistance to the man-
oevres of the conciliators and the
government, because a denunciation as
such cannot impel and organise the
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effective intervention of the masses,
and is in fact a sectarian obstacle,

We will draw attention, in order to
jog the memory of some people, to the
intervention of the Bolsheviks: “On the
placards which had been prepared by
the Bolsheviks for the cancelled demon-
stration of June 10, and which were
afterward carried by the demonstrators
of June 18, a central place was occupied
by the slogan: “Down with the Ten Min-
ister-Capitalists!” . . . In the govern-
ment besides the “Ten Minister-Capital-
ists™ there were also six Minister-Com-
promisers. The Bolshevik placards had
nothing to say of them. On the con-
trary, according to the sense of the slog-
an, the Minister-Capitalists were to be
replaced by Minister-Socialists, repres-
entatives of the Soviet majority. It was
exactly the sense of the Bolshevik
placards that I expressed before the
Soviet Congress: Break your bloc with
the liberais, remove the bourgeois
ministers and replace them with your
Peshekhonovs, In proposing to the
Soviet majority to take power, the
Bolsheviks did not, of course, bind
themselves in the least as to their

attituge to these Peshekhonovs

CONCERNING SUPPORT
AND FRONTS

Comrade Lora, who like every
revolutionary is implacable with his own
history and that of his party, totally
clarified the legend of ‘critical support’.
The formula was used by the XI1
plenum of the IEC of the 1V. Interna-
tional, November 1952, in its resolu-
tion on Bolivia, when it stated that the
position of the POR “concretised itself
in critical support given to the MNR
government, accompanied by a revolu-
tionary activity directly among the
masses, in order that the latter exer-
cise and reinforce their pressure, and
develop their autonomous organisation
in the unions and in the militias”,

But the reality of the positions of the
POR in the 1952 revolution is some-
thing different: *The ideological con-
fusionism conquered the ranks of

the POR itself. ‘Critical support’ for the
MNR government was frequently men-
tioned, as if it was a part of its tradi-
tional programme. But it happens,

that as a party line there was no “crit-
ical support’ or lack of criticism of the
MNR, but the most bitter criticism of
its most important measures, of prec-
isely those which Stalinists and nat-
ionalists referred to in their frus-
trated attempt to demonstrate its ‘anti-
imperialist’ and ‘revolutionary’ charac-
ter. The policy of the POR was orien-
tated to breaking the masses from nat-
ionalist control, and not to proclaiming
the revolutionary praiseworthiness of
nationalism™ &, If the philistines can be
scandalised by the ‘ideological confu-
sionism® of a revolutionary party, we

Guillermo Lora |

remind them in passing of the similar
situation the Bolshevik Party under-
went after the February revolution.

The issue of ‘critical suport® was
one aof the most important questions
which precipitated the confrontation
between the POR and the Pabloite
leadership, which criticised the refus-
al of the Bolivian leadership to support
the MNR government.,

Using political fraud once again, WP
quotes a paragraph from the Theses of

the Tenth Congress as a proof of the sin,

It concerns a political fraud because
that section of the Theses refer to the
position of the POR in the face of the
threat of an imperialist coup: ‘““At the
present time, our tactic consists in
grouping our forces, in uniting the pro-
letariat and the peasants in one bloc in
order to defend a government which
isn’t ours, and to which we apply an
implacable critique, before the immi-
nent threat of the latifundist and
imperialist reaction™@. In January 1953
a reactionary coup attempt had already
occurred, and imperialism combined
negotiations with the government
alongside preparations for a new
attempt. The fall of the government in
favour of an ‘oligarchic restoration’ was
a burning political question, and it 1s in
the above quoted terms, of defense of
the government in the face of a coup, of
a circumstantial agreement without
renouncing the strictest differentiation
and the most intransigent criticism, that
the POR established its tactical orienta-
tion in those months, Only sectarians
can mistake this position with that of
‘support’ to the nationalist government.

SOVIETS: MYTH AND REALITY

WP has the quite strange virtue, in
addition to those already indicated, of

not discovering soviets where they
actually exist, in order to later invent
their necessity. At no moment in their
‘analysis’ of the 1952 revolution is it
agreed that the COB took on a soviet
character. The Popular Assembly only
reached the level of a ‘proto-soviet’ (sic),
and WP gives us the recipe whereby 1t

- could have been transformed into a

real soviet.19¢

We will put the recipes aside, because
they only serve for the self-proclama-
tion as revolutionaries of those who give
obvious advice from far away and much
later, and we will examine the develop-
ment of the class struggle. The COB
developed its soviet character in a very
advanced form, bearing in mind that the
army had been destroyed and workers
militias built, and that the masses
engaged in direct action. In this same
way, the POR posed in its time the
slogan of ‘All power to the COB’. The
situation of the Popular Assembly was
simultaneously more advanced and
more backward, and we cannot but
lament the fact if reality doesn’t corres-
pond to the schemas, More advanced
from the point of view of the leading
role of the revolutionary party,; more
backward if we examine the revolu-
tionary mobilisation of the masses.

According to the analysis of the POR:
“The soviets are such by their organi-
sational amplitude and by the functions
which they assume: the indisputable
authority of the masses, which for the
latter are the expression of its power
and of its tendency to govern the coun-
try, and not by its radicalism . . . The
common error of the leftist critics of
the Assembly consist in their confusing
soviets with extremism or with insur-
rection. The grandiose channel of mobi-
lisation of the masses, was called upon
to convert itself into the leading head of
the inswrrection. At the opportune
moment, that is to say, when the masses
had materially placed themselves to
fight the military government for the
rule of the state, it would have launched
the slogan of ‘All power to the Popular
Assembly’ 7’17,

The comparison with February 1917
must be formulated in different terms
to those WP enumerates. The effective
power resided in the soviets, as a
material force, and it is the conciliatory
leadership which transfers it to the
bourgeoisie. The ‘April Theses’ take this
point of departure in order to raise the
slogan of ‘All power to the soviets’. This
wasn’t the situation of the Popular
Assembly. 11 had to precisely develop its
material force, and as the means to
develop it the POR posed the vital
questions of its organisation and exten-
sion, of armaments, of the majority
worker leadership of the mines and edu-
cation. The only thing WP can oppose
to this is . . . one had to organise soviets.
The political mechanism, the interven-
tion of the mass movement, are a
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ment and in the orientation of the POR.
Its concrete posing, as an insurrectional
slogan and not as a propagandist expres-
sion, required precise conditions, with-
out which it was a simple expression of
wishes, or a calamitous adventure.

define it as an “organ of the power of
the masses’, and declare that with its
idea, because it isn’t even a matter of a existence the process of dual power 1s
slogan, in order for the masses to follow initiated. To accelerate this process
it. wasn’t a question of virulent words and
The Founding Documents of the expressions, but of the material develop-
Popular Assembly established that its ment of the mass movement. The slogan
objective was the installation of the ‘All power to the Popular Assembly’
workers government and socialism, they was inscribed perfectly in its develop-

mystery for these critics who think that
it is enough for someone to raise an

and thereforc quote from Contribucion.

of the X Congress comes immediately

I‘ootnotes

1. One of the virtues of the POR, and of 5. These quotes are taken from an antho- after the paragraph quoted by us.
cde. Lora, is that they have published an logy in French of the works of cde. 10. The Popular Assembly referred to
extensive amount of books on the class Lora, entitled Bolivie: de la naissance du came into existence in 1971 after a
struggle in Bolivia, in particular on the P.O.R. a I’'agsamblee poputaire (EDI, right-wing coup attempt against the
1952 revolution, and on the workers Paris 1972). They were retranslated by “left™ Nationalist government of
movement and its vanguard. They have us into Spanish and therefore of course, General Torres. Workers and peasants
the excellent habit of expounding their do not coincide with the original in organisations were represented
political trajectory and positions in literal terms. within it, alongside political parties
print, In 1978, Guillermo Lora published 6. Contribucion ... Vol 2, p252-53. On the and representatives of the teachers
Contribucion a la historia politica de next line Lora explains in what condi- and students. ['or a fuller account,
Bolivia, in 2 volumes of 384 and 522 tions the POR launched the slogan ‘All see Workers Power newspaper no 40,
pages. power to the COB’. . “Bolivia 1970/71: a revolution

2. Contribucion . . . Vol 2, p232, 7. History of the Russian Revolution, disarmed™.

. Trotsky, Appendix III to the chapter

3. Contribucion . .. Vol 2, p242. The Soviet Congress and the June 11. Quoted by Lora in his work De la Asam-

4. Contribucion. .. Vol 2, p255. We do Demonstration, p488. blea Popular al goipe faseista, published
not have at our disposal any dircet 8. Contribucion... Vol 2, p240, in the compendium Estudios historico-
version of the Theses of the IX Congress 9. The quote used by WP from the Theses politicos sobre Bolivia, in 1978, p189.

Previous editions are in existence.

A REPLY TO
by Stuart King

Gramar complains in his reply that the impact of the
degeneration of the Fourth International ““does not even
figure™ in our analysis of the POR. He goes on to say that the
POR was far from being a united party in April 1952 imply-
ing that any “mistakes” of the POR could be put down to
the evil influcnce of the “Pabloites”. If the comrade had
bothered to read the Theses in “The Death Agony of the
Fourth International” dealing with the POR in 1952, he
wotld have seen that we indeed set the positions and mis-
takes of the POR within the context of the triumph of
Pablo’s perspectives within the International Secretariat.

To say this however, does not absolve the POR’s leader-
ship, and Guillermo Lora as one of its principal leaders, from
their responsibility. Firstly, there is no evidence, and Gramar
provides us with none, that Lora disagreced with or opposed
the line of the International, even partially, until the end of
1953, Indeed, most of the quotes demonstrating the POR’s
opportunist positions on the MNR, worker ministers etc,
come from the POR’s 10th Congress in June 1953, the posi-
tions that Lora defended against the Pabloites’ demand for
further liquidation. Secondly, if these mistakes, committed
by a young party, under the influence of a centrist Inter-
national Ieadership, had been corrected or criticised by Lora
or the POR in retrospect, this would be one thing. But we are
talking of positions which were repeated in 1970/71 with
equally disastrous results, and are defended by the POR—
Masas {(and the European representatives of the FIT) — today.

All the evidence points to the POR, even before 1952, as
failing to distinguish itself clearly from, and in intransigent
opposition to, the bourgeois nationalist MNR, and in particu-
lar, from its left wing. It certainly did not organise itself in
terms of membership or structure as a democratic centralist

GRAMAR

combat party. Referring to 1950, Lora describes the POR as
existing ““more as a set of ideas than as a tightly knit organi-
sation”1, yet it is precisely in the successful use of the
united front tactic with other parties, that a politically
homogenous and centralised party is essential. From the
“Theses of Pulacayo™ on, Lora demonstrates a chronic
‘processism’ in his approach to the winning of the masses to a
revolutionary perspective. The theses, themselves unclear on
the question of government, which were adopted by the
miners union at its 1946 Congress, are endowed with virtu-
ally magical properties in maintaining and embodying the
“revohitionary consciousness’” of the miners,

Indeed, the very idea of concentrating upon getting trade
union hodies to adopt general programmatic theses is a
very curious one indeed. The task of strike and factory
committees, unions, union federations and in the whole
first phase of their existence, soviets, are as combat organs of
the proletariat. In this period they have the character of a
united front — agreed unity in action, freedom and divers-
ity of political discussion within them, For this reason
revolutionaries try to win them to concrete actions or
plans of action, and in that process seek to maximise the
party’s representation in these bodies. This is a struggle for
leadership. It is or should be no surprise that winning the
Bolivian miners union to the Pulacayo theses was an eph-
emeral gain if the POR did not win a commensurate leader-
ship role in the union. The Pulacayo theses might have been
the best programme in the world, but a trade union or even
a soviet is not the instrument for fighting for a programme
(i.e. a prolonged and complex strategy). For this task there
is only one instrument — the party! For Lora, however,
this failure to organise the POR as a party fighting for its
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programme appears to have little detrimental effect, for he
tells us:

“However, our work did in fact have enormous impor-
tance, for it enabled PORista ideclogy to penetrate the social
and intellectual life of the country to the extent that after
the insurrection of April 1952, the ideas contained in the
Pulacayo theses became the predominant political ten-
dency” 2.

The idea that the revolutionary programme can ‘pene-
trate’ or ‘permeate’ the working class, not only seperate
from, but apparently in inverse proportion to, the develop-
ment of the revolutionary party as its vanguard, is either
chronic self-delusion, or pure syndicalism. Of course, the
dominant political tendency within the Bolivian working
class after 1952 was not revolutionary communism, but
the petit-bourgeois nationalism of the MNR, and the fail-
ure of the POR to distinguish itseif from this current explains
why “‘the masses confused the nationalism of the MNR with
the programme they adopted at Pulacayo” (Gramar). Here
we, unlike comrade Gramar, do not blame the ‘confusion’ of
the masses, but the wrong politics of the POR.

Despite the ringing declarations of Pulacayo in favour of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, against class collabora-
tion, against worker ministers as ‘merely puppets of the
bourgeoisie’, the practice and tactics of the POR were very
different.

In 1947, Lora entered the Bolivian congress at the head
of a political bloc between the POR and the leaders of the
FSTMB — the Frente Unico Proletario (known as the Bloque
Minero Parlamentario). The opportunist labour leaders —
such as Lechin — made use of this bloc with the ‘revolu-
tionaries’ to further their left image, but almost immediately
proceeded to use their positions to attack the POR in the
unions, By June 1948, the Lechin group had made a deal
with the PUR’s (party of Rosca), to purge the POR from the
FSTMB and dump the Pulacayo programme. This political
accommodation to the labour leaders, who ideologically
and in the political practice were unreconstructed MNRers.
was even reflected in unclear boundaries of POR mem-
bership. The wide interpretation of the term ‘PORists’
reflects the amorphousness of the Party. Incredible as it may
seem, Juan Lechin, who as Lora himself points out, never
broke from his MNR politics, was considered a ‘PORista’
or ‘affiliated to POR’ between 194652, before he rejoined
the MNR prior to the April 1952 revolution. 3

Given this record it is clear why the POR’s “political
physiognomy before the masses was diluted” in 1952 (Gram-
ar). The FI’s Third World Congress summed up the POR’s
record as follows:

“In Bolivia, our past inadequacy in distinguishing our-
selves from the political tendencies in the country which
exploit the mass movement, sometimes the lack of clarity
in our objectives and in our tactics, the loose organisational
structure as well as the absence of patient, systematic work
in working class circles, has caused a certain decline in our
influence and an organisational crisis”. 4

Having quite accurately diagnosed the poison, the leader-
ship of the FI promptly prescribed as an antidote . . . g lar-
ger dose of the poison!

“In the event of the mobilisation of the masses under the

preponderant impulsion, or influence of the MNR, our section

should support the movement with all its strength, should
not abstain, but on the contrary, intervene energetically in
it with the aim of pushing it as far as possible up to the sei-
zure of power by the MNR on the basis of a progressive
program of anti-imperialist united front.

On the contrary, if in the course of these mass mobili-
sations, our section proves to be in a position to share influ-
ence over the revolutionary masses with the MNR, it will
advance the slogan of a workers and peasants government of
the two parties on the basis, however, of the same prog-
ramme, a government based on committees of workers,

peasants and revolutionary elements of the urban petit-
bourgeoisie™ 5

So the Pablo-led IS was proposing the POR enter an MNR
government — e, a popular front with a bourgeois party —
on a ‘progressive programme’. All in the name of the anti-
imperialist united front and the workers’ and peasants’
government! Although Lora was prevented from attending
the 1951 Congress, by imprisonment, there is no evidence
that he disagreed with its decisions. The positions that the
POR took following April 1952, which Lora subscribes to,
clearly follow the line laid down by the IS, while the 10th
Congress theses (which Roberto Gramar thinks ‘rearmed’ the
party) merely enshrine the 1951 theses.

THE CHARACTERISATION OF THE M.N.R. AND
THE QUESTION OF SUPPORT

“We are told, instead that it (the POR) supported the
MNR government, that it favoured the entrance of ‘workers’
ministers’ into it. Lastly, it refused to fight for a workers’
and peasants’ government, and for arming the masses. We will
demonstrate at once that the accusations of WP are simple
slanders” (Gramar)

We are slanderers, according to Gramar, for saying the POR
gave ‘critical support’ to the MNR government. Why then did
the POR raise as its central slogan in April 1952 “Restoration
of the constitution of the country through the formation of
an MNR government which obtained a majority in the 1951
elections”? Why did the POR support the MNR’s presidential
candidate (Paz Estenssoro) in those elections? Why does Lora
state: “"Today far from succumbing to the hysteria of ¢
struggle against the MNR, whom the pro-imperialists have
described as ‘fascists’, we are marching with the masses to
make the April 9th movement the prelude to the triumph of
the workers’ and peasants’ government”.6

Lora himself explains the POR’s notion of “‘critical
support™: “The POR began by justifiably granting critical
support to the MNR government. That is, it desisted from
issuing the slogan ‘down with the government’; it gave the
government critical support against the attacks of imperial-
ism and reaction, and it supported all progressive measures,
But at the same time it avoided any expression whatever of
confidence in this government. On the contrary it propelled
the revolutionary activity of independent organisations of
the masses as much as it could. The POR limits its support
and sharpens its criticism insofar (1) as the government
proves itself incapable of fulfilling the national democratic
programme of the revolution, insofar (!) as it hesitates,
capitulates, indirectly plays the game of imperialism and
reaction.”” So we are not ‘slanderers’ when we say that the
POR gave critical support to the MNR government.

Does refusing to support such a government, to he in
favour of struggling against it, to be in favour of its over-
throw, mean, as Lora’s justification of critical support
implies, that we would have been in favour, in 1952, of
raising the slogan ‘Down with the MNR government’? No it
does not. [t is one thing to be in favour of overthrowing a
government, and quite a seperate thing to make this a slogan
of the day - i.e. an agitational slogan. Without having won
the majority of the proletariat, the army etc, such a slogan
would indeed be adventurist. But not to raise the slogan does
not necessitate critical support for such a government.
Gramar, following Lora, deliberately confuses these ques-
tions in order to provide an alibi for Lora’s ‘critical support’.
Then he turns on a straw man position that he labels ours,
exclaiming that it: “Doesn’t take into consideration the state
of mind of the masses, their political evolution, the place of
each slogan. Everything is so simple one must call for the
overthrow of the government and power to the soviets™
(Gramar)

Cartied away by his own polemic, Gramar finds himself
completely at odds with the Bolshevism of 1917, What was
Lemn’s position in April 1917 when the Central Committee
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of the Bolsheviks had to pull up its lefl wing for raising the
slogan “Down with the provisional government” on an armed
demonstration of 25-30,000 workers and soldiers? “Should
the provisional government be overthrown immediately? My
answer is 1) That it should be overthrown, for it is an oligar-
chic bourgeois, and not a people’s movement; 2) It cannot be
overthrown just now, for it is being kept in power by a direct
and indirect, a formal actual agreement with the Soviets of
Workers’ Deputies.”® And who was it who consistently
opposed this position? It was none other than Kamenev and
Co., who consistently adapted towards the Mensheviks and
towards a position of giving ‘critical support® to the pro-
visional government.

What does the POR’s position of critical support lead to?
The POR *“avoids any expression . . . of confidence 1!
Implacable criticism? Constant warnings to the masses of its
hourgeo:s nature; of its deals with imperialism? No — ¢riti-
cism ‘insofar’ as it is incapable of fulfilling the national
democratic tasks, ‘insofar’ as it plays the game of imperialism
and reaction. Here you have the fatal errors of ‘critical sup-
port’ — the failure to raise warnings, to conduct an implacable
struggle against a bourgeois government in which the masses
have enormous illusions.

Lora and the POR refused to characterise the MNR gov-
crnment as one which defended capitalism and was therefore
a bourgeois government, Indeed, Gramar fecls the necessity
to put inveried commas around “capitalist” when he refers
to the MNR government of 1952, The extensive quote which
Gramar gives sums up succinetly the thoroughly centrist
politics of Guitlermo Lora: *“The necessity in which the Paz
Estenssoro regime finds itself of keeping itself in power
either utilising the pressure of imperialism against the masses,
mmparts its bonapartist sui generis character, just as Trotsky
indicated when he analysed the nature of the Cardenas

government in Mexico. The extreme weakness of the bour-
geoisie and national capital do not permit the petit-bourgeois
government the development of an independent policy in the
face of imperialism, and oblige it to continually capitulate.”

A ‘petit-bourgeois government’?! What Marxists, apart
from the ‘Marxists’ of the international Spartacist tendency,
have ever heard of such a phenomenon? It is merely a
centrist convenience to avoid saying what property relations
the MNR government actually defended — i.c. bourgeois
property. The same goes for the term “Bonapartism sui
generis™. It comes from the same stable, and has the same
purpose, as the term *Entryism sui generis’ (or for that
maltter, ‘tentrism sul generis’), coined by Michel Pablo.

This “special kind” of bonapartism, appears to have the great
advantage, for those who want to extend ‘critical support’ to
it, of defending neither bourgeeis nor proletarian property
forms, of being a “petit-bourgeois™ or “transitional” govern-
ment (transitional to what?).

This characterisation of the MNR in power flows naturally
enough from Lora’s characterisation of the MNR itself: “The
MNR is a mass party, the majority of its leadership is petit-
bourgeois but fringed (!) with a few (!) conscious representa-
tives of the nascent industrial bourgeoisie, one of whom is
very probably (!!) Paz Estenssoro himself. Its ideology, its
confused programme, is 2 mixture of revolutionary aspira-
tions and phrases with opportunist and in the last analysis
(!1?) capitulatory practices.”9

Imagine this being satd of Peranism in 1946, or of
Mugabe’s ZANU! Paz Estenssoro was a hourgeois, nationalist
politician with a long history. He had been in charge of the
Mining Bank under the regime of German Busch (1937-9),
and was a founder member of the Movimiento Nacionalista
Revolucionario (MNR), founded in 1941, This was a nation-
alist party, which originally leaned towards the Axis pPOwWers;
in which ‘anti-imperialism” and anti-communism coexisted
side by side with a virulent anti-semitism (ane of the largest
tin-mine owners in Bolivia was Mauricio Hochschild — 2
German Jew). The MNR linked up with a group of fascist-
inclined officers (Radepa} and took part in a coup which
brought Major Caulbarto Villarroel to power in 1943, with
Victor Paz Estenssoro as Treasurer, the most important
figure in the government which was overthrown for trying to
seek a degree of independence from US imperialism and its
direct agents ‘the Rosca’ (the mine owners).

Such parties and governments were nothing ‘new” or
'special’. Neither do they pose “a series of totally new prob-
lems’ (Gramar). They had already been comprehensively
analysed by Trotsky. He pointed out many times the simi-
larities between the Kuomintang, the Mexican PRM and the
Peruvian APRA. The contrast between Trotsky’s and Lora’s
analyses could not be more striking. On the APRA: It
(APRA) is a people’s front party. A peoples’ front is included
in the party, as in every combination of such a nature.
Direction is in the hands of the bourgeoisic and the bourgeoi-
sie fears its own workers” 19, And on the Cardenas govern-
ment in Mexico, which Trotsky is supposced (by Lora) to
have indicated as having a ‘bonapartist sui generis’ nature:
“In Mexico the power is in the hands of the national bour-
geoisie and we can conquer power only by conquering the
majority of the workers and a great part of the peasantry,
and then overthrowing the bourgeoisie, There is no other
possibility”. 17

Trotsky’s analysis was clear about the nature of the
regimes like Cardenas’ in the senti-colonial countries, Fegimes
which ieaned on the workers and peasants in their attempts
to lessen the weight of imperialism on their countries. They
were bowrgeois regintes to which revotutionaries could give
no political support whatsoever! Such regimes set out not to
break the hold of imperialism, but to negotiate a better deal
lor thetr own stunted national bourgeoisie. Such a course
necessitated agrarian reforms, essential to providing their
own bourgeoisie with an internal market, as well as tying the
peasantry to the bourgeoisic and using its weight to discip-
line the workers.
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It also however, and this is what (according to Trotsky)
gave this type of Bonapartism its ‘distinctive character’,
meant taking various measures to reduce and restrict the
power of imperialist or imperialist-linked capital; measures
which necessitated, to one degree or another, seeking the
support of the workers against the fierce resistance put up
by the imperialists and their agents, But of course such
regimes, ever-conscious of the mortal threat posed to bour-
geois property by a mobilised working class, attempted to
carefully control such mobilisations, Thus ‘state capital-
ist’ nationalisations were favoured because the workers
apparently face not their own rapacious bourgeoisie, but
a ‘neutral’, ‘anti-imperialist’ state as emplover. Another
necessary characteristic of this form of bonapartism is the
fostering and support given to the trade union bureaucracy
and its integration as far as possible into the state bureau-
cracy, often via forms of participation and ‘co-management’,
These are the classic features of ‘state capitalist” bonapartist
regimes (often using an alliance with the Soviet Union as an
additional base of support against imperialism), which are in
power in numerous semi-colonial countries — Algeria, Libya,
Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe and Nicaragua to name
but a few. In Bolivia the regimes of Paz Estenssoro and later
General Torres were archetypal of such governments, as was
the government of Peron in Argentina,

Would we give support to such governments under the dir-
ect threat of imperialisi-backed intervention? For Gramar the
answer is obvious — “Yes”’, He accuses us of “political
fraud’ for not making clear that a statement by the POR
on its support for the government was made after the
attempted coup of June 1953, which involved prominent
MNR members and sections of the Army and police. The
POR said at this time, June 1953; “At the present moment,
our tactic consists in grouping our forces, to unit the prole-
tariat and the peasants in a single bloc to defend a govern-
ment which is not ours and to which we apply implaccable
criticism in the face of imminent threat of latifundist and
imperialist reaction. Far from advancing the slogan of the
overthrow of the Paz Estenssoro regime, we support it in
order that it resists the offensive of (La Rosca) and we call
on the international proletariat to defend unconditionally
the Bolivian revolution and its transitional government”, 12

Firstly, we have already demonstrated that the POR had
a position of ‘critical support’ right from the beginning of
the regime, not as Gramar implies, in response to an attem-
ted coup. Secondly, revolutionaries do not change their
position of refusing to support bourgeois governments,
even ‘anti-imperialist’ ones, under the threat of counter-
revolutionary coup d’etats. Lenin lambasted the Bolshevik
compromisers who fell into such opportunism at the time of
the Kornilov coup against Kerensky: “It is my conviction
that those who become unprincipled are people who (like
Volodarsky) slide into defencism or (like other Bolsheviks)
into a bloc with the SRs, into supporting the Provisional
government, Their attitude is absolutely wrong and unprin-
cipled. We shall become defencists only after the transfer
of power to the proletariat . . . Even now we must not sup-
port Kerensky's government. This is unprincipled. We may
be asked:aren’t we going to fight against Kornilov? Of course
we must! But this is not the same thing; there is a dividing
line here, which is being stepped over by some Bolsheviks
who fall into compromise and allow themselves to be carried
away by the course of events” 13 Gramar does not even have
the excuse of being ‘carried away by the course of events’:
he is defending this unprincipled position some twenty years
later!

A revolutionary position following January 1953 would
have had nothing to do with giving one iota of support to
the Paz Estenssoro government. It would have aimed at mob-
ilising the armed workers and peasants against the coup. It
would have exposed the government’s vaciliations by raising
a series of demands, directed not so much at the MNR gov-
ernment, but at the rank and file of the army and the work-

ers and peasants, to immediately implement a radical agrar-
ian reform — ‘land to the tiller’ (the government commission
had spent, by this time, months dragging its feet on the
agrarian law). These tactics, the revolutionary rather than the
opportunist use of the united front tactic, have nothing in
common with offering ‘critical support’ or ‘defence’ to the
MNR government. Revolutionaries would have certainly
defended the gains that the masses, through their own strug-
gles, had won in April 1952, but that has nothing in com-
mon with defending the government as such — a bourgeois
government — which had every intention of clawing back
those gains the moment it had demobilised the masses, To do
so could only reinforce the illusions of the masses that such
a government was ‘supportable’, ‘theirs’, etc.

ENTRY INTO A BOURGEOIS GOVERNMENT AND
“WORKER MINISTERS™

“We say right now that the POR was opposed to ‘co-govern-
ment’ in 1952, and to the Comando Politico naming ‘worker-
ministers’ for the Torres government in 1970, WP lies shame-
lessly about these two episodes” {Gramar).

In Gramar’s justification of the POR’s unprincipled record
with regard to worker ministers, iwo related arguments co-
exist side by side, The first argument that he uses is that the
POR opposed ‘worker ministers’ or ‘co-government’ right
from the start of the two revolutionary situations of 1952
and 1970, but that once worker ministers were installed, the
POR developed tactics equivalent to those developed by the
Bolsheviks to expose the nature of that participation. This
argument is simply untrue, But secondly, and more impor-
tantly, there is lurking in Gramar’s polemic, a position which
argues that in the early period of the 1952 revolution, the
entry (or ‘imposition’ as he likes to call it) of worker minis-
ters into the MNR government was not the same as ‘co-gov-
ernment’,

Gramar tells us once again that the MNR in 1952 was not
the ‘case of a ‘normal’ capitalist government’. Such a ‘nor-
mal’ capitalist government would seek to resolve the dual
power in its favour by the incorporation of the reformist
leaders into the government, using them to subordinate the
workers’ organisations to the bourgeois regime. “For that,
it is necessary that the participation verifies itself in very
precise conditions, as @ simple annexe of the government,
as a guarantee of its acts and decisions’ (Gramar — our
emphasis).

So were the worker ministers, or were they not, initiallv a
‘simple annexe of the government?’ Apparently not, for then
we are told: “The left wing of the MNR, with Lechin at its
head, launched the formula of ‘co-government’ in order to
institutionalise the collaboration with Paz Estensorro, sub-
ject the COB to the government, and castrate its soviet
type development, The POR systematically criticised the
‘co-government’.” (Gramar — our emphasis). This is in fact
a shamefaced attempt to make a distinction between
Lechin’s ‘institutionalised co-government’ and the “imposi-
tion’ of ‘genuine worker ministers’,

While Gramar never brings this argument fully out into
the open, its originator, Guillermo Lora, is much more
brazen about his opportunism and explains in various writ-
ings why it was possible to support ‘worker ministers’ in
1952, and why this is different to the ‘non-supportable’
concept of ‘co-government’: “Immediately after the April
revolution, Labour leaders occupied these ministries, This
fact has given rise to considerable misinterpretation, Some
people have argued from it that during the first
stage of the revolution there was a period of co-government,
but this is an extremely superficial conclusion . . . In fact
the first worker ministers were real representatives of the
workers engaged in imposing the COB’s decisions on the gov-
ernment. It was therefore vital that ministers should be
accountable to the COB assembly and should keep it con-
stantly informed about their work”. 14 No wonder the POR
could give its support to the entry of worker ministers if they
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thought they were the ‘real representatives of the workers®
imposing ‘the COB’s decisions on the government’,

How would a party hope to break the miners away from
their massive illusions in Lechin, a labour bureaucrat with a
proven collaborationist record, if they were arguing that
these ministers and Lechin himself were ‘real representa-
tives of the workers’. Lora goes on to explain how these
‘real representatives of the workers’ gradually became the
opposite: ‘Later the role and function of the worker min-
isters changed radically and they came to act as a petit-
bourgeois fifth column in the labour movement merely
representing the wishes of the government’, 15

A fifth column, one might add, whose credentials as
‘rcal representatives of the workers’, the POR vouched for
from the beginning.

The POR’s schema is thus fairly easily summarised. The
MNR government is not a ‘normal’ capitalist government, it
is ‘bonapartism sui generis’, it can be pressurised by both the
workers and the imperialists, it is more over, a ‘transitional’
regime. The workers, who have ‘imposed’ their ministers and
their policies on it, are dominant as long as workers keep up
the pressure on the government. Therefore it is possible to
give it ‘critical support’, to be in favour of ‘worker ministers’,
As long as the workers maintained their pressure on the
‘transitional government’ it moved leftward. Right wing
elements would leave and then either there will be a Jeft
MNR government or even a POR/MNR ‘workers’ and peas-
ants’ government’, all the things that communists should have
done, is *“‘ultra leftist™, is being “pedantic”, is being “out of
of touch with the masses™. Such ““ultra-leftism® would spoil
the whole ‘transitional’ schema. Such is the POR’s Marx-
ism.

But Gramar is not finished with his apologetics for Guil-
fermo Lora’s position on ‘worker ministers’. To ‘back up’
his argument he brings in — the Bolsheviks! The comrade
explains to us that: “The content which the masses gave to
the presence of ‘worker ministers’ (their illusions — WP)
was in contradiction with the political objective of the
MNR and of Lechin, and it was this contradiction which
had to break out, making both elements clash”

Precisely: the question was how to break the workers’
iltusions in Lechin and Co, and win them to a revolutionary
programime and party. Leaving aside for the moment the
fact that the POR helped peddle these illusions with its
claptrap about Lechin and Co being ‘real representatives
of the workers’, how did the POR set about this task and
how does this compare to the methods the Bolsheviks used
in relation to the ‘Soviet ministers’ in the Provisional govern-
ment? Lora tells us: “When the struggle within the cabinet
between right and left movimientista tendencies . . . broke
out, the POR launched the slogan of mare waorker ministers
and therefore (!) the expulsion from the government of the
right, a demand which remained beyond Lechin and com-
pany”. 16

Did the POR address demands to the COB und the ‘worker
ministers” to break with the bourgeoisie? Did they raise the
slogans “Down with the capitalist ministers®, ‘Down with
Estensorro” ctec? No. They raised the slogan ‘More worker
ministers’, and ‘therefore’, the expulsion of the right. Why
‘therefore’? ‘Therefore’ has nothing to do with it. [t was
precisely the expulsion of ¢/l the capitalist ministers that wes
not called for! More “‘worker ministers’ of Lechin’s stripe
would have happily coexisted with the Estensorro’s of the
MNR. This is a centrist evasion, a cover up for the fact that
the POR precisely did not raise the equivalent of the Bol-
shevik slogan ‘down with the capitalist ministers’. And wh y
Jidn’t they? Because of course, they were against the MNR
rovernment’s overthrow, they gave it ‘critical support’. Their
nerspective was not onc involving a sharp struggle with the
MNR, of placing a series of demands on Lechin and Co,
~hich would either force them to break with Estensorro or
:xpose them as class collaborators before the masses. 1t was a

perspective of pushing the government leftwards, of achiev-
ing ‘more worker ministers’, This is why they raised the
slogan for ‘complete control of the government by the left’,
i.e. the left MNR. |

Gramar even tries to drag in Trotsky to defend Lora. He
asks, didn’t Trotsky call for more “worker ministers’, for
more Peshekkonovs in 19177 Gramar ‘forgets’ one thing. As
Trotsky says, “a central place was occupied by the slogan
‘Down with the ten capitalist ministers’ >, The Bolsheviks
refused to give ‘critical support’ to the coalition government.
They opposed vigorously the entry into the provisional gov-
ernment of “worker ministers’ despite them being responsible
directly to the soviets. They were not in favour of more
‘worker ministers’ , they were in favour of kicking a/] the
capitalist ministers out. Trotsky’s position was a million
miles away from that of Lora’s on the question of ‘worker
ministers’: “The masses, in so far as they were not yet for the
Bolsheviks, stood solid for the entry of the socialists into the
government. If it’s a good thing to have Kerensky as minister,
then so much the better six Kerensky’s. The masses did not
know that this was called coalition with the bourgeoisie, and
that the bourgeoisie wanted to use these socialists as a cover
for their activities against the people” 17

So what the Russian masses didn’t know in April 191 7,
the POR, the claimed leadership of the Bolivian workers and
peasants, ‘didn’t know’ in April 1952, and again in 1970.
Moreover, the Bolsheviks were not afraid of giving expression
to this opposition to coalitionism: whatever the momentary
Ulusions of the proletariat that ‘worker ministers’ in a capital-
ist government amounted to soviet control of the latter:
“One 1st May the Executive Committee (of the Soviet — WP),
having passed through all the stages of vacillation known to
nature, decided by a majority of 41 votes against 18 with
three abstaining, to enter into a coalition government. Oniy
the Bolsheviks and a small group of Menshevik Internation-
alists voted against it.,” 18

SOVIETS AND THE WORKERS' AND PEASANTS’
GOVERNMENT

Was the COB a ‘soviet’, as Lora and Gramar claim, or was
it in fact only the embryo of a soviet, retaining many of the
features of its origins as a trade union confederation, and
rapidly being turned into a ‘popular power’ adjunct of the
MNR government? We would argue that it was the latter,
Comrades may consider this distinction ‘pedantic’. Yet a
doctor or midwife that could not distinguish between an
embryo and a baby — let alone a mature human being, would
find themselves in very severe practical difficulties. Our con-
tention is that the COB had not in 1952/3, and did not there-
after, give birth to soviets. This fact should have determined
the slogans and tactics necessary to help the masses bring this
about. Lora and the POR (and Gramar’s) method is com-
pletely different.

The soviet for them is a hollow-sounding title to be
awarded to any convenient existing workers’ organisation.
Of course, soviets do not fall from the stars, they have to he
created — often out of existing workers’ organisations: strike
committees, factory committees, united front committees,
peasant unions or soldiers’ rank and file organisations. But to
do this requires a vigorous struggle for ‘sovietising’ these
bodies, in revolutionary struggle against the government, the
employers, the imperialists and therefore against the union
bureaucracy and the petit-bourgeois nationalist or imperialist
currents. Why? Because even fully-formed soviets — under
Menshevik leadership -- can become instruments of class
collaboration, subordinating and ultimately conceding their
own liquidation. The Russian and German experiences of
1917 — 19 demonstrate this - positively and negatively. The
1960s and 1970s in Latin America have shown countless
examples under the rubric of “peoples’ power™,

The COB in fact had many of the characteristics of its pre-
decessor the CON (Central Obrera Nacional), a trade union
federation of miners, flour workers, print workers and
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factory workers of Oruro. Indeed, Lora argues: “The COB
was a revival of the CON both in terms of iis ideology and its
personnel, and like its predecessor, it was organised by the
FSTMB” 12 Or 10 be more accurate, by the leadership of the
FSTMB. Of course, the circumstances in which the COB
came into existence, a revolutionary situation, made il poten-
tially a very different type of organ. But was il a ‘soviet’ —
an organ of struggle embracing the vast mass of workers,
peasants {and soldiers) through their directly elected and
recallable delegales? Did it represent a leading soviet, in
direct relation to local soviets and peasant committees?
Clearly it was neither of these. The COB never reached this
stage of development, becoming rapidly bureaucratised,
which 1s why we describe it in April 1952 as an ‘embryo
soviet’ 20

From the point of view of both the centre and the left of
the MNR, the COB was seen as a means of leaning on the

Guillermo LORA
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workers and peasants organisations. Neither wing had eny
real intention of atlowing the COB to develop in the direc-
tion of a real soviet organ, establishing o dual power with the
MNR government. While Lechin and Butrow, as labour
leaders, also wished to use the power of the workers’” organi-
sations in their siruggle with the right of the MNR, they
showed themscelves absolutely as one with Estensorro in
taking measures to stifle the development of the COB in the
direction of a soviet.

How doces Lora himself describe the organisation of the
COB and its political characteristics? As follows: “Perhaps
one of the most serious mistakes in organising the COB was
that it was created from the TU leaders who very quickly
gave their allegiance to the petit-bourgeais government, and
that it became crystallised in the middle level leadership
cadre . . . it would have been correci to have proceeded in
opposite manner, from the bottom upwards. The workers

joined the COB through their TU leaderships who, apart
from their various political tendencies, brought along very
different forms of organisation. The founders of the COB
appealed to the old leaders and not to the democratically
elected rank and file delegates. This organisational (sic) mis-
take carried within it the seeds of the weakness which facili-
tated its bureaucratisation and its isolation in relation to the
masses and its artificial control by the government,” 21

Is this the description of a ‘soviet” . one that workers join
through their trade union leaderships? A ‘soviet” where Juan
Lechin, was elected by these leaderships, at the first meeting,
as Executive Secretary for life!? A *national soviet’ where
local affiliates had to clect as their representatives people
restdent in the capital? A ‘national soviet® the first congress
of which was delayed until Octoher 1954!

By this time, the MNR had achieved almost complete
control of the delegates. Within two or three months of Lthe
setting up of the COB, its headguarters was bhased in the
Presidential Palace. POR members were, at the instigation of
Lechin and the MNR leadership, being expelted from the
unions and blocked from being delegates, Artificial organisa-
tions were being created by the government to pack the
COB, and public employecs along with paid TU officials were
being drafted in as delegates. Lora recounts how the sccretary
of Press and Propaganda in the MNR government sat as a
delegate ‘representing’ his employees! When and in what
way, Comrade Gramar, did the COB develop a ‘soviet charuc-
ter’? Isn’t Workers Power absolutelr right when it describes
the COB as an ‘embryo’ or ‘proto-soviet’ which eould have
devcloped into a full soviet only through a political struggle
against the bonapartist project of the MNR? This would have
involved concentrating on huilding Soviets both in and oul-
side of La Puz, drawing in and organising peasant syndicatos
in the localities, caliing for the construction of rank and file
soldiers” committees in the army, drawing their delegates into
the soviets, strengthening and placing under soviel discipline
the militias, and ensuring that all delegates were elected by
rank and file factory and workplace commiliees subject Lo
imimediate recall,

Every onc of these measures would have been fought
against by thec MNR, particularly its ‘left’ wing, but their
achievement offered the only possibility of establishing a real
dual power situation, and opening the road to a workers’ and
pcasants government, As Trotsky pointed out in Spain: three
conditions were necessary to fulfill these tasks: “A party:
once more a party: again a party!” The POR in its unwilling-
ness to distinguish itself politically and organisationally from
the teft of the MNR, failed all three conditions!

We have already dealt thoroughly with why the Popular
Asscmbly of 1971 was only a proto-soviet in our previous
article 12, Gramar’s ‘reply’ only expaoses all the weaknesses
and contradictions of his position. He tells us that we can-
not make a comparision with the soviets in Russia in 1917 by
using the equivident of ‘All Power to the Soviets’ in relation
to the Popular Assembly. Why? Because ““this was not the
situation of the Popular Assembly, it had precisely 1o
develop 1ts matertal force.” (Gramar). Gramar cannot have it
hoth ways. Either the Popular Assembly was a ‘soviet’, ig
an organ because it embraces the mass of the workers and
peasants in a country, has a gigantic “material’ force behind
if, or it does not and is therefore not a soviet, but only repre-
scnts the patential development of dual power. The fact
that the papular assembly declared itself for “The installa-
tion of a workers government and socialism™ and defined
usclf as “an argan of the power of the masses™, initinting a
period of dual power (Gramar) is neither here nor there in
delermining whether it represents a real soviet. Revolution-
aries as opposed to centrists and demuagogues, have never
taken such rhetoric for reality. They look at the actual class
forces and policies that organisations represent,

We note thuat Comrade Gramar is unahle to answer any of
ony paints about the failure of POR-Musas to fight to turn
the assembly into a real soviet, in particular its failure to raise

36

e

Poersaeicul Revolwlion:



L

politicai stogans in relation to breaking up the army (because
of its reliance instead on Torres and the ‘Left’ officers to arm
the workers) beyond gsserting that they did so. Bring for-
ward the quotes comrade, the slogans raised, the concrete
practice of the party! We know you cannot without proving,
us correct, Gramar’s support of the POR’s refusal to raise the
slogan “All power to the Popular Assembly™ in 1971 proves
that he, like Lora, fails to understand the transitional nature
of the demand for a Workers and Peasants Government, only
seeing 1ts concrete posing as an insurrectional slogan, The
opportunist kernel to this apparently ‘left’ position is
revealed when we look at the POR’s use of the Workers and
Peasants Government slogan in 1952/3,

Asimportant as the fight for soviets was, the question of
the masses reiation to the government and the slogans neces-
sary to pose the question of a government which really stood
for the interests of the workers and peasants was of equal
importance for a revolutionary party in Bolivia. Comrade
Gramar claims that the POR raised as a governmental slogan
“All Power to the COB”. We can find no evidence that the
POR itself raised this slogan — certainly not between April
1952 and June 1953, But no doubt comrade Gramar will be
able to tell us where and when the POR raised this slogan.
Certainly we know that the POR was raising the slogan for
“complete control of the Cabinct by the left” during this
period, a position completely in line with the FI’s and the
POR’s perspective of pushing the MNR leftwards. In one of
Guillermo Lora’s few (partial) self criticisms he reveals the
disastrous consequences of this slogan: “This slogan could be
justified (!) at a stretch as a pedagogical (!!) measure
intended to show the masses, who had been blinded by
passion for the MNR, that the left of the MNR was in no way
capable of taking power against imperialism. However the
demand revealed in reality an enormous principled mistake,
to believe that the workers would come to power through
Lechinism. It would have been more correct to have chan-
nelled the mass mobilisation through the slogan “All power
to the COB>.” 23

“ALL POWER TO THE C.0.B.” ?

We have already shown the bankruptcy of the position of
calling for “more worker ministers”, of “complete control of
the cabinet by the left”, but what about the slogan “All
Power to the COB” in the circumstances in 19522 How does
this slogan relate to the question of a workers and peasants
sovernment and the Bolshevik slogan “All power to the
soviets”? Given that the COB formed in April 1952 was nor a
soviet such a slogan could only have been correct if it was
launched in the context of the fight to turn the COB into a
real soviet body — & body representing the workers’ organisa-
tions nationally, as well as the peasant committees and syn-
dicatos. Such a slogan would have to have been linked to
demands on the “worker ministers” to break with the bour-
geolsie, to base themselves on the workers and peasants
organisations, to enter onto the road of struggle for a
workers’ and peasants’ government, The masses would have
to have been organised around a series of demands — a pro-
gzramme of action — placed on these labour leaders. Central
10 these would have been the immediate nationalisation of
the mines, without compensation and under workers con-
irol, land to the tillers, arm the workers and dissolve the
irmy into the workers militia. A programme of action not
ust Jeft at the level of “demands on leaders™ but fought for
through occupations of the mines, land seizures, revolution-
ary fraternisation with the troops ete. In such circumstances
the slogan “All Power to the COB” would have had the same
meaning as the Bolshevik slogan “All Power to the Soviets”,
where the soviets were under the control of the mensheviks
and SRs, it would have been a demand on the workers and
aeasants leaders to break with the bourgeoisie and take the
2Ower,

As with the Bolshevik use of the slogan “All Power to the
Sovieis™ — a transitional slogan — it would have had a power-

ful use in exposing the weakness and vaccilations of the ‘left’
of the MNR and winning its base to revolutionary commun-
1sm, If under the pressure of the masses Lechin and his allies
had entered this road of struggle, such would have been the
opposttion from the imperialists and their agents, amounting
to all out civil war, that such a government, supported by
communists, could have onty survived as a short transitional
government to the full dictatorship of the proletariat, If, as
was more likely to have been the case, Lechin and Co refused
to enter on this path, then the possibility existed for break-
ing up the MNR, winning its working class base for commu-
nism and potentially splitting it in the same way as the Bol-
sheviks split the SRs, That is, bringing over a section of its
most revolutionary elements te an alliance with the contmu-
nists.

In the later period, given the growing bureaucratisation of
the COB, the expulsion of POR members from the unions
and the consolidation of the bonapartist regime with the full
restoration of its standing army, revolutionaries would have
brought to the fore the demand for immediate elections to a
constituent assembly — organised on the most democratic
basis e.g. votes to all over 16 years irrespective of literacy,
Such an assembly should be convened and overseen by the
workers and peasants organisations once again organisced
around the above action programme this time directed at the
assembly.

Gramar fulminates at us for suggesting that the POR failed
to pose the question of the workers and peasants government
in this way. He declares “It (the POR) opposed to the MNR
government, the slogan of the workers and peasants govern-
ment.” So it did, but there are, as any Trotskyist should
know, workers governments and workers governments, The
POR’s use of the slogan was totally devoid of its transitional
content, Either it used it simply as a psuedonym for the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, and therefore only to be raised
as an agitational slogan on the eve of the insurrection, or
1t used 1t in a thoroughly opportunist manner as designation
for a government of the ‘left’ (and not so left) MNR, perhaps
including the POR,

In both cases the governmental slogan — the keystone of
the transitional programme as Trotsky called it — is pulled
out of its place at the head of an action programme of inter-
linked demands. The ‘revolutionary party’ stands helpless,
while the revolutionary ‘process’ sweeps the masses forward.
Look at how Lora uses the slogan as a pseudonym for the
dictatorship of the proletariat: * . . The subsequent evolution
that we indicate for the COB, where the creation of new rank
and file organs, parallel to it or even independent, under the
pressure of the masses in struggle, constantly broadening
their field of intervention to all domains of the life of the
exploited, will lead us to the workers and peasants govern-
ment. In the culminating point of that process, it will be
necessary to launch the slogan of ““All power to the workers
organisations™.”” 24

Comrade Gramar tells us he could take up whole pages
with such quotes. Wisely for him, he does not, But if the
reader will bear with us, let us give a couple more examples
of this combination of chronic processisin combined with
emptying the slogan of its transitional content. From ‘One
Year of the Bolivian Revolution’: “Moving toward the final
aim of the struggle, the formation of a genuine workers
and peasants government. This government will not arise
mechanically, but dialectically (!), basing itself on the
organism of dual power created by the mass movement . . .
The workers and peasants government will appear (!!!)
tomorrow as the natural (!) emanation (!!) of all these organ-
isations on which it will base itself,” 25

Another example is in the Programme of the POR-Masas:
“The POR uses the slogan “workers and peasants govern-
ment’’ in the same way as did the Bolsheviks, as a popular
expression for the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.”” 26

Thus the slogan is relegated as something o be raised only
on the eve of the insurrection or only as abstract propaganda
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for the dictatorship of the proletariat, But of course the
vacuum left by a missing governmental slogan has to be
filled with something, thus the demand is given a totally
opportunist agitational use. In June 1953 at the 10th Con-
gress, the congress at which Lora ‘re-armed the party’, the
workers and peasants government was raised in the follow-
ing fashion. Speculating on a possible split by the right
wing, the Theses argue: “The total predominance of this
sector (the left) could profoundly effect the nature of the
MNR and would enable it to greatly come closer to the
POR. It is only in these conditions that we can raise the poss-
ibility of a coalition government of the POR and the MNR
which would be a way of realising the formula of 2 Workers
and Peasants Government which in its turn would con-
stitute the transitional stage of the dictatorship of the
proletariat.” 27

Here we can see the impact of the schemas of the 1951
world congress of the FI adopted and implemented by the
POR, A strategy of pushing the MNR leftwards, “complete
conirol of the cabinet by the left”, of dubbing it a “workers
and peasants government”, meriting communist support
and participation in, In this way the POR’s positions in
1952 were neither better nor worse than the SWP’s posi-
tions on the Nicaraguan government today, Their commnon
thread is the fundamental agreement with the 1951 CONngress
positions of Pablo.

Who the ‘right’ was the POR’s theses never tell us, deli-
berately so because to name names would be to ‘give up’
on ‘centre’ figures like Paz Estenssoro, who might after
all remain with the ‘left’ in such a government. And the
programme that such a government would have to carry
out to be a “workers and peasants government”? We are
not told, but presumably the ‘progressive programme’ of
the 1951 congress resolution.
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Central America,
the Caribbean revolution
and imperialist reaction

Pooples Hevolutionary Government of Grenada
(PRO) and the Government of Natianal Reoon-
struellon of Nicatagusa (GNR) aperily doclared
commtinent o mantaiping a <3api-.z=.‘.ist
eCONOINY ot achleving pewesr, Bath the Sandini-

& (FSLNJ and the Neow Jowel Movement Torimed

the Deurgeoisic

Thear

-

a Fopuiar Front zovernmanis,

Of course, these zovernmants are nc:
Populac Froents n the “classical’ Frenen and
Soahish {orm experisnced and analvsed ov
Iz o*sa{u in the 1930s: that s, thev are rarely
focmal dDloes Detween “lear!}f defined reformist
workers' partiss (Stalinist and ‘or Soecial
Demoerat.c) and parties of the oourzeoisie.
This lack of cpen =nd clesr political demar-

Cl¥ision corraesponds to:- the

1ac< ol delinitinn of

catlon and party
Juidlty end relative

class divisions in an 41d derdeveloned or baexward
semi-¢oiony; the ‘socialist’ rhetorie of

petivbourgeols nationalists and the chamele-
ontsm of the Stalinist currents within the

guerrilia movements; and the absence of large
Dourgeots nationalist parties, ziven the
weakness of tne bourgesis and its comprader-

lixe subordination to US imperizlism,

All this produces an amorphous Movensnt
contalning stzlinist or social democratic =s

well as petly Dourgzeois and bourgeois nation-
alist currents or factions, This alliance has
itself = popuiar-frontist political ersracter,

and when it attains power it consiitutes 3

Popular Front Covernment - zibeit that the
formal class independence of the praletariat

s dissolved within it and the alliance with

the bourgeoisie may de wilh only 2 "shadow” of
It - that 15, with aa insigniftcant fraction

or certain political representstives of the

Dourzeolsie.

FROM DUAL POWER TO BONAPARTISM

In both Grenada snd Nicaragua the regines
of this type were innersnutly unstable. in the
process of overthrowing their resnective Jov-
ernments, the New Jewoel Movement and the
Sandinistas opened up a new period cf dusl
power, 3olh revolutions fractured and disin-
tegrated the armed stale power on whisk bour-
geols ruie ted. On the one side stood the
aroused moven*nnt of workers and peasants eagar
to threw aoff vears of n\(mott tton 203 opp-
ressicn. On the other side sicod the dour-
gecisie backed by imnerialism, desrived of
direet control of its stals - its resressive
apparatus. Political power rested in the hands

Ot the armad nationalist wovemnenis whicn had
led the revolutions, tne FSLN and the NJM.
These werc not ‘partiuzs' but rather coa{itions
ol varlous political ouninos and tondoncies,
Tne ©3LN encompass sed proto-slalinists who

ientified with the Cubsn and Vietiiamess reyv-

olutions {the Proletarign Tendency and <he
Prolonged Peoples War Tendencv) and a social
democratie current around -he Ortega Ctrothers
- the Terceristas, wrich had close linxs to
the anti-Somoza bourgeoisie and sections of
the Catholic echureh. The NIM contained a
similac poiitical spectrum with an organised

minority around Bernard Coard, the ORFE
greuping, which had close links to the

stalinist Jamaican Workers Partv,
trhat united these coalitions on com! ng to

power, and enanled tmem to sirike & Zovern-

mental cﬂlance with sectlons of the pour-
geoisie, was their commeonly held porspective
that the next at gc ol the revo lutior was NQT

&
the preservation of &

cconeiny' {(thatl ., a caoiiaist CeOnDiry ) gn¢
Haoddalee wilg the fatifieinperte sy anc
palliolie’ seciors of tre bourseoisie. The
ezuers of 1hess moveincnls sought tc develas
Lt economies by: oromaling o Slate canlls-
HRU seclon seeking joans {rom LuTopes

meitl to Cefend capitalism,

The ccmmit

riegating the struggle for socialism to the
ciztant {uture. neeessarty brought these
rezimes into conflict with the immediate

The b9 Hkw

Y

demends of the musses, ganz c¢f popular
n: {;.;11 ian thrown up C-=:.1"g the alrupg es
4 ns: the LS Dacwec ragimes, and whose

._~.1~Ler, e ereated Jugl-power >11uaticns, hed
te De diseiphlined and controlled, ic be turned
into poweriess organs of "ponular power whiek
wolld serve =% organs mabilising support for
the ZSLN or NJM leaders.

Al lhe same timec the bourgeocisie, with
s ondizsolulrie links with US and werlg
I'nperiglism, posed an ever present threat in

I -;t1+:_»:n~,';1.~_: 0 reassert direel econtrol eover
1its state, Above sl the hour ceoisie demanded
Anfettered control over its {ectories and
fzros and s complete demaobilisation of the
workers and peasants, Terrified by the threat
of the sroused masses, it sought by all means
¢ auhieve a compromise with US imoerializm,

F* was the prolonwed existence of this
diiz] pewer siluglion {aldeit in an gtlenuated
lorm now in Nicarscua) which gave these

regimes their specilic left- -Benapartist
charseter, bajan icing between the masses on the

one hand anc the beu*f'eo:s*e on the other,
However, there should be no confusion as to
the Lzss charsceter of these governments,

Despite their soeialist snd popilist eolouring
they were cO."lQ'I‘UCIG(: 22 BOQURGEQIS
sovernments, conrmitied to defending canitalist
property relatlom.
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UNITED STATES INTERVENTION

~e last period of Carter’s term in
o{fice merked s dewisive shift in the LS
ruling eclass stretegy following the fall of
the US's most irustec azzent In the Middie
East, the Shsh of Iran. In Cenirel America anc
tre Cariboean this expressed itsell In &
Geterminaticn 1o ‘roll sack' tne rewvelutiions

in Grenaca and Nicaragug, o Cestzbilise the
Yanley governmant in Jamaics and erust the
reveiuticnary novenents tn El 3egivedor and the
rest of Central Americe, The Reagan
Administretion’s tactics have {ol lowed a wall
worn path. It has applied econcmic sanctiens
gnd dleexades through fts dominalion of tne
interrationsl aid nocies, with the aim of
uncerikining oooular support {or these
governmeris which it intendx tc overthrow. it
has made full use of its internal allies - the
lended oligarchy, the odourgeoisie and the
church, to destaDiise these regimes. It has
finenced and orzanised extiernal
counter-revoluticnaries i economic sabotege
snd military interventions. [t has promoted

the organissilon of rezional military dloes
{CONDEC A, QECS) tied to the US military snad
designed for interventions ggainst
revolutionary movements., ang finaliy, it has
resoried o drreet military intervention by US
forees, In Grenada.

EUROPEAN IMPERIALISM

The current stratezyv of the Rcagan
aCminisiration has opened up & number of
tactice! cifferences beiwesn the ('S4 and the
European imperialists which have tracitiong!
interesis in Latin america. While the European
imperialists also ciearly recognise the denger

te their eronomic interests posed by the
revoiutichsary situstlon In Centrel Americs,

thav glso understanc their cpportunities

Miichael Nisitlev i Jamales, taurice Bihop In
Grenads and sections of the FSLN &l Joored to
the “progressive fentions™ of the Eurcpesn

bourgenisie to &g them in thelr struggle with

Wushinzion., Thus thetr cicse [inks with the
sgeial demosratic and Labour parties in
Furope. Fearful of Reagan's policies producing

a repetition ¢f Cuba ang driving these

countries into the arms of the Soviet Union,

the Europeans prefer ic sim for & cemocrstic
counier revolulion in these ceuntries, on the
Poriuguese model. They heve encourzged regimes
suzh as the FRG of Grenads when in power, gnd
the GNR of Nicwrague to sagree 1o "free
elections", to steer clear of aid from the

S34 pme I
e 2N
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Soviet Bloe anc is relair the mined ecoloi™s
In return they mave allfered aid end the use of
their gond offices %o stay the hanc o
Wwashinplos. Jesnits the verbal dilierences
that this has jed 1o setwezen the Huropcan and
{2 pourgeoitie, the Furopeanr powers CieaTly
recgenise Iher SUZOIANINATE onositicn, DCLT
eoonemically &nd mitarily In Uiess regions

1S a result trell premises of suostsntial ald
heve remained on paper &€ nong of themn has
spown any willingness o setlcusiv elaiiengs
Reszan's policles. As in the cese of fGrenacs,

rEEL

| .
ey will continue fo recogi
1 and, in

re.ationsiny ol forees in
the ernd, scJuiescs?

FATAL WEAKNESS

The defeat of i=e Grenscisn revolution,
gs previously with the (\ntl'l of Manley's
party in JaTuics, showed the felel weannesses

of sceizl democratic anc stelinist strategies
i the lmpe"a.::mc worlc, The sgitempt o
prescrve the 'mixec econocmy', thet & 4

capitglist-Cominegled econoiuy, while seeking 1o
promote & State eagpitalist sector through

loens {rom Lurooean Imperlahsm anc the
noN-cepitailst countries, hes Seen proved
bankrupt.

Tre European mperiglists
them=elves no more phils
tran the CUS, while

Fave shicwn
sntrophic’ with 4.c
“he Scviet Unton has Deen

@58 tnen epenr handed. The result 0 Grenads
beiore the lnvasion, and in Nicerazue today -
& Erowing economic c!‘isis 28 300ial reforms

have te De jnecreasing!v f righn el out of
Imlernigl "evenue orf Dorrocwing. The massis
foreign cebt repgvments gnd economic
Blockedinz messures exacerbale these pronlems
¢ ensure econonile stggnation in the long
term,

THE DEFEAT IN GRENADA

In Grensadsa, a tinv shand chroniecally
cependent on the world imperialist market, the
PRG's utopian eccnomiz sirategy rapidly ran
ints severe prodlems, provoking a aramatic
political orisis in the regime., The Popuiar
Revoluttonary GCovernment ol Grenada was
formed as & Popular Front invalvinz (mporlant
seetions of the mlanc's capitalist class
slaneside the NIM, which itself econtained
Sgeial Demcoratic and Stalinist wings. This
Bonapartist regime, which balanced *)ms.een the
oourgentsie »nd the worxer and peasiani Tasses

US-backed 'contras’ in Nicaragua

Ves DY $1=Take 4 ity

solated. Yaving lailed 1o satusiyv the corizial
senands of The masses for land, fer pernsnent
2meovment of fof econirel over the

winita 55, the rezime was severely wzadenec.
[ts orzans of ‘oopiiar power’, Parish and

“onal Counciis, developed on the Cudan maode],
Fava Lne iflasses No :_C:'Vif‘m aver tne goveraomanl
AP any real Ceelsigh making ocower. Thesz

) 3 Dc-'“'ies Nela

averthrow of Dalty, f2malnec 3 VoI
ci no more fkan three huncrec members
depeidant for :x*puler‘ supcort on 3
ocpid’ist Jigarzheac, Mauries 3ishep. The
sclitioal Cisputes withit the NJIM netiwern I8
two Allgs were {ought odt be'r"incl the
masses and the pacty o ni:
Urling of tnese dispuias
ool gud tme Wiliing of RBkhoo and his
suppoarters in the governTent woviced tre
cxeuse for the US invasion and the guarantiee
ai is suceess. The masses wers politically
deiroraisad, whila the militia had Deen

disarmed beoususe ol i3 ‘unreliability’,

NPT
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REAGAN TARGETS NICARAGUA

Having acrieved ‘success' in strangling
anti-imperialist movement in CGrenada the
an governmant 3 oroceecing apacs o
Nicaragug, Tre

the
0

s K..--.-_-,_,

achieve the sume abjecilive
econotic Diocwkade has beon lighiznad to the
soint where Dasic necessities are naw in short
sunanly., *Contra’ atiacss and economic sabolaz:
have Desn stepded un cramatiexily. whils
internally the dourzesoisie maintains s
saboiazing teehnicues and a bavaott of
vestment, A large US feet hovers oil the
Nizaraouan ooast, orasiizsing the invasion of
.“"ur‘a"u’l with it3 newly reactivaised CTONDEC?
atlisnee (Honduras, Quateinalz, £ \-a:uafjor).
Tne Chuateh has recenily moved openly to the
farg in the organisation of the
counter-revelution inside Nicursgud,

neowing tne
crzgent, The

For the USA, the task of overt
CGNH 0 Nicaragua grows evel more
eollanse and demoraiisation of the El
Salvadorean army S developing apace, The
desperation e¢f the Gl Salvadorean ruling
5 expressed in its stepping up of
indwseriininate terror thredgh its "ceatn
sQuUaGsT, Wwashington must qmc\h ;»t e
decisive blow at Nicaragua I (&

the tide of revolt in Central \merica,
The GNR of Nicaragua remains caught ia
the contracdieticns of 113 loag term poliey of

coexistence with Nicaragudan capital, L.z U
gverthrown counterpart in Grenzda the GNR was
g H

a Pooular Tront giliance Letwsaen INe r!

(-oafition and the bourgecisiz. Alter lour
vears of oressure and sudversion oy US
1:n;}e:‘1aiis:u, the vast ;.41')“' ol the

bourgeoisie has dels
eotinter-revolution, The FSLN
preserving the Podular t
“phantam' oi the |

remains commilted o I3 g
‘Dargaln’, namely, (o creserve The Xivalo
sectar and to Wy to resch 2 comnlfomidie wilh
U3 imperiajism,

This ooliey will lead to disaster {or the
m4sses. The DourZeoisie 3 =2nadizd lao continue

it3 sconomic sabotage: pavients on the aebts
to imperigliam now fun at 45% ol Nicaraygus's
export ineame. The resuliant econcinic orisis
orovides fertile ground for the arguments of
the counter-revolution within the miass:s.

111

The Bonapartist nature of the TRLN r¢
results in a comoieste lapk of woriaors
cemocracy Iin Niearagua, As the
Grenada, the masses have no
which tney ean exert diraet
governmenlt or the econoiny,
juntas, as well as the Council of Stale are

appointed, not elected. In the 8T {(Sandinisia
Trade Union Organisation) appointment rrom

(5
3
v
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conirol
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above Is the form, &3 it s in the clher 'm'uss

crganisaticns’. The CD3s, the ARZs (Deonomice
RKeactivaticn Assemdlies) the cubiidos
abiertos (ciscussion meetings) ete. have no

Teal executive power DLt ace

plebiscitary cemoeracy where

asked to coniribule their cpinions to

Cecisions tesen {rom apove. The narish and
zenal ecounclls n Grenaca were docies of a
s.milar craracisr.

classie ora
-

SSLN on

taa e

The Gedsale going on within ths
how to respond to the present orisis
dlace nat within the ‘mass orgenisations’ or
wgais of 'popular power’ bul within a tinv
cirele of 'commancantes of the
and ministers cf the governTent, The offznsive
of US Imperialism has posed point dlank the
dtoplan nature of the programme of the GNR.
continue their present course Nvites growing
2conomic disintegration, s "Contra™ iy e>ion
oecked v the r‘O“«’DEL,-‘; and L[5 forees, leading
‘¢ the estadiishment of a rovisional
zovernment’ anc the start of a3 oivil war
rternally as the bourzeoisie and the Churar
Tobilise for the eounter-revoluzion.

d

ALTERNATIVES FOR THE FSLN

Two options are powd toc the FSLN leaders

5 a means of escaping this ever-waisening
risis. Firstiy, they can com Droliise with
mpertalism. In practice, littie shor: of
*utrwh* capitulation and the mposition of a
‘egime that is totally subservient to the US
Jhnc class will satisfy the Reagan
sdministration.

For sections of the FSLN the option of
-teaking completely from tae world imoesialist
ivstem s undoubtecly preferadle. The
tureaucratic overiurn earried out by Cestre in
me face of intolerable imperialist oressure,
~ould be the model to be emulated. Such a
urse of action depends heavily on the
~illingness of the Soviet Bloc to underwrite
sich & regime both politieally and
:conomiczily. All the evidence suggests
~either the Soviel Union nor Cubs is wiliing
13 encourage sueh & course, Cuna has
mnsistently encouraged a ‘eautious aoaroach!
“oih in Nicaragua and with the Bishce regims
7 Grenada; advocaling the ‘mixed economy! and

‘ne maintenznce of links with imperialism for
2d and tade. Castra’s support for Bishop anc

-

# condemnation of the Austin-Coacd CouUD
“2lflected this poliov. Hb open admission
Sunan military assistance would nal He
‘artheoming to Niewrazua if it faced US
“wasion, was 2 further remincar to ths SN
12 feek a comoromise ratter than a
swfrontation with U3 imperiztis s,
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Just a5 {he Castroites moved Sorward to

sure thelr own survival, scainst the wishes
bolh Muscow and the Cuban stalinists, so
elinns of the FELN COULD altenpl to present

Roand Cuba with s fzit soconpli. To et
.ch & regime go down lo a
Anrler-revelulionsry interventicr weould be s
Camatle dlow to the Soviet Flac's influerce
the anti-jimperialist movements and
Tei wesken s own poasttion vis a vis US
Coerialism,

TQNLSL

ciear {rom the present course of

the ONR of Nicaragua thst &t the moment thase
n favour of the first cotion dominate within
the FRLN &nd the Government. While .".aung Tew
ihusions of being able to stay the hand of

e deminent hardline faction of the LS ruling
eluss, the GNR has legken 5 series of megsures
Cesizned to gpoease curopeah Umper:ailsm and,
they hope. cven sections of the US ruling

class glizned behindé the Democratic Dartv.

it

victory in the US eiections. It
this woulC be less dangerous for
than 1he present Reagan

& Deroceratie
Dellevoas that
\‘-icu'-evt..

Adimiusiration, demenstraling ecain tha! the
pr‘e.xen; stralegy of the FSLXN provides no
allernglive but the iilusory hope of peaceful
caextstence with imperialism. The measures

they have taken inelude the removal of FEl
Salvadorean guerills headquarters from
_\jana;ua. the sesilng dowrn of the numbders of
uban advisors in the countirv, an amnesty far
£ O‘?‘ &l these who have taken up arms against
Niceracuan government, together with a
proinise to return all farms sejzed in response
e cc:urna -revosutionary activity or else to
gve compensation: and the Hifting of
censorshin on the right wing newspeper La
Prense. Niost imnetigntiy these measures
incluced the decision to hold elections to g
Constituent Assembly In November 1584 and the
ifting of restrictions on opoosition parties’
aclivities introcuce¢ under the 1987 State of
Emergency,

the

THE CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY

A long a8 the malor demoeralie tasks
remain un! u]i:llec within Nicarasgua and as
jong as Niesrsgia remsins g capitalist state,
the slogan o:‘ & revelulionary Constituent
ASSemdIY remains applicable. In Nicarggia the

e -u Ao oe] R S
PISOONEDATTISY GNA regime hus denied the
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OIe the Cemoeratic i!}usz'ons ‘I' 1
in eontrest, the nited Secretari
orial {LSFI - in Ireland
3 dencuneed thiz demand as
plaving intg the bands of the "hour cecis
geTorrslla eounter revoiuilon”, new dance ta
ithe lune af 1re lates: t'n"'ct of the FSLN
Ic-afje". ~inoin ancorsing ifree clections’
tneriticallv, Unlise the USF] we olace o
relld!,ce ol wouli-be Bonapartes 1o saleguard

to OV Eere
[Tiass 23,
the Fourin Imternst
PD), whe previensiy
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he
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the democetratic rights of the masses, a
position which Jecaves the workers and PO asEnis
to be mabillsed by the beurgecisie pOSINg  as

the ‘real’ defender c¢f democratic rights.

Butl neither do owe {21 in behind the
method by which the bourgeoisie wishes to
ccnvene, apd thereby dominate, sueh an
assen olv, Communisls supnort the CONVEing o
g Constituent Assembiv throur™ methods whieh
ghow the greatest dogree of seif -organisation
of the maszes. Thev fizht for the most
Cemacrutic franehise possible, for “he seerot
beliol, for voles at 16 }.qu‘S. nroportional
reprexentation, ne financial restrictions on
cancidates, annual elections. They alace at
the centre of the campairn for & Constluoent
Atembly the revolutionary 1asks necessary fop
the Ideration of the masses from the voke of
inperia.ism:

~ For en agrarian revolution, based on PEXSEnt
commitiees, whizh bresks the asower of <he

oligarchy and big farmers - "and 1o the

tiller",

- for the canceilaticn - ke Zedts owed to
the Imgerialist powers throuzgn their banks
401G agaicies.

- For the naticnalisation of the nanks withaut
comoensaiion under aorikers c¢onirol.

~ Oopen the Dooxs of the capitalists to
workers' Inspection, establish woriers’

control ¢of production and Sistribution.

The fight far these demands, of course, i not
left to the dallot box but i primarily
directed to the struggle for workers' and
peasanis’ councils o achi-ve these demancs,
[n this way demoeratic and transitional
slogans are used to mobilise the masses “or
power,

PERMANENT REVOLUTION

For revolutionaries this is the on Iy
perspactive which offers a serious DOSSLDHityY
for defending and extending the gains of the
Nicaraguan revolution - the perspestive of
Pef'fnane U revelution, The oresent course of
the FSLN leadership threatsns disaster for the
workers and peasanis of Nicaragua. The
response of U5 imperiglism: to the latest
praposals has Deen predictable - it s
ateposno up 1t3 counter- -revolutionary
0.1er1:>1ve.

SSLN

We reject the ulopian notion that an
alliance can be mede with "satriotic sections”
of capital against imperislism. In Nicaragua
the defence of the revolution means above all
oreaking the economic and political power of
the bouraemate. It means expropriating the
sadoleurs and establishing full worsers’
control over oroduction. it means astadlishing
democratic contral in the militia and army -
the elect;on of oificers and commancers. It
means transforming or replacing the powerass
argans of dDonapartist “peoples power” with
genuine organs of proletarian cemoaeracy -
workers and seasanis ocouncils. It mesns
establishing a real Workers and Peasants
Government, in place of the popular front
Government of National Reconstruetion. Above
all, the defence and extension of the
N.caraguan revolution means full militery and
eeonomie 2id to the FTMLN nsurgenis and the
othet anti-imperialist movements in Central
America as part of the fight for a Socialist
Federation of Central America.

The present offensive b}; 'S imoerialism

>

in Central America and the Caridbean calls “or
the utmost organisation of selidarity with
movemenis struggling against impertalism.
Sxtending and organising solicarity actions n

o way means extencing uneritics] political

suppert to these movements. In the imperialist
heattlands the ladour meoveients must be

8Ny actions ov
at fazcilitating

disrunt
alinog

mobilised 1o bicex ard
thelr own SOV *rnr"c".ts

the overthrow of the GNR or the suppression of
the ©VLN.
* ALl €% and Zast Csariobean Troops out of

arenada!
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Declaration of fraternal relations

GROUPE POUVOIR OUVRIER
GRUPPE ARBEITERMACHT
IRISH WORKERS GROUP
WORKERS POWER

The years since the Second imperialist
world War have fully confirmed the
charactarisation of the Twentieth Century as
the century of wars and revolutions. The war
itsetf was fought to redivide the world
Detween the imperialisi rodber states. The
LUnited States of America emerzed as the victor
i that war and, freed iroin the crainping
Testrictions imposed by the old European
L mpires, reshaped the world in its own
interests. This, coupied with the massive
destruetion of capital during the war, ailowad
a8 hitherto unpracedented expansion of the
productive fncces whieh lasted until the late
Sixties,

That =xpansion, however, was, first and
foremost, the expansion of capital, and
therefare, o capital’s social relations =znd
the soctal coniradictions that attend them.
Whlst eanital has harnessed the labour af
aumberiess millions, boosting orocuction Lo
unheard of proportions, private ownershin of
the means of oroduction and the subordination
of theic potentia: tc the pursuit af profit
now Soom millions to misery and siarvation.
Humanity iself s now threatened with
annintiation as the imperialists prepare
udlzash nueclear war ta protect theic glodal
Zomination.

However, while the content of Capital's
domination of the world nas changed not ore
iota, the form of thut domination, snd of the
21435 Strugzle whirh iU engenders, have seen
substantiz!l chanzes, Thus the countrias
exploited by mmperialism are now ruled,
tvolesally, through the pupnet regimes of
semi-colonias rathrer than >y direct colanial
L e,

LIMITS OF EXISTING STRUGGLES

Aithough there have beent many determined
and heroic strugmles agsinst eolonial tule anc
semi-eolonial oppression, thess huve takern
olace undar ST+INET or 2elty-hourzenis
nalionslist ieaderships, that 15, leadarships
eomiritted, ulttmatsly, to ashisving =
compromise with Imperialism snd not its
international cefeat, Suen forces mobilised

the masses in siruggia to force eoneessions
Sut, wherever that mobilisatinn threatened 1o
2as3 Deyond their own rcontroi and to pose the
20s3iDility of struggle for power Sy the
oroietarial anc s peasant allies, they have
demodilised, undermined and openly sabolaged
the struggle v the interests of their
projfectad woapromise. They are Doth unwilling
and unablie to 1tilise the strugrles of the
axsisitec and onoeessed to estahlish the
dictatarship of the proietarial and, thereay,
open the way to socialism with the strutegy of
Perfmanent Revelution, ‘
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ens . whnei
, miacad by inerepsing
insishillty and crizes, [hose relorniist
oarties and trade unions,
social demneratic, srovad cadabis af

cisorienzing, stifling 2nd aireetly szbotsging

the militant reaponse oi the wor<ing ciass,

A further obvious change in the form of
the class strugele has taken place n relalion
to stalinism. In the thirties t appeared thatl
the elicue arounc 3talin, wnich had usurpec
proietarian power in the Soviet Uninn, and
their rogramme of socizlism it ane country,
would not sucvive the developing erisis, In
the event, divisions within the imperialist
camp did atlow nol conly their survival but an
inerease i their powar, prestize and
influence. The existence of a workers’ state,
even though degenerated, altered thwe Oalance
of class {orces in the post war wotid and
allowed the creation of equaily
counter-revolutionary and cdegensrate workers'
states in other countries, However, stalinism
has not gone unchallznged by the masses. Time
and acaln proletarian and peasant forces have
had to be suppressed by military foree to
ensure the survivai of stalinist regimes. This
fgree has often been aided by the confusion of
politicel directlion and strategy within the
renellious foreos who have recuently been
misted by reformist, nationalist or even
counter-revolutionary leaders,

ADDRESSING THE CHANGED WORLD

Similar cramatic chanoes in the class
strugzie have oceurred before, for axample, af
the outbreak of the imperialist First World
War and, agzin, in the period of the
bureaucratic degeneration of the Soviet
workers' State. In those periods, hawever,
there existed, a8 a resull of the political
and oreanisational advances made In ofeceding
periods, a communist cadre ahle o re-analyse
the chanzed circumsiancos and 1o derive from
that analvsis a comouni:t stratecy, =
COMMUIISt prograim.: =n-! immunist tactics
ecuzl to the aseds of the waorking class n the
new period. This wax the nistoric contribution
of Lenin and, later, Trotsky in the creation
of the Third and Fourth Intornationals.

Today, revolutivnaries ‘he world over
stand in need of g shinilarly relpeusssd
communist prosramine and ine [nternalionst
Party needed to iniplemant it, AS in eatlier
peripds it 18 not a matter aof reiecling
previous prozrammes out of hand !

re-applyvineg their methods, grinciples,
strategies gnd tacties o the politieal
aroblems of the present period. However,
unlike the earlier periods, there 5 today no
already existing eommunist leadership capudie
of winninz te the revolutionary banner the
millions who wish to destroy capitalism’s hold
on humanity. Instead that leaderhip Tust De
forged precisely through the programmatic,
theaoretical and oraclical worx necessary to
re-elaborate the ecommunist oresramme, The task
of building a new revoluticnary Internaticnal
3tands belore us indav 5 an urgent necessity,
Beinre it can be built, however, crogrammatic
clarity over the chanzed clrcumstances of the
elass strucsle and of the leaderships which

i1 has thrown up, must De achieved.

THE OBSTACLE OF CENTRISM

The task of building a4 revoiutionary
Dafly has aiways Oeen hampered by the )
existence of cenirism in the workers'
movement, The Rauisky cenlre in the Second
Internytional stieided most member pacties
rom Bolshevizm. Bureaucratie centrism in the
stalintsed Tomintern hindered the Lelt
Opposition's sirugzie {for reform. Centrism
2{30 31000 838 an oDstacle - in the shapes of
the 20CM (Spain), the ILP (3ritain), the
adche Revolutlonnaire (Franece) 2te. - to the
zatlding of the Fourth International during
the 13303,

CRISIS OF THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

The Faurth International of Leon Trotsky,
founcec in 1493%, was the authents
continuation nf 3olshevik Leninigm, the
trugition aof ¥arx, Engeis, Lenin, and the
revolutionary Comintarn {{irst four
congresses), Aitar the wur, however, that
arzafisation was racked by erisis, Dnable to
exolain the continued existence, and indeed
sxpansion, ol stalinisan, the stabilisation of
aestern capitalism wand the sppurent victories
of netit beurcenis nationalism, (U Degan
inereasingly to shed fundumentu]l elzments of
the Trotskyist ocosramme,

This procrammsatic degeneration dDecame
cisalitative in the poriod 1948-31, in 1948
Tito's split with Staiin was presented as
sranl that, undse pressure, stalintsm could be
transiorned into a cenirist foree capadle of
overthrowing cupitalism =nc er2atiney worxkars'
states which, like Yugoslavia, only recuired
refaerms o beeocine heaithy workees' states. On
this Dwsis bhoth the stratecy of poiitionl
revolution araiast stalinizi burcaueratic ruie
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ang uitimatziy, the need for indepeandent
revolutionary (Troisxvisi) pariies wers

abandaoned,

Flowing from this the Fl. under the
leaderhip of Padlo, Frank and llandel, and with
the aporoval of Cannon and Healv, movad
furthier in the direction of liguidationism. I
stalinism could be Iransiormed under pressure
30 alsp could =acial cdemnocratie Telormisls of,
in the semi-colonies, petil-bourzaots
nationalists. The persgective ol an
immediately imminent War-Zevoiution was used
to justify a new tactic of “enirism sul
reneris” (entrism of a special type)l There
oeing insuffleient time to build reveolutionacy
parties on a Trotskvist procramme, it was
éu'gued, acherents of the FI should enter and
lovally build reformist or petit-bourgeois
nationalist parties, theredy helping to
develop the pressure that would, supoosedly,
transform their hosts into left-centrist
formations which would be zapable of imitating
Tite and, later, Mao.

This period ol programmatic deceneration
2ame to 3 head in 1531, The world Concress of
that vear codified the revisionism that had
Jeen adopled piecemeanl in The preceding threa
vears, The fact that there was no
~evolutionary opposition to the wnolesale
abandonment of the fundamenta) tenets of
Trotskyism 5 proof positive that the FI, by
*his date, had undergone a aualitative
tegeneration. [t was no longer & revolutionary
aaerent which had made some centrist ervors
cut a consolidated centrist formation
ncapadle of self-reform,

Organisational collanse followed
crogrammatic collapse. Different tendencies
«1thin the "Fi" wished to accommodstis 0
Jifferent politically popular or dominant
wrrents. The split of 1353, which created the
nternational Secrefarigt (IS) and the
aternational Committee (IC), took place
Mrely o organisationa! grounds, Nelther side
>hallenged the licuidationist position of the
235! Congress: npence neither can be said to
~ave represented any continuity with the
~avolutionary programme of Trotsky.

NG TROTSKYIST CONTINUITY

There has been no such continuity of
Trotskvism on a world scale since 19il. The
‘nternational created by Trotskv in the face
:f enormous difficulties, had, within 11 vears
:i tis death, {ailed %o overccme its iSolation
- a fate which MUGHT belall any revolutionary
12ndency lor long periods of time - and
nilapsed into centrism - a fate that WILL
cefall any tencency that Deiisves mass zrowth
oo influence can be atiained Dy dissolving o
zdandoning the revolutionary, that is
srotskyist, proramine,

For revolutionaries todav the centirizm of
=2 Fourth Internationai 1iself, and its
:lishools, 8 a mwajor obstacle o the
=tablishment of revelutiorary osarties and a
“zvolutionary International.

.

_EGENERATE FRAGMENTS

More than thirly voars nave
"¢ collapse of the Fourth intermatana;,
“aee then the fragments of what rad Heo
»orld Trotsiyizt movemant Lave cemsoinded
Telrerrors, sutferad Mriher spilts and
reaged o unorineipeed Dslars, OF (e
Tineinal tendencios o everse {foin 2ither the
~ traditton {(the USFI and various nsational
moups) or the [ tradition (the i, OURTI of
-erre Lamoert, the [WL ol Nahuel Morena, tie

LI
SANseG SInee

tho

~iof e TILC created by the British WSI}
:ne has droken rom ecentrism, Today thers is

Csunh thine as g world Trofsivist movement,
cmal 3T exist sre the Ceogenerate roasments

ernatictiai., Once azzin
: e confront:d with the tas«
ol Cerealing i this time a centrism
emerzing rom in orcer 1o develop
national revoiulionery parties and a
revolut.onary intsrnational.

THE 'UNITED SECRETARIAT' OF THE FI

The USF] today stands on the threshold of
¥el another internal upreaval., Since its
fermation in 1983 it has never transcendesd its
existence as a enzlition of nermarent
factions. Todav the couflict is between the
SWPILUS) and the European based Mancel
t2ndency. The tecms of the cdebate - an
adtright refection of Trotsky's theory of
sermanent revolution and the embracing of
Jastroite staijinism by the 3WP(US) versus the
defence Dy Mandel o the centrist ‘cbiective
orecessism’ whereby the revolutionary partv is
renceraed irrelevan! in the "orocess!' of
sermanent revoution - 8 1ot a prineipied
oJattie pelween orthodoxy and revisionizm.

USFI ON IRAN

Trhe USFI's most recent positions in
revolutionary sitlslions conlicm its akronie
teintdency 10 adant to elien class forces. In
1978 in Iran and Niearacua the USFI advised
s memoers orogrammaiicaliv te liquidate
nemseves into the relizious-led mass
mevenent and the petit-bourcesis FSLN
respeclivelv, n Iran, despite the
morisonment of its own members by Khomeini's

revime, the USEI seetion, prior to splitting,
retiszed to crilicise Khoineini and rafused o
cally the f{oress and raise the proeramme

necessary to fizht fis ecounter-revolution,

it the Mandeiite HKS offered some
nhemeind out still refused to
alse the oall Tor his overthrow ov the
ntdependently orvanised working class. The
SaP-spoitsored KT, on the other nand, carried
rway Oy Khomelnl's anti-imiperialist rhelorie
during the US hostare erizis, enlisted in the
“aitad {or Reeonstruerion™ - a united rant
AIth the aromeini {orves who were at the vecy
Same Hme butehering the Kurds and the left
slamie Mejshecin, (ndeed the laitter were
concemiled a3 sectarian oy the HRE for refusing
w0 unite with their murdersres’ Throuchout tnis
pericd Doth the HKI and the HKE - potentiailv
o woposite sides of a4 physical coalliat -
remained afliliated to the CUSFI.

USF] ON NICARAGUA

lin Nicaragua a similar course was
followed. Durine the strugsle that brousht
down Somoxza the USFI condemned and diseiplined
I3 own members for forminz an independent
organisation (the Simon Bolivar Bricade), It
demanded that they cease all atiemots to form
g separate 'Trotskyist” orzanisation and
instead become loval Sancinistsas. Aiter the
fall of the Somoza dictatarship the SWPUS)
christened the popuiar-front GRN¥ a warkers and
Peasants’ Qovernment, icncced its atiaeks on
workers' democracy and huailed it as the
vanguard of the werld revolution, The split
that this led to in late 1879 was along
familiar unprincipled lines. Moreno's
{actional Cifference with the majority led him
to walk out of the USFI with significant
forces, His limited criticisms over Nicaragua,
his preceding and sudscegLent hislory ail
pointed to the centrist nature of his
polities,

As for the factions remaining in the
LSFL, the SWP have becun to theorise their
capitulation to petit-pourzeois nationalism
and stalintsm, The Mandelites donning the
utterly Yake mantie of 'erthodoxy’ still
utilise the terminolocy of Permanent
Revoliuticn which in their view still has use
as a means of disvuninge their eentrism irom

serious revolutionary militanis, However,

since they fill the empty formulas with a
thorouzhly centrist content in practice, iike
the SWP they aiso cepitulate time and again to
the foes of proietarian revolution.

In the imperialist countries the sections
of the IS/USFI have been consistent only in
their opportunist accommodation to varving
political currents. In the 19505 and early
1340s it was primerily towards the left
reformists of Social Democraey anc/or the
Trade Unions. In the late 1950s and early
1870s it was the generaily ulira-ieft student
movement and Blaek nationalism. Presently they
appear to be intenl on forming a bridge
between reflormists, the feminist movament and
peace campaigners, In each case the method has
been, essentially, the same; adapiation to th
political norms of whatever current i3
identified as 'moving lert!, uncritical
support for the leadershio of that current in
the belief tnat this will help to Cdevelgp that
leacership into the leadership of a 'left
wing' within which the "Trotskyists’ will
wield some influence. The left wing in turn
Decomes a suostitute for the revolutionary
party ancd the revolutionary pregramme s
ecanveniently dropoped.

POLAND

Finally the USFI offers no independent
programme for nolittcal revolution in the
cegenerated and degenerate workers' states, In
the Poitsh poiitical-revolutionary crisis of
1980-81 the USFEI failed to raise the quesiion
of the revolutionarv overthrow of the
stalinist ruling buresucraey. The bhuilding of
an indepencent revolutionary party was
subordinated o accommodation to the existing
leadership of Walesa and Co. The call for
Jenuine soviels was reniaced by the call for g
second chamder 0 the Polish pariament
(Seiml, Thes, said the USFI would lead to the
evolutinon of dual powar which would evolve
Ittty workers’ aower, No mention of soviet
power  insutresction, the general strike, the
arming of the workers ete, In a picce of
evolutionism worthy of wWautsiy the USFI
recduced political revolution to 2 'total
series of reforms’' - the f{ormula cciginally
used DV their leader Hansen tn the 1950s,

Time and again the USF1 has demonstrated
its Dankrupley, Its cealrism, Yet it still
mascuerades as THE Trotskyvist internstional.
[t = prodably the largest grouping of
so-calied TroIskyists at the moinent, though it
seems Sooined to split belore long. [t3 claim
"0 De the continuity of Troiskv's Fl is g
total snam. we have deall here with g mere
handtul at its ercors. [t has committed many
more in 1ts dong history. Thev are not
isolated mistakes, They constitute an
uninistakeable patiern aof centrism. As such, on
1 worid seale, the USFI . at the mament, the
drineIdal centrisl obstlacts to the
consiruction of 3 new internatioral. It
atirrets, end then cupes and miseducates,
thousancs of militanis who will zenuinely
strive {ot a revolutionary answor W the world
erisis, We will eriticise, dJdebate with and
selemictse against the USEL - while at the
same lime uniting with it & action where
aporopriate - o ocder ta addeess and win
these militants eway {rom their centrist
feaders,

THE 'INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE'
TRADITION

The 1953 split spawned not oniy the USFIL.
Apart rom this mainstream eonirist current a
host of zectarian and centrist offshoots today
litter the world. In cortain cousntries a
particulsr oilshoot may De mere impactant than
a USTI section. For this our batile
with cenldism cannot be restricted fo polemics

aFainst Mzardet and Sarnes of the USFL
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The International Cemmittee (IC)
originally made up of the 3WP(U3), the
Lambartists in France and the group ied DY
Gerry Healv in Britszin, now aniy consists of
the latler and (5 s.;e.‘.t'es. Ttowas at its
owth a par aody of orihodoxy, never abls o
oregk with the oolities of Pablo, only Wit
the man, [t 5 now a Ce2ply o-_:);;-:;»:*tuf‘-"%;
cotlecticn of sects who have
revolutionary marxiza with Hoodlls
1o justify thetlr long-tarm 22Uasing
their zross capitwatisn o petlt—'.r:--—_n.::-;_'-:-oi_«
natienalism, The British {led

WP
row a cheerieacer for Gacaffy, Yasser
gnd the Avatollah Khemeni, brooking no
eriticism of these leacers, Bvan al the neight
of Khomeini's Dloody eounter-revoiulion the

Healvites were singing his oraises,

The Lambertists have undelzone various
mutations since bresking with Healv in 1971
Various manceuvres and spiils have led to a
series of name changes all around the theme of
reconstrieting’ the Fourth Internaticnal -
the QCRFI, Parity Commission, FIIIC) and now
the FI(ICR), They have dsnced with the
rizhtist Guillerme Lora of the Bolivisn POR,
the PO of Argentina, the USFI Itself and, most
recently, Morenc., In every dance ine
iill-matehed partners have, inevilably, stamped
on each other’s feet.

The splits, fusions and further spiits have
ALWAYS docdred the cuestion ol programmaiic
agreement or disagreement., This 5 Secause lhe
partnerships have only ever bao ior lactional
convenience or gain. As a resuit they
demoralise or render rank and File *ml Eants
eynical. Goed militants are sacrificec Jor the
sake of shoddy manoeuvres, The Lamdertisis are
characterised by their maxing a fetish of the
democratic progrumme in the semi-colonial
eouniries and the warkers' states, centering
on a repeated opportunist use of the
Constituent Assembly slogan, In Lurope, and
particularty in Franee where the iargest
Lambertist zroup, the PCI, 8 locatec, they
sursue a rightist ecurse of adaptation o
social democracy. In this respect they are on
a par with the Militant Tendency.

A large number of smalier tendencies have
laid elaim to the mantie oY crihocox
Trotsgvism and have annotnzed their In
to defend it against the revisionizm of
Mandel, Healy and Lambert., The EFrench
organisation Lutte Ouvriere and its satellilz
orgunisaticns {Combat Quvrier ui the Antiiles,
Spark in the 73A and the Afriean Unien of
International Communist Workers), trhe
international Spartarcist Tendency {87 the
Fourth Interzational Tendency {£IT), the
Troskvist Iaternaticrial Lialson Caomaciitiee
(TILL.C), and Meoreno's IWL are all in the same
camp. However, none of these tendencies hus
transcended centrism.

tention

Lutte Quvriere, like many cthers, claims
allegiance to the Traasiticnal Programme ¢l
1938 but, in so deing, i reiecis the naend o
re- e'a’)o"at', that orogrzmime. The programie
becomes little more than absicact pr u.cl;vlu\,,
not a enide to ection. Its inadility to as
the method of the 1838 programme, ref
1 o the mndern world, nhas ed LO 19
zlarirely neonsistant positions, [k
ehnraeterises the countriss of gastern
43 panitaiist but the Soviet Union as 4

gegenersted workers' state, In the French
alass struggle it swta’ian cefuss! to apoly
the tectic o CRITICAL aiectaral »um’; rt
the mass reformist _:)ar‘tles 25 and P
coilansas nto DPPORTUNIST ecalls
“or Mitterrand:- "he can’t be worse than
Orisesrct (1981), Like the SWP in 3ritain
s iR it ance had closz retations, LO I
‘undanicntally an Solated aational vaciart of
geonnerated Trolsxyvism.

:J.;t.

(&
OrUSsINg

TUrDDR

Q)

tof‘ SiNBaTolsTeld

with

The St ik a stalinophile sact willirg to
contenznee the erushing of Soltdarness by
Soviet I TILC, while it [asted,
neasantad neither oolitieal 2larity nor sny

-l
-

si%1oar osersgeative o achiave

2lustec of :
ZTUDS uniliec oW -
2 teng a malnr facler i the elass struzgle.
“ren this pretence was explooead, when (he
Hritiah scetion relused te tace a delfencist
cesition with regzacd to Argeniina curing the
walvinas war, U was efiectively nlown apar:,
Sinee then it has ‘ragmenisd further witpn, for
axiMoia, tne Itelian section neading ofi into
the LSFILL

Mus 3

re

The FIT lxewiie has no real oxistanec 28

3 nlernatiogpal tendeney. [ man

Arranisations, the PO of Argentina and lre POR
o Bolvia Soin have histeries of opportunis:i.
Che POR :»».lle:-d the lest of twa revemdticnary
IRes T1E3? and ‘:9'.'1} 2¥ ’:ao tulsting "o

droerialist’ nalionsilsis
templtad 1o ould &0 ezelorsal Dloe
citectvely a panulzr iront, with

~transigente farty n the recent

rzeais | .
Slzetions in Arzentins, This was g logical
xtension of 1S opperiunist misuss of the
ati-amoerialist oLnited Trent tactie. Tous
: P egy in The

Voreno's IWL soub Irom fambert
~:~—ws\,;lg degunuse of hi3 capitufation I
SR Y noutaly i franiee, Howawver, this
—n:e'riz‘.h aenortuiliat Morano 3
A4 3oclal

>

o)
Woaiisatusn into the MAS.D This w
dmoeratie Dormaticn af o nde;
drvifiearce, However, Moceno now algues
in the transition from dietatarstip to
democracy a stage of social democracy 8
inevitadble, To achisve Mmass ogrow:h he argues
that it 15 negessary to set up sonoial
cdemocratic organisatlicns of pariicipate in and
buidd them onany, withiout raisinz the
revolulionrary owramme, The 'process’ will do
the restl., This 15 elassic csnitism that would
do Mandel proud. Indeed it points to the
likelihcod i fucther unlity manceuvees by
these centrists,

that

THE KEY TO REGROUPMENT

e fundamentazi problem with 5! theie
The fundamentai prob?l thoall Lt

groups, &na others Lke them, & that thevy
reiuse to recovnise thers was a Dreak in the

do not
wds not,

continuity of Trotskvism. They
recognise that the Fi of 193}
orogrammatically, the Fourth internatioral of
1938, Unaole fundamentallv to bresk with
whichever of the 8 or IC traditions they
themselves 3oring rom, they «re left
otoclaiming their azllezlance to the "FI7 bt
this necessarily impilzs allegiance rot anly
te the leiter of the 19238 prograimme hut
spirit of the 1943-51 revision., Thus, they
charaeteristicatly call ter the
"reconstruction” or Trebuilding” ¢

=1 without :pecifving

“refoundation of the I
programmatically, what the bussis for such a
They are mncapsble

re-estadlishment should De.
Althout g thoroueh

of recoznising that,

assessment of the c:-..»:»-emtioea of the Fl a new

revolutionsry Internatienal cannot de built,

They are doomec to mimic the maneeuvres and
their IS or JO

dishonest dipiomacy of

to the

forbears. 4n understanding of the process of
Cegenerslicn thraugh whieh the Il passed wouid
enable them 1o see thal reconsirdeiion witheut

the re-eladberation ol tre paliting! hasis, the
orogramme, {or regratupment would onlv lead to
the reereation of the atmaosphers of mistrust
and nationsl exelusivenoss that
crgantsationaliy wroaxac no T

The rottsn eeciiions 2 The pesi have to
be transeetded v 4 oammit e o re-eanarale
the revoiutionary oroTranie, oxsosing =216 30
rectifying past miztones and ci ol way
fcr the owilcing o! aow Tnterny r; 20 A
prineipied oasls, The ooint of desarturae faor
the undersigned moaos 15 that we .Jelte:»’e
progeammatiic ri-clanGTation o be a
pre-recuisite nor teal unity and the ereaticn
of a heaithy International. We ware committed

T
‘.l-"-

to addressing this tzsx znd fullillinz T, At
sresent our tasks can be summed up n the
slogans:

*

Forward te the building of a Leninist
Trotskvist International!

* For a new World Party of Sociatlist
Revolution’

Ne recoTnise
will azain 22 Tendsnz.
groups emerzing rom he so-cailed T
FTCUDS Throu :7 ot T
L

2IskyIst

. P I - = . - -
'ELA.'J '!‘~hC‘ ?:1":' ?ﬂ‘-\'drt_" (92

the errors o0 th2ie lealarinlos =70 ogre
aresared o enr tham. AT of the undersizrad
IPOL0S PoopThize thell o4n oririnl oin lart
fentrist ot dozoneraty Imtarments of

internaliona. sNoeflalos wrayalllio o Us 5o
SOt to the exiziancsa oi atnar moans LIk
- '_. | . ~ - - DAL - - '
clrzalves, Howayvar, wa o TaTimn oeonlilstl Ul
S':oh g:‘)n'\s othey ool aTessy ARy,
i1l comrme InTo Doines Wolor ho Lninant ol the

anternaimnal clzss striggle
hr‘mkrupl**' 2 ,
stands exposad. We Wi .sE»af‘c'h (o198 1
greoate, discarss Af1R anc if

w%itn sieh tendencies o0 a prine pled Dasis.

NECESSITY OF THE PARTY

Our vos. 5 the zregiion cbf national
revolutionary saeiiss a4l a revolulionary
teenutional, Trhe Lnevenness of the warking
ciAasa, civiged 48 (1 IS Dy eountty, race,
industey, relizicn, sex and age, means that it

cunnet 3ponianeldusty achieve & homoganeclus
anti-eaptt4iist struggle. The need for an
armed nsurrection o seize state xower, (o
outfd the Dictatorstin of the Proletsarisl, and
o overcame ihe hopo i#ss decline of
capitalism, are all vital tasks whizh eannot
be Saft o the spontaneous struggie of the
working olass. Thelr fullilment requires *hat
Ine WOl<INg 2.A53 D2 wWor 10 8 agramme g
seientifie socialism, which 3 embocied 1 the
r ' narty,

T mawer 01 the bourgeo:s

se averiarswn and smashed LUy o3 oonsgious
saiplined {gree whica has won the alleglance
af the majority i the oroweiaciat, Thus, 4
revaidllonary 'ur:"

. y i the idsnersable
msirument or saiz

[P

AlAlNe 4G O m: atate
MY DU Party st 1::213 ~lohle the warkars’
ToavaThent S ithe m;i.»';e.-":saow: S1EeAns baelpdy

A
the woletarial sciects «na tenpers the rignt
PR

MErTYL Deioat -'anr.'J donoralization await il
thas proeess of oarty strugele WITHIN the
l Cour Tovaiment 8 0t won by revolutionury

-.hlUﬂlb[.:}.

oMM U3t hdve, at fimes, had o

Vellous
O

Duss thratch suceessive stagos of devetooment,
am 40 ideoiovical ourrent orimariy
eoilgernad 1l Aaeduiing A (Narousn

wnderstanding of snientilic saciailsT andd, on
TR 3441:‘., minering oui the Msin CONPON ents
57 4 revoiutinnary orourgstime, o a4 lighitng
srag=sanda wrodp wnich »azks to combine =
Strugzle Ior thel peogtanine (gfeinst the

SQr2es ar J(“L," 2GIA
.
I
14

v ‘.r‘) N

v erioatly strone s Niasy

ANG aetit-oouresais INTlienee within ihe
waorwers' mevenent) woth oA orientstin D, and
tvalvesient o=l ey strureies, o ine
creatior o7 a smail pacty i
RTOT226s 9 atiAtl S -f'-m g[‘ the advanesd
Aerers, e militant can comoal
nlher oarties on the terrain oi' The @lass
strugels tsell where the lzacershin of the
reformints can e coeniy Cisputad and broken,

WhIDO, DRoHUISE

OUr 2TaUDINTE sland elnie
dacinning of t!.‘ rocess of
pecause of Lhe collapse of the Fourth
intecnationsi inta centrism. Hawever, the new
period of crisis and C)(‘Olr)u"l_ inst - ‘,i (tyoin
the capitalist world xill throw all the
existing leadershins and partlies of the
proletariat into cfikis wnd econiiston, [t
into that flux that comuunists must intervene

D the
Coyvennnnent

44

Permancint Revolution: 2



%
&
v
P
X
g

‘o prove o the LDest elemznts thal, corcecily
apolied, the revolitionary Liheritance of

Lenin and Troisky can orovide a way focward,
[t 15 along that path thal we must acvance,
~inning and tempering a cadre of zommunists
anc, thereby, building the nuecleus of a
revolutionary communist party of the
proletarian vanguard,

While the revolution can be carriad
through in one ecountry, socialism cannot be
built in one country. The point of departure
for marxists is the fact that capitalism has
created a world economy. It 8 an
international system that must Se comdatiad
internationally. The building of a
revolutionary pariv s, therslore, inseparsbiv
Inked to the building of a demacrslic
centralist World Party of revolution, an
International,

The building of the Internatioral cannot
D2e put off until national partiss have been
built, Nor czn it arise out of unprinciplec
international allisnces thst are not founded
on programmatic agreement. The Internationa:
must de built by revolutionaries
simultaneously with the building of naticnal
oarties. It must he {ounded on :he pasis of an
interneational programme guiding and inferming
the work of the national sections., Qn ihis
basis it can and must De crzanised &5 a
gemocratic centralist Internsationzl.

INTERNATIONAL TENDENCY

If the building of a democratic
centralist International recuires the
eladoration of & programme to guide the
international's work and focm the basis of its
dscipline then it is clear that, prior to its
{oundation, there must exist a more embryonic
form of organisation whose purpose is to
develop that programme. We call sueh an
orzanisation an Internationa! Tendencv. Such a
Tencdency would be characterised byv:

1. the recognition by its component narts of
the need to re-elaborate a world programme
on the basis of the method of the 193§
Transitional Procramme;:

2. praoven agreement betwesn the conmponent
sections witn recaré to the interoretation

of fundamental tenels and tlactics of

marxism and, therefore, agreement con how o
proceed with the negessary programmatic
WOr«;

3. proven agreement with regard to the
application of the principles, strategy and
tacties of revolutionary communism in the
context of conjunctural crises of
proletarian leadership both historically
and contemporarily and expressed in the
resolutions of the international
conferences of the national sections;

4. an established and recognised democratic-
centralist leadership, based on the
decisions of, and elected by, international
conference; and the necessary
organisational structures to ensure the
disciplined application of agreed poliey.

An International Tendency founded upon such
agreement would be a fully principled grouping
and a major step towards the creation of a new
revolutionary Interneational.

FRATERNAL RELATIONS

However, even such a Tendency could not
Sprmg unprepared into existence. In order to
examine programmatic positions and methods of
work, to overcome weaknesses of national
one-sidedness and to establish a recognised
and trusted leadership and organisation, it is
necessary for revolutionary groups to develop
an organisational framework within whieh
collaboration and private discussion can take
place. Within such e framework sautonomous
groups of communists could test their ability
to generate programmatic advance, to adopt
common responses to current political
problems, to ereate a leading cadre and
organisation worthy of the trust and loyalty
of the various groups,

Sueh an organisational framework we call
'fraternal relations'. We base the
establishment and declaration of such
relations between our groups on a proven and
public record of past agreement on fundamental
political and programmatic issues. These are

summed up in the document "Fundamental

Principles of our Programme®, adopted in

common by each of our groups. Whilst this
document, in its characterisation of, for

example, the nature of reformism and the
tacties to be used against it, and in its
analysis of stalinism since the Second
Imperialist World War, already sipgnifies a
higher level of agreement than exists in many
a so-called 'International', we recognise it
85 only a necessary though important step
forward. [t is the necessary basis for further
and closer collaboration between our groups
and for their mutual assistance and
development.

At another level, the agreement of common
positions between our groups on such diverse
issues as the Polish crisis, Nicaragua, [ran,
Grenada, the Malvinas war and the destruction
of the Scuth Korean airliner over the
territory of the Soviet Union, are all further
testament to the principled nature of
proceeding to closer co-operation and
identification.

From now on each of our groups undertakes
to open its internal organisational life to
the others, We shall attempt, wherever
possible, te present internationally egreed
positions on major political issues and we
shell collaborate on programmatic work.
However, given the difference of resources,
size and circumstances of our proups, we
recognise the present autonomy of the groups
and respect each group's right to publish its
own positions.

As an identifiable international grouping
of nationally based communist groups, but not
yet an International Tendency, we adopt the
name Movement for a Revolutionary Communist
International. We call on all groups and
individuals who recognise the need for the
building of a new International, free of
unprincipled manoeuvre and programmatic
ecompromise, to examine the positions and
documents of our grouping and to join with us
in the vital and urgent work necessary to pass
beyond our present stage of development
towards the building of 8 new Revolutionary
Communist International- a true and worthy
successor to the Internationals of Marx,
Engels, Lenin and Trotsky,

GROUPE POUVOIR QUVRIER - France
GRUPPE ARBEITERMACHT - Germany
IRISH WORKERS GROUP

WORKERS POWER - Britain
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Just published by the Irish Workers
Group:
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THE THREAT OF m

CENTRAL AMERICA

James Connolly’s

LISEZ-VOUS FRANGAIS?

La nouvelie publication de la Groupe

Pouvoir Quvrier:

“L’ARGENTINE, LE MORENISME,
ET LA LUTTE POUR UNE INTER-
NATIONAL REVOLUTIONNAIRE”
Pouvoir Quvrier No §, juin 1984.

(USTED LEE ESPANOL?

Poder Obrero - Publecaceones Andes:
“LA DESINTEGRACION DE LA
DICTADURA Y LAS TAREAS DE

LOS REVOLUCIONAREOS

AOY DIA”

“DE TAREAS AQY DIiA : UNA
REFORMULACEON DEL PROGRAMMA
ES NECESAREA”

All publications of the MRCI shown above are available
from Workers Power, price SOp each, plus 25p postage.
Make cheques/POs payable to Workers Power and send
to BCM 7750, London WCIN 3XX.

KONNEN SIE DEUTSCH LESEN?

revolution und
konterrevolution

mn polen

T WHRATROT WSErERN .CFdE di MPE  S4EC _"Fm. Ga) .
ANETE ayd ‘Pises L CHeN, T.TVY LEIRE 44.247 .pwa cec
ANEQT AELCLE DM vigT sdemen ISMELE~S” & :mr
aThndan. 2.3 TCMII1LOM e..p0 TITEn AET AL i .am-
@l 1m0 JORIENE BT A4CH et . -1 gvs 1.4 ar@c a® .
MfuIindh, nimt .ol J18 0 R ova. ser S Ttk lrew prewy
BAalZan. Jorama & A8,I%0R 'IcCier G, 0uIEErEl t: o ae s

PR JAYPEILCE dLe MW MNer lar #rzycdgr . tie .eww .

oAt afRon .rAuh cammu. izh_agr ,l-l . et . .r L T
MPirdigrt urn.pigay nd v -.wpbl wres I'"I H % . ‘.

MR EHIETA LCA RS RINE AUl uls Nm 19 Nbhe Wit 1, -t o

tol Pom.ab. e WvsL.iim cer e T Izme. cru ',

Ped COMINENE POPD. L A dud 2w .cf‘. ‘iYL 2.

210n B0 voSiE NLTTIR MEGRYS (i t.n, 4.8 C.RC -

IV atiOnddy Thar.iplaryees SR Ve '.‘ 14 PAIMLOIS~

SPEIT M Mimyuis. iur ¢.fa “Gwd Lyfalfhq sr.ervy -or . tee
ENEGEE A SF A ULCOCTRINCE. AT I8 pipt 29T CE_RT . ), - .
a4 A Ayl AgbRidhet. Al TERL LA P By SEPCLT ATET e .
*aneld ¥F 11CA dFne Fucrar. FREFNE & LCF Sywmw WFE e

aveppes IpDNS & " varyide.

3L WUIALe Rdww.auimm Sew 4. T o T T R R

" BT TEQMABTARELT ECRTRIAN. ICTSEP 'l Pal BF | et
RAPE AAERAT Mt BLEP NELEET B IANGN . ST GLP A..@t s o4 L4
2o CHTPRAYERNOLE AMMINTTELT: Cet. (.4 Cr.iares levi. .4 -
SRR I8 = tmmext ANt IR '.:lur'..-n"'m“r. e
Sadifion (nlest X CORIUEIN-
Iie TaeEn 1mrE Tilen :-nun caaemn. - TR TG S, e e
amivmealmwwn. MIE .20 I.e > CME® 04T 24c “t-g,-. c pr re
“ale T 400 JNiMMe “imaua.

Iar. "Afv, J0f wCPAIBhrca AT.FavrE 98 wis. P PO acasecp
N —— .

@ NTI.. L3R e Y Ta It e

SHRFTEVE f R JALPRE 199E° N -

— 5

+

“GRUNDLEGENDE PRINZIPIEN
UNSERES PROGRAMMS”

Stummer 1984

45




—_——_ -

C
R

/..-' .. 1\--—-‘ ;——; C. . _-'-s,\.‘ 5 r \ ; ",.-3
'I‘S"‘ "\ ¥ I” X f_J T"\ v A v ;'”\ “L
A B AN RPN S

[//-\_/

Ly

Inside the PLO

The Palestinian Liberation Organisation:
People, Power and Politics.

Helena Cobban Cambridge University Press
1984 Price: £6.95 {pb} 305pp.

This is a well-researched and documented
study of the PLO by an experienced journpal-
ist who was based in Beirut from 1976 to
1981. The major section of the book, “The
history of the PLO mainstream™ runs to
over 100 pages. Cobban’s concern is pri-
marily with the history of Fateh: “the roots
of the resiliance of Palestinian nationalism...
lay not so much in the history of the PLO’s
own rather ponderous bureaucratic apparatus
as in the development over the preceding
quarter-century of its dominant member
group, Fateh’. The chapters in this section
describe in detail the historical development
of Fateh and the PLO against the ever-
changing political balance of the post-1948
Middle East.

Cobban’s book is a eulogy on the
“historic’’ generation of leaders - notably
Yasser Arafat, Salah Khalaf, Khalil Wazier,
Farouk Qaddumi and Khaled al-Hassan - who
were active in FFateh before the launching of
the armed struggle in January 1268, and who
continued to dominate that organisation, and
through it, the PLO. Her admiration for the
Fateh/PLO lecadership and her support of
their political method define the parameters
of the book. Two recurrent themes are the
ability of these leaders to gain a consensus of
support within the PLO to legitimise their
actions and their ideas, and the development
of these leaders as “‘statesmen’. Both are
important arguments in the European
bourgeoisies’ canvassing for the recognition of
the PLO by the United States.

This book shows that for the Fateh
leaders, the armed struggle went hand-in-
hand with diplomatic manoeuvring to gain
financial and political support from heads of
state in the Arab world and beyond. Success-
ful guerrilla actions brought new recruits and
additional leverage with the Arab regimes.
Defeats not only undermined the faith of
the Palestinians in the ultimate effectiveness
of armed struggle, but also created the
necessary environment for acceptance of the
[Fateh leaders’ political concessions. In every
bitter conflict from the Six Day War (1967)
to the Battle of Beirut (1982), the Jateh
leaders had an eye to the prospects for a
negotiated settlement. The ultimate goal of
a Palestinian state on the ruins of Zionist
Israel receded over the horizon. In its place
came the Palestinian “national authority” - a
mini-state on the West Bank and Gaza.

Cobban describes the bumpy course of
the FFateh leaders’ manoeuvrings with consid-
erable insight. Thus, in the aftermath of the
Lebanon war 1975/76, when the Palestinian
groups most opposed to the mini-state solu-
tion had been significantly weakened, she
writes: “one of the first moves of the
Fateh/PLO bosses...was to start making prep-
arations for the next session of the Palestin-
ian National Council at which they could
capitalise on this change, to strengthen their
mandate for the turn towards diplomacy”.

Since the evacuation of Beirut in August
1982 and the massacres at Sabra and
Shatila the following month, bloody splits
have opened within Fateh and the PLO.
Cobban’s study ends with the 16th PNC in
February 1983 when the frustrations and
dissent were only beginning to surface. How-
ever, she wrongly sees the PLO's future as
best safeguarded by the continued leader-
ship of Fateh’s “inner core” with their
“real-politik” approach to the resolution of
the Palestinians’ quest for their homeland.

In May 1984, Arafat called for peace
negotiations with Israel under UN auspices,
stating that he favoured mutual recognition
between the states of Israel and Palestine -
ance such a state is established. This is a

far cry from the articles in “Filastinuna”
which brought together the groups that
formed Al-Fateh. [t advocated *“the eruption
of a complete guerri]la movement from all
the Arab lands” to destroy the Zionist state.
Arafat’s latest moves are a testimony to the
inability of petit-bourgeois nationalism to
develop a consistent and effective political
method against imperialism and its allies.

(Gruerrillaism and bourgeois diplomacy are
the two sides of petit-bourgeois nationalism.
Cobban’s book reveals - despite her obvious
sympathies - the mechanisms by which one
side reinforces the other at the expense of a
revolutionary victory over Zionism. Arafat is
the Incarnation of Palestinian nationalism.
Despite the defeats and betrayals suffered
under his leadership he remains the reposit-
ory of the hope and aspirations of
thousands of Palestinians. This fact is largeiy
due to the absence of a principied
alternative to bateh and Arafatism. This
much is clear too from Cobban’s account
of the rival factions to lateh in the PLO.

Cobban’s book is not a history of the
Palestinian resistance - it 15 a history of the
PLO/T'ateh. Not surprisingly, there is little
coverage of the independent struggles of
Palestinian workers and peasants in the
occupied territories and the diaspora. Yet,
together with the workers and peasants of
the Middle East, this is the only force
capable of crushing the Zionist state. A
revolutionarv Trotskyist party is needed to
bring the working class to the head ot the
struggle that can build a secular workers’
republic of Palestine on the ruins of the
Zionist state.

In the absence of such a critique,
Cobban remains mesmerised by the resilience
and popularity of Arafat. In the end she
has written a book which comes
unfortunately close to bolstering the fiction
that history is a product of the strengths
and weaknesscs of “‘great men’™.

Verna Care

IRELAND’S
BRITISH PROBLEM

The British in Ireland: a suitable case for
withdrawal

Geoffrey Bell Huto Press 1984
Price: £2.95 [pb)

Geoff Bell’s latest offering from Pluto Press
is certainly his most flawed. Much narrower
in their subject matter, The Protestants of
Ulster {1976) and Troublesome Business
(1982), provided a great deal of ammunition
for socialists seeking to explain both the
reactionary character of Unionism, and the
pro-imperialist record of the Labour Party
on Ireland. In his latest book, he goes much
further by attempting to outline a socialist
strategy for solving the Irish Question. 1t is
at this point that Bell’s politics seriously
undermine the value of this book.

The strengths of The British in Ireland
lie in his dissection of Ulster loyalism, and

through it the reactionary nature of the par-,

tition of Ireland in 1921. Bell places the
religious bigotry of Paisteyism in the context
of the need to defend Protestant workers’
social and political privileges. Through his
account of the QOrange statelet's actions,

Bell is able to give the lie to the notion of
“Two Nationism". This idea - so pervasive on
the Labourite and Stalinist left - suggests
that such privileges either do not exist or

are not politically important.

Bell demonstrates the utopian and uitim-
ately pro-imperialist logic of any “socialist”
strategy that tries to treat Catholic and Prot-
estant workers as essentially equal because
they are both exploited by capitalism.

There is one Haw in this chapter - “Why

loyalism?”’. It occurs when Bell tries to
insist that James Connolly fully understooed
Unionism. He correctly states that the Irish
delegates to the Second Congress of the
Third (Communist) International had a

naive view of Unionism, one which under-
estimated the grip of Loyalism on Protestant
workers. But to play off Connolly’s “less
starry-eved” view of the Protestants against
this will not do. Connolly did not give *“a
sound materialist examination of reality”

{p. 67). In fact, the great revolutionary
wrongly believed that plebian Unionism
would give way to industriai working-class
solidarity as Qrange landlordism’s power faded
in the early part of this century.

For most of his life, Connolly explained
the sectarian divisions as a result of skilful
ruling-class manipulation. Certainly, on his
return to Ireland in 1910 as a2 union organ-
iser, Connolly abandoned much of his earlier
optimism, but he embraced then a view
which dismissed the Protestant workers until
after the national question was salved. After
1912 Connoily expressed the view that Prot-
estant workers would have to be coerced
into accepting Home Rule.

It 1s not surprising that Bell should slide
over all this. Essentially, Sinn IFein - whom
Bell faithfully follows - hold to the same
view today. On the other hand, revolutionary
communism while recognising the need for
coercion against sections of the Unionist
population also advance class demands that
can spiit the Protestant bloc and win aver
decisive sections af Protestant workers to
the struggle against imperialism.

By far the major weakness in Bell’s boaok
is Bell's attitude to present-day Sinn Il‘ein.
He effectively underwrites their political
strategy and does so with that characteristic
USFT fig-leaf of an argument that the British
left would do well to “not judge the Provis-
ionals on the basis of its own tactics,
strategy or obsessions (!), and instead to
remember the wisdom of Connolly’s remark
that ‘each nation must work out its own
means of salvation.” {p.59).

In short - Sinn Fein are Irish Marxists.
Bell forgets that our only *“‘obsession’ is
that working class power, leadership and
independence of programme 1§ a pre-
condition of a progressive 32 County Repub-
lic, and that Sinn Fein’s programme and
record eternally insists that *“‘Labour Must
Wait".

Bell is zuilty of incredible irresponsibility
when he says that we must not “complain
of the Provo’s lack of programmatic clarity”
because “there is no organisation in Westemn
Europe as far to the left as the Provisionals
which can still boast their kind of mass
support”. Has Bell forgotten the price the
Chilean workers have paid these last ten
years for heeding similar advice with regard
to Allende?

In the final chapter - “Why Socialism?” -
Bell aiso outlines the tasks of a solidarity
movement in Britain. Here Bell rightly
stresses the need to campaign around an end
to the Unionist veto, for the disbanding of
the RUC/UDR, and repeal of the PTA. But
he wrongly rejects the importance of the
demand “Troops Out Now’.

He takes this view because the malevolent
role of the troops has “won greater acknow-
ledgement™ (p. 113). This is a ridiculous
statement and can only be made by one
blinded by the “greater acknowiedgement”
given by certain constituency activists within
the Labour Party.

The many-millioned bulk of British trade
unionists remain largely impervious to the
logic of this position, however. In fact, the
Troops Out Now slogan expresses the prin-
ciple of unconditional opposition to British
imperialism. As such, it has been attacked
for years by Stalinists and liberals who wish
to water it down as a sop to Unionist senti-
ment.
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These flaws in the book are crucial, but
elscwhere Bell scores some important points.
His chapter on “Why Ireland?” reveals the
rich vein of radical writing on Ireland from
the Levellers to the Chartists. Other positive
features of the book include a useful refut-
ation of the “bloodbath theory”, often
advanced against troop withdrawal, and a
detailed exposure of the reformist labour
organisations North, South and in Britain,
and their failure to understand or tackle
the roots of sectarianism. As a result they
have fallen victim to this sectarianism. There
is, in addition. an excellent bibliography of
introductory texts to most of the problems
raised by the situation in Irefand.

Overall then, the book is a political
hybrid. Bell is a Labour Party member now.
But in a previous life Bell was part ot the
centrist “Trotskyism” of the United Secret-
ariat of the Fourth International. There, at
least, he learned how to develop a
materialist analysis of Loyalism. But his
book also demonsirates the chronic weakness
of that apprenticeship: a hopeless lauding of
left Republicanism and retailing Sinn Fein
“socialism” as the wayv to achieve a united
[reland.

As a result, we have a book which in the
hands of a militant with average trade union
consciousness provides some antidote to the
head-fixing of the bosses’ media. Yet Bell
has also given us a book which merely
compounds the catalogue of confusion
over socialist strategy and the political
basis of solidarity wark. Certainly worth
buying, but read with care.

Keith Hassell

Obituaries
to a revolution

Grenada: whose freedom?
I'itzroy Ambursley and James Dunkerley
Latin American Bureau £2.95 (pb) 128pp.

Grenada: Revolution, invasion and aftermath
Hugh O’Shaughnessy Sphere Books
£2.95 258 pp.

These two books cover nearly the same
sround. They look at the history of the
New Jewel Movement (NJM), the policies of
the Peoples’ Revolutionary Government
(PRG), the split in the NJM and the after-
math of the invasion. Both books give a vir-
waally identical account of the events which
fed up to the bloody carnage in which a
major part of the NJM leadership were
:xecuted. More surprisingly, the boak by
Dunkericy and Ambursley - two openly-
declared Marxists not unsympathetic to
Trotskyism - ends up coming to similtar con-
clusions to that of thc liberal journaiist
’Shaughnessy who works for the Observer.

Bolth books caonfirm that the NJM wus
never a party roated in and organising the
mass of waoriers and peasants in Grenada.
Having organised itself from 1973 as a
highly sclective and tightly-knit organisat-
ion, the NJM had only 45 full members
when it seized power in March 1979, and by
the end of 1983 no more than 300. This
was a tiny number in a population of
[ 10,000.

This weakness was nof just a question of
sizc. The model on which the NJM was
organiscd was a Stalinist onc. The party was
run from the top down, with the Politburo
changing 1ts own composition and that of
the Central Committee without reference to
the membership. Politicul decisions were
taken by a small grouping at the top of
the party.

This method of organisation was fostered
not only by the Coard wing of the parly,
but by Bishop’s supporters as well, Bernard
(‘oard, who had been close to the British

CP while at Sussex University, quickly organ-
ised a “Marxist-Leninist” (i.e. Stalinist) wing
of the party (OREL), on his return to Grenada
in 1976. Bishop, Unison Whiteman, Vincent
Noel, Kendrick Radix and others were in
fact much closer to the politics of the
Sacialist International, to which they affili-
ated the NJIM.

Despite much talk about *‘the masses”
by the NJM, their involvement in directing
the course of the revolution was strictly
limited. Bishop was no doubt genuinely pop-
ular, as proven leader of the opposition to
Gairey's tyranny.

Bishop naturally leaned towards the pleb-
iscitary, populist type of “democracy™ which
is still fostered by [Fidel Castro as an adjunct
to his Stalinist regime. Dunkerley and
Ambursiey accept the organs of “Popular
Power” virtually uncritically. Against the
bourgeois Westminster-style system, they
argue, Grenada offered “by contrast a form
of continuous direct democracy’.’. (p.39).
Yet at the same time they refer to these
bodies as organs of “‘popular consultation”.
There is a difference. They had no real
power or control over the government.

Because of this, these authors cannot
explain the dramatic falling-off in partici-
pation in these bodies, which they suggest
was the “normal” falling off of revolutionary
impetus. Any worker or student involved in
useless “participation” and “consultation”
committees could give them the real reason.
Consultation without control is useless. In
arguing that there was basically no alter-
native between these twao systems - bourgecis
democracy and bonapartist “popular power”,
Ambersley and Dunkerley reject the only
possibility of real warkers’ democracy -
soviets or workers councils.

On the economic policy of the PRG
while in power, both books confirm the
NIM’s pursuance of a capitalist stage of the
revolution. Dunkerley and Ambursley point
out that while the state sector grew to 30%,
“the bulk of the economyv and its most
dvnamic sectors remained in private hands”
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World Bank and IMF reports praisins o2
economic management.

The economic and political sacrifices
necessary were made by the workers and
peasants of Grenada, in a society where, as
the LAB book points out, the richest sectors,
the merchant-houses, had considerably
increased their profits (p. 44).

Neither of these books manages to make
the link between the strategy of the PRG,
the growing economic crisis it produced and
the split in the NJM. As a result, both give
the impression of an apparently motiveless
factional battle, inexplicably breaking out over
the NJIM teadership.

In fact, March 1983 saw the start of the
crisis, with Coard reporting that state
employees could not be paid for much longer
unless the budget was slashed by 20%. The
situation appears to have evoked two respon-
ses. Bishop visited the USA seeking a comp-
romise with Washington (a trip opposed by
the OREL members), and delivered a pro-
mise of elections in 1985 to Caricom a
month later,

Coard, who had just come back from a
maonths visit to the Soviet Union, directed
his supporters on a different course. In Sep-
tember, OREL launched an onslaught on the
Bishop wing. What was needed was closer
cooperation with the “socialist countries” -
the USSR, Cuba, East Germany. All this
meant downgrading the role of Bishop and
his group in the government, and placing
Coard in charge of the party and in “‘joint
leadership” with Bishop. While still absolute-
ly committed to the “‘capitalist stage”, the
OREL grouping clearly realised that the
flagging enthusiasm of the masses and the
future sacrifices they were about to exact
from them, demanded a more homogenous
Stalinist party and a strengthened army.

F'rom this point on, the party was effec-
tively split, with OREL in the majority.
Within five days of returning from Cuba,
Bishop was under house arrest.

When the news broke to the masses,
kept in ignorance of the debates in the
party, they entered into the course of the
revolution again with a vengeance. Under the
slogans ““No Bishop No Revo”, “We don’t
want Communism’™ and “C for Coard, C for
Communism’, a demonstration of 3-4,000
released Bishop, and under his direction
seized the military headquarters of l‘ort
Rupert. 1t was here that thcy met a murder-
ous hail of fire trom PRA units sent by the
Central Committee - the same units that
proceeded to exccute Maurice Bishop and
five other NIM leaders.

The strategy pursued by Bishop and
Coard at the hecad of the NJM had led the
revolution into crisis. The Stalinist response
of ORFL had aborted it. As could be expec-
ted, O’Shaughnessy puts the blame on the
NIM for “trying to put into practice the
theorics of democratic centralism and the
primacy of party over state”. In castigating
the Stalinist norms of internal party organ-
isation and its relationship to the masses,
O’'Shaughnessy follows many other bourgeois
commentators in, genuinely or deliberately,
contusing Stalinist and Leninist methods.

More surprisingly, Dunkerley and
Ambersley give credence to the same view
when they blamce the NIM {or seeking
“complete imposition of their partv-
bascd conceptions of discipline and public
order on the state™ (p.35).

The lessons of the debacle in Grenada are
not that “Leninist vanguardism = brutal
dictatorship™, but that the Stalinist theory
and practice of stages guarantees only bloody
defeat for the masses,

Stuart King

Sumuncr 1954
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Welsh miners
against fascism

Miners Against Fascism
Hvwel Francis Lawrence and Wishart 1984
Price: £4.95

By a strange twist of fate the publicat-
ion of Miners Against Fascism coincided
with the start of the 1984 miners strike,
when Welsh miners once again found them-
selves in the forefront of working class str-
uggle. This alone should generate interest in
Francis’s detailed history of Welsh miner
volunteers for the Republican forces in the
Spanish Civil War.

What makes this whole episode instruct-
ive as well is the light it sheds on the polit-
ics of the Communist Party of Great Britain
(CPGB) who then and now exercise some
leadership in the Welsh coalfield.

Francis states that the aim of the book
is ‘to explainthe social and political reasons
why Wales, and especially its miners, respon-
ded in the way it did to the struggle against
fascism in Spain in the 1930’s.” And, in
many ways, this is a book that I'rancis is
uniquely suited to write. He grew up in one
of those South Wales valleys where Commu-
nism was thought to be hereditary. His fat-
her was the late miners leader Dai Francis,
and such iegendary figures as Will Paynter
and Jack Jones were well known to him.
Miners Against Fascism draws heavily upon
this background and on a mass of oral evid-
ence from those who participated In the
Spanish Civil War and the class struggles in
the South Wales coalfield which preceded it.

I-ifty vears ago the South Wales coalfield
provided no less than 118 ‘volunteers for lib-
erty’. These Welsh miners formed one of the
biggest contingents within the British Battali-
ons of the International Brigades. One South
Wales valley alone -the Rhondda - provided
more volunteers than the combined total of
miners from the English coalfieids.

Why did se many volunteer? Francis puts
forward two major reasons. kirst, it was an
extension of the unique ‘cxtra-parliamentary’
form of class struggles which re-¢merged In
South Wales in the intcr-war period. Secondly,
it was an expression of a particular form of
internationalism, a ‘proletarian international-
ism’.

[t must be said that the first part of 17-
ancis’s case is the strongest. The miners, bet-
raved by the TUC leaders in 1926, were left
to fight on alone. The bosses employed star-
vation tactics. Police were drafted inte South
Wales to physically crush the resistance. And
although the miners were eventually defeated,
as l'rancis says the ‘collective coalfield expe-
rience was a salutary onc for many’.

While the more general experience of the
defeat was demoralisation, the bitter struggles
of the period served to heighten the political
consciousness of a significant minority of So-
uth Wales miners. The CPGB managed to cap-
ture the best of these militanis.

The real value of Francis’s book lies in
the detail he paints of the class struggle in
the valleys in this pcriod. But his inabilty or
unwillingness to break with Stalinism blinds
him to the treachcrous role played by the
CPGB during these years,

In the late 1920°s the CPGB, faithfully
parroting Stalin's ‘Third Pertod’ class apainst
class line, launched a bitter attack on the La-
bour Party and the leadership of the South
Wales Miners bederation (SWMi), denouncing
both as social tascists. As & result, the CP
succeeded in actually marginalising itselt.

['rancis recognises that this policy proved
disastrous but belicves that ‘out of the errors
of this sectariansim grew a united front strat-
egy which anticipated later national and inter-
national Communist policy changes.” This i
nothing short ot distngenuous. The victory of
fascism in Germany {itsclt partly due to Stal-

in's criminal ‘social fascist’ policy) caused the
Comintern to perform a sharp turn towards
right opportunisim. For Stalin, the fight agai-
nst fascism now required not simply a united
front of fighting workers’ organisations {pre-
viously dubbed ‘social fascist’) including the
reformists, but the ‘democratic wing of the
bourgeoisie itself. This was called the Popular
F'ront. The CPGB was only required to rubber
stamp this change of line.

In South Wales each and every ruling ci-
ass attack was interpreted by the CPGB as
further evidence of ‘creeping’ state fascism.
This neccssitated the defence of ‘democracy’
(of the bourgeois kind) as a lesser evil. For
the Party, ‘Revoiution Now! was seen to be
tactically infantile and politically indulgent’.

Moreover, for the Stalinists, any working
class activity which threatened the continuat-
ion of the Popular I‘ront was “tactically infa-
ntile’. Within the rank and file of th¢ SWML
there was strong support for the poiicy of
‘strikes for Spain’ and against the governmen-
ts policy of non-intervention. But the Stalin-
ists on the Executive of the SWMI' believed
that ‘limited and realistic demands in support
of the Spanish Republic with only moral and
organisational pressure being used, would be
the best way of securing maximum results.’

While in Spain the Popular Front had
tragic and well known consequences, in
South Wales it proved no less effective in
strangling working class resistance under the
banner of ‘democracy’.

What of Francis's claim that the miners
who volunteered for Spain exhibited “prolet-
arian internationalism’? The overwhelming
majority of South Wales miners who tought
in Spain were members of the CPGB who
saw the Spanish Civil War as a straighttor-
ward defence of bourgeois democracy and
Spain’s ‘national rights’. In the words of ane
of them, ‘The major thing was the defeat of
the rebellion and to reject and counter Fas-
cist Germany's and Fascist Italy’s attempt to
encircle France and Britain and go forward
with their conquest of Europe’. This sociat
chauvinism was constantly flogged by the
CPGB. In so far as ‘proletarian International-
ism’ existed in South Wales it was despite the
CPGB, not because of it.

Miners Against Fascism 1§ 4 booK of un-
cven meril. It draws its strengths from
I'rancis’s closencss to those who created the
history it explores; it is ‘history from below’,
As an account of the development of polit-
ical consciousness within the South Wales
coalfield in the twenties and thirties it s a
valuable study, but I‘rancis’s blindness to
the CPGB’s crimes limit its educational useful-
ness in truining a new pgeneration of mibilants,

Jon Lewis.

SISTERS AND
WORKERS

Class struggle and women’s liberation: 1640
to the present day

Tony Clff Bookmarks 1984 Price: £4.50
271pp.

Women have played an active roie in the
great revolutionary struggles of the past 350
years. This role hus been by and large
“hidden from history™. {‘cminist writers over
the last fifteen years have striven hard to
uncover this history. Yel they have built into
their accounts not only a talse patriarchal
conspiracy theory, but have also hidden from
their histories the glaring class differences
and antagonisms within “thce women’s move-
ment™.

Tony Cliff sets out to remedy both thesc
¢rrors. the ambitious title Clit1 gives his book
indicates the c¢normity of the task. Thos:

340 years can hardly be done justice in 250
pages, but CLff provides a readable and
entertaining journey through some of the
kev revolutionary situations. By drawing
together accounts of the heroic role of
women both as individuals and as mass move-
ments (all this information is gleaned from
schalarly or hard-to-obtain sources), the book
is a valuable introduction to the history of
working class women.

The overall political theme of the book is
one Clitff has been stressing for many years:
the fundamental antagonism between bour-
ceois feminism and socialism, and that work-
ing class women must be seen as an integral
part of the wider working-class struggie tor
socialism and women’s emancipation.

The arguments put forward are a contin-
uation of Cliff’s fight within the Socialist
Workers Party (SWP) against the feminism
which had been expressed through their
Women’s l'oice organisation. Having success-
fully wound up this ‘‘sister” organisation
of the SWP, CIliff saon got rid of their
eponymous magazine, and is now delivering
the final literary biows against any closet
feminists who may remain.

Wamen’s movements have historically
always been divided by class. The I'rench
Revolution saw wemen of the rising bour-
geoisie demanding political equality and
the right to vote for themselves, whilst the
propertyless women fought for bread, price
controls and a constitutional republic. The
two groups were eventually to come into
direct conflict during the Terror, when
propertyless women cheered as their
Girundine ‘“‘sisters” were guillotined.

[n the USA In the 19th Century, the
bourgeois feminist movement sought equality
with men of their own class by gaining votes
for women at the expense of blacks and
workers. By contrast Cliff quotes Mather
Jones, the famous working class women’s
leader who argued at a mecting of suffra-
gettes in New York:“You don’t need a vote
to raise hell! You need convictions and a
voice!...The women of Colorado have had
the vote for two generations and the
working men and women are in slavery™.

p.58).

Whilst mifitant trade unionists correctly
criticised bourgeois suffrage campaigners for
ignoring the terrible canditions of their
supposed sisters in the proletariat, and for
their parliamentary cretintsm, they also make
a fundamental error. [t s an error that CLff
tollows them in making, To reject or down-
play the struggle for democratic rights and
legal equalily in society was wrong. This
struggle held the potential of raising the polit-
ical consciousness of working class women.

Fneels, Luxemburg, Lenin and Trotsky
saw this clearly. They saw that militant
organisation and revolutionary tactics such as
the mass strike for political goals educated
and developed the working class as a whole.
Whilst struggles for democratic rights couid
not solve the sociul roots of proletarian opp-
ression and exploitation, 1t helped Marxists
to create a force that could - a revolutionary
party.

Cliff’s cconomism is demonstrated again
and again in his counterposing ol women’s
trade unicen struggles 10 the bourgeois temin-
ists’ concentration on politics (incaning part-
filument). He cannot discover the basis for a
specifically proletarian politics which com-
prises democratic demands as well as econ-
omic dermands, and which can link them all
topether in a transitional programme for
working class powcr.

The incompatibility of bourgeois teminism
and socialism 1s a basic but grossly neglected
tenet ol Marxism which CHff 15 correct to
demonstrate in his book, especially since the
prowth of the women's movement in Britain
has seen many el groups ditching Marxism
and comproemising with feminism.

However, in his eagerness to defend the
unity of the working class, Chff neglects the
necessity for revolutionaries to have a
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specific approach to working class women.
In the Introduction he writes: “The history
of efforts to organise working class women
into socialist organisations like the general
history of the werking class movement, is a
long story of ebbs and flows, of great
achievement and heart-rending disappoint-
ments. Yet the struggles go on, even though
time and time again they have to start as
from the beginning”.(p.11).

Cliff's habitual spontaneism which here he
applies to women is capable of short bursts
of wild optimism and enthusiasm, which fall
batk into a bleak pessimism. There is an
alternative method to Cliff’s. It is one that
understands ciearly that it is the task of an
organisation of revolutionaries, and specific-
ally of women communists, to intervene in .
each major upheaval, to test out other
leaderships, to draw larger numbers to their
programme, even after a defeat. It is a trad-
ition that not only built parties and move-

ments of working class women, but also tested,

corrected and developed its programme,

For example, the experience of the Rus-
stan women’s movement from 1905-7,
combined with that of Zetkin in the German
women’s organisation, enabled Kollontai and
the Bolsheviks to reach a better under-
standing of how and around what to organ-
ise working class women by 1917. Cliff con-
stantly neglects that aspect of these histor-
ical examples.

You would imagine from Cliff’s account
that there were no problems with the
woman question in the German and Russian
movements. In fact, the Bolsheviks were slow
and inadequate in their work on women
right up to 1917, due to a reticence to recog-
nise the special needs of women workers. It
was leading women like Kollontai and Zetkin
who combined a Marxist rejection of
bourgeois feminism with a revolutionary strat-
egy and tactics, designed to mobilise women
for their own emancipation and working
class power.

This programme, which became the Bol-
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shevik position during the 1917 revolution,
included raising specific demands relating to
women’s oppression and the need for
special forms of agitation, propaganda and
organisation to draw women into struggle.
This remains the case today.

The major blind spot in Cliff’s analysis
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is that he continues to see women simply as
backward workers who must be drawn into
the general class struggle. He rejects any
notion of special interests and argues:

“As workers too, the needs of men and
women are identical. Because of these things
any separafism between men and women
workers will damage both, and will

damage women more than men”.(p.102)

Cliff maintains that whilst women’s
oppression is a result of their position
within the family, it is only as workers that
they become able to struggle against capital-
ism: “The workplace, and the fight by work-
ing women to improve their circumstances
there, is the key to changing ideas, raising
consctousness” (p.235); and again: “the
starting point for a struggle against women’s
oppression is not that of oppression itself,
but the point where working class women are
strong, where, with the men of their own

class, they can fight to change society” (p235).

CIiff here confuses two points. Of course,
women can only decisively act to change
society through their struggle alongside men,
based in the workplace. But it is totally
false to limit the issues for launching a mass
movement of working class women to the

problems they face as workers. The movement

of miners wives in the 1984 strike shows
that the problems working class women face
.as home managers can be an enormous spur
to militant struggle. Cliff has nothing to offer
these women except trade unionism or join-
ing his party. In this he falls decisively below
the level of Kollontai and Zetkin who want-
ed to build a mass working class women's
movement under communist leadership.
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Communism in Germany under the Weimar
Republic : ‘
Ben 1'owkes MacMillan 1984
Price: £7.95 (pb) 246pp.

The history of German communism in the
period 1918-33 is rich with lessons for rey-
olutionaries today. During this period the
German Communist Party (KPD) grew from
a handful around Luxemburg and Lieb-

knecht into the largest CP outside the USSR.

Between 1918 and 1923, Germany was
engulfed in revolutionary crises and in the
vears up to 1933 the KPD had and then

lost the opportunity to smash Nazism.

Hitherto there has been little material on
these years in English. Ben Fowkes’ book
is therefore welcome. The book deals with
events between 1918 .and 1933. Communist
policy in the face of Hitler's rise to power
18 given somewhat cursory treatment, while
the book concludes with a factually inter-
esting section on the sociology, organisational
structures and international relations of the
KPD.

Fowkes has limited his history to the act-
ivity of the party’s leaders, “saying little of
the middle cadres, let alone the ordinary
members”. This is a pity, since it leaves us
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strikes, in which they united w71 =:m-
communists, they were able ¢ =z-7.zr v
expand their influence in the mxi: .o
IFor example at the 10th ADGB <= —r=t
German TUC) Congress, the KPD =il . =1
delegates, while at the 11th Congrass = e
1922, they had 90 delegates (p.81:.
Despite these successes, a strong 27~
within the party, around Ruth Fischer :i-
Arkady Maslow, was ever ready to ovz--
turn the united front policy. Fowkes shcws
the way in which the failed revolution o
1923, associated with Heinrich Brandler's
opportunist use of the united front' worke-s
government tactics in Saxony, enabled :his
left to secure control of the party in 1924-5.

Once again the united front was abandoned
Even before the Brandler/Thalheimer

- leadership had been ousted, the new course

was evident in the call for the united front
only from below, and “a life and death
struggle” was announced against “the Social
Democratic accomplices of fascism™ (p.114).
The disastrous policy of “social fascism™ was
born. After a short list to the right (1925-
1927), the KPD under the new leadership of
Stalin’s man Ernst Thilmann, lead the party
through the “Third Period.” and towards
destruction at the hands of the Nazis. The
failure to internalise the lessons and limit-
ations of the united front was a decisive
factor in the collapse of the KPD.

In demonstrating this, Fowkes’ book is
effective and informative. In explaining it,
it is politically flawed. His thesis boils down
to a critique of Bolshevik organisational
methods and the influence (usually malign,
as he sees it), of the Executive Committee of

g Summer 1984




o e —

the Communist International and its agents.
In other words, he lights upon the familiar

theme that Stalinism is merely a continuation -

of Leninism.

In the German party the development of
democratic centralism resulted, in December
1920, in the creation of a real leading body
or Zentrale. Fowkes cemplains “this was a
clear move towards the Leninist conception
of an elite party” (p. 185). This move away
from the federal organisation inherited from
Luxemburg went hand-in-hand with the KPD
becoming “bound to the Comintern™ (p.192).

According to Fowkes, the connection
between these organisational measures and
the party’s political failures is that they
robbed the party of people like the rightist
Paul Levi. People who for Fowkes enshrine
something he counterposes to political
correctness - “independence of judgement
and deeply-held humanistic values” (p.201).
In siding with Levi, and seeing his resig-
nation as “a decisive moment in the inter-
nal history of the KPD'' (p. 62), Fowkes
reveals much about his own politics.

In detecting only the evil influence of
an “outside force” distorting the KPD’s
development, Fowkes fails to distinguish
between the vital, positive role played by
the Comintern in the early 1920s, especially
through Lenin and Trotsky’s united front
policy, and its negative, destructive role in
the period of its degeneration - especially
Zinoviev's bureaucratic leftism and Stalin’s
“social fascism™ policy. Fowkes records the
mistakes made by the Gemnan party
accurately. To learn from them, however,
we must dispense with his all-pervasive anti-
Cominternism, and predilection for
“independent” opportunists of the Paul
Levi stripe.

Mark Hoskisson

In Brief

What is to be done about law and order?

J. Lea and ). Young Penguin 1984
Price: £2.95 (pb) 284pp.

This book has two themes. The need for
“effective policing responsive to the needs
of the community and the ending of the
drift towards a political marginalisation of
the young unemployed” (p. 231). The
authors outline two paths of advance. On
the one hand, demaocratic accountability of
the police, and on the other, increasing the
political power and sense of belonging of
those who turn to street crime.

These ideas fairly accurately represent
the latest stage in the thinking of a whole
generation of radical criminologists spawned
in the 1960s and 1970s. They believe the
left should turn its attention away from
exposing the crimes of the rich and powerful,
and address the problem of street crime in
which victim and offender are both working
class. This is to key into the concerns of 4
majority of the population. Not to do this,
claim Lea and Young, is tantamount to
“leaving the running to the conservative
press” on the issue of law and order,

By far the-best part of the book is the
first four chapters. Here they succinctly
summarise many of the valuable insights of
radical criminology; namely, the problem
with taking official statistics at face value,
the complexity of the causes of crime, the
truth about black crime, the tooling up of
the police force, and the political alienation
that lies behind working class crime.

The problems occur when the authors
advance a solution, They fundamentally
misconceive the nature of the police, an
arm of a class state. They believe the state
has only “occasional recourse to violence”
(p.204). Consensus and co-operation is
both achievable and desirable. The truth is,
however, that intra-working class crimes

against person and property have long existed,
but the police force dates from the 1830s
and 1840s when working class concentration
in urban industrial centres demanded a
repressive force within these cities.
Revolutionaries do not, as Young and
Lea suggest, dismiss the reality of working
class crime or its effects on their victim.
What we do recognise, however, is that the
police protection of the “citizen™ while real,
i1s secondary and police repression of the

unions and workers’ struggle is the funda-
mental essence of the police. This latter fact
reduces the book’s democratic reforms to
utopian schemas because the ruling class can
not allow the executive of its state to be
held accountable. The book fails - despite
being well-written, well-researched and
thought-provoking - because it peddles the
itlusion that such accountability can be more
than a transitory product of revolutionary

- crisis on the road to the destruction of the

police, and believes that it can be a normal
stable feature of bourgeois democracy.

Carol Roberts

The making of Marx’s critical theory -

a bibliographical analysis

Allen Qakley Routledge and Kegan Paul
1983 Price: £4.95 (pb] 143pp.

This book is precisely what its autlior sub-
titles it - “a bibliographical analysis™. It
covers in a detatled fashion the development
of Marx’s writing - philosophical, political
and economic. While not pretending to be a
biography of Marx, the book necessarily
gives an insight into the life of Marx the
theorist and author, and shows the import-
ance of Engels to the development of his
work. '

Qakley explains how each work of Marx
was commissioned and executed, and guides
the reader through the complex relationship
between the various pre-cursors of Marx’s
major work - Caepital, Each chapter is rounded
off with a diagrammatic chronology of pub-
lished and_unpublished manuscripts, which in
themselves are useful reference points in the
study of Marx’s writings.

While much of the finer detail will be of
more interest to academic “Marxologists”
than to revolutionaries, the book as a whole
is a highly useful contribution to the study
of Marx’s work.

Peter Bolton

Women in Trade Unions
Barbara Drake Virago
Price £4.50  244pp.

1984

This book was first published in 1920,
written by Barbara Drake who was a Fabian
and the niece of Beatrice Webb. She carried
out numerous detailed investigations of the
role of women in particular trades before
producing this remarkably detailed and fas-
cinating account of women and trade union-
ism. Virago have done a great service in mak-
ing this wotk - long out of print - available
to socialists and trade unionists today.

The book is divided into three parts.
The first deals with the history of women
in the labour movement from the ‘Combin-
ations’ of the eighteenth century through
the craft unions of the nineteenth to the
general unions of the early twentieth cent-
ury. The mountain of information she mar-
shals demonstrates how women themselves
organised in unions, and were not simply
organised by men. At the same time she
shows the enormous material difficulties
that confronted women in this task, At the
end of the First World War women, having
been used as ‘diluted labour’ during the war
were being driven out of the factories.
Yet, despite this, Drake records that women
continued to struggle against their use, by

the bosses, as scabs against the working men:
Whilst trade union men are pressing forward
towards the goal of economic freedom, trade
union women - with infinite courage and pat-
ience, and free from bitterness against men
because they are excluded from trades whose
hard won traditions they have been unable

to uphold - have set themselves to the task of
wiping out forever from their name the time-
long stain of ‘black-leg’ labour. (p 67)

The second part of the book is a detail-
ed empirical study of the situation of women
in the trade unions. This demonstrates both
the difficulties encountered, and the possibilit-
ies of women becoming a decisive force in
the unions. A similar study of todays unions
would be a useful source of information for
women activists.

The final section looks at problems which
remain familiar. The difficulties women face
in getting jobs, overcoming male prejudices,
getting equal pay for equal work, and winning
the right to play a full role in the trade
unions - all these are shown to be as old as
capitalism itself.

As a Fabian, Drake had only a gradual-
ist, reformist perspective for overcoming
these problems. Organisations of emancipat-
ion she looked to included that band of
imperialist robbers, the League of Nations.
Nevertheless, as a piece of social investigation
this book is extremely valuable.

Jenny Scott
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