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Ay OrEi IETTLR TO ALL wixk COLRADES

Dear Conrades,

Some four weeks before the General Election of 10th October, the
Bulletin submitted a letter to the Central Committee of the WRP
stating the views of our tendency on the WRF¥'s decision to stand
candidates in the election., e saild then, and we feel even more
strongly today in the light of experience, that to run WKF candi-
dates in the election on an anti-Labour ticket would be to stab the
working class in the back. e also warned that the effect on the
party and its cadres of a repetition of the February 1974 Wi

election campaign, with its ludicrous stunts designed to pass the

WRF off as a rival apparatus to the Labour Party (contests in motor-
cades, sound systems, 'trendy' candidates etc.), and as a party
already winning mass support (opportunict instant recruitment), could
prove disastrous. The concentration of the WRF's slender cadre
resources in the ten parliamentary centres for three weeks could do
nothing else but liquidate the positions of the WRE elsewhere. Every-
thing was sacrificed for a place in the parliamentary sun, and the
overall movement of the class through its traditional organisations |
on a national scale ignored or even derided.

This ultra-left, sectarian orientation of the wik¥ is more than a
passing malady. l.elther can it be termed an infantile disorder, one
associated with the growing pains of a still young movement., Those
| primarily vesponsible for the degredaticn of Trotskyism in the recent
| clection campaign have been around the movement a long time. Whatever
else Healy might plead in his defence, lack of experience cannot be
his eicuse.

As Tar as the abysual results themselves are concerned, bulletin will
be publishing shortly a critical evaluation of the wWikP's election
perfcrmance, and its significance for the future of the Farty. Here
let us single out some of the nicre glaring political deviations from
Trotekyign +that manirfested themselves both in the course of the WRF
electicn campalgn and its immediate aftermath. They are of a nature
that should concern every serious party comrade.

The WR¥ election lianifesto merits special treatment as an example of
the inner unity of opportunism and sectarianism. Wwhile lacking any
transitional approach to the stated goal of the nationalisation of
the means of production, distribution and exchange, and the break-up
of the bcurgeois state, it combines maximalist sloganising with a
rejection of a demand of a partial character - namely the repeal of
the Tory racialiet Immigration Acti Taken together with the WREF's
shameful abstention from trade union demonstrations against the
fascist Liational Front, and refusal to support demands for the expul-
sion of fascists from trade unions, the ommission acquires a truly
sinister character, ocne that sugrests an opportunist adaptation to
chauvinist prejudices in the working class.

This oppertunism, masked by - ‘ leftism, is centred on the
editorial offices of Workers Press, where under the benevolent gaze
of Healy and Landa, petty-bourgeois radicalism reigns supreme, This
is nowhere more in evidence than in the approach to the Labour Party,
which during the election campaign, was repeatedly bracketed with
the Tories and the Liberals as either 'the three main parties' or
'the old parties', This is dangerous talk. The Labour rarty, as
Lenin and Trotsky insisted against the ultra-lefts, is a workers'

J party with a bourgeois leadership. The task of larxists is not to
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obscure this contradiction by radical sloganising, but to develop 1t
to the point where the mass of the workers, in order to carry forward
the struggle for the demands which they place on the Labour leaders,
have to break from the Labour rarty apparatus and take the road of
revolutionary struggle. This is the method of the Transitional
Programme, and the purpose of its slogan 'For a iiorkers' Government',

Instead we had the following:

'All three main parties ,.. take the side of the
industrialists and are preparing to pauperise the working
class, because to fight inflation they would be forced to
destroy the entire living standards of workers and yourg
people ... This election is a rotten cover-up because all
| three parties -~ Tories, Labour and Liberal - are prepared
‘ to gang together in a coalition to attempt to gmash the

ino ' .
| working class’. (Sylvester Smart, WRP candidate for Lambeth
Central, in Keep Left, 28 Sept., 1974)

| Smart is not wholly to blame for the wholesale revision of Trotskyism

| expressed in these few lines. Ile learnt his ultra-leftism, his
hostility to the workers' movement, from the «Wi¥F leadership. It is
they who must be made to give an accounting for their fallure to

| educate the younger comrades in basic ir.arxist theory and principles.

If it is true that there is nothing between the 'three main parties',
that they are equally ready to join together to 'pauperise the working
class' and even 'smash the working class' (presumably smash the
orgenizationg of the working class is meant here) then in what sense
can we call the Labour Party (for it is the party as a whole and not
just its reformist leadership that Smart is referring to) a workers'
party? And if a werkers' party can indeed set itself the task of
smashing the Labour movement in its entirety (for that is what 'smashing
the working class' means), then how can Trotskyists call on workers'
to vote for such a party, even for the purposes of 'exposure'? .hat
use 1s such an 'exposure' if the class is smashed and the militants
end up in the concentration camps of the Wilson-Thorpe-Hea'th Junta?

Finally we should point out that Smart's characterisation of the Labour
Party as a party geared to smashing the working class smacks of third

M period Stalinism, which advanced similar ultra-left (and in effect,
defeatist) notions about the Labour rarty in the period between 1929
and 1933. The term used to denote the reformist leaders in those
duys was not 'corporatist' however, but 'social fascist',

Yet this line on the Labour rarty is not a consistent one. There
were moments when reality burst through, when the struggle of the
working class to elect a majority Labour government, and to deal
with the secret coalitionists in its own ranks, compelled even the
Workers Fress radicals to pay lip service to the contradictory class
nature of the Labour rarty.

Thus after predicting almost daily that Wilson was preparing to take
the entire Labour Leadership into a 'national rovernment®’. the
resiznation of Lord Chalfont from the Labour Farty elicited from
litchell the comment that 'in leaving Labour, Chalfont has openly
declared his hostility to the unions and the working class's (uieF.
24th Sept.) Renember, the party Chalfont had just left was neverthe-
less preparing to 'pauperise' and 'smash' the working class jointly
with the Tories and Liberals! ’
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Ievertheless, i:itchell had cauzht an all too rare glimpse of the

truth - the drive of the working class for a majority Labour government
to fight in their interests was beginning to make it impossible for

the petty bourceois rightists like l.ayhew and Chalfont to peddle the

line of a 'middle of the road' coalition. The time was therefore

ripe to raise the demanc in the working class, and also address it
specifically to both Uilson and especially the lefts: either force

the right like venkins and Williams to accept the conference decisions
of the Labour Farty or get out now,

Sut preciscly at this point, when editorial comment should be an
element of revolutionary intervention of lLarxist prosramme and tactics,
the Workers Fress fell silent. The answer l.itchell advancedto the
possibility of support for a coalition from Labour's right wing was
'All Labour ministers and I4''s who refuse to carry out nolicies of
nationalisation without conpensation under worker's control must be

o

exposed (how?) and dériven out - to join Chalfont'

This is the classic ultra-left ultimatum. The issue raised by
Chalfont's departure was ‘coalition. The task of the .rF was to
develop the conflict betwecn the plottings of the coalitionists (and
their supporters in the Jenlkins wing of the Party) and the forward
drive of the class, expressed in their struggle for a majority Labour
covernnent. The demand of the hour wag not, thercfore, a fatuous
ultimatum to the entire sL¥ and Cabinet to endorsc and ceryy out the
wir election hanifesto (failing which they nust be 'driven out') but
to raise those demands that were both in line with the drive of the

class and woulc serve to cdeepen the crisis in the refornist leaderahin.

Fow workers will turn a hair if they learn that the Labour leadership
has failed to pledge itself to Wik? policies. Lut millions will be
aroused to anger and action if they learn that Uilson (and the lefts)
arc protecting those in the leadership who would repeat the 1931
betraval of lLiaccdonald.

This is the mcthod of the Transitional Frogramme, the method which
Fealy is reviping at break-neck pace:

'Under the influencc of the betrayal by the historic
organizations ofi The proletariat, certain sectarian moods
and grouplngs of various kinds arise or arec regenerated
at the periphery of the Fourth International, At their
base lies a refusal to struggle for partial and *transi-
tional demands, il.c., for the elementary interests and
nceds of the working messes, as they are today ... They
Xk remain indifferent to the inner strupgle within reformist
organizations, as if one could win the masses without
intervening in their daily strife'.
(Iransitional Frogramme)

But we rcpeat, reality does still force itself into the thinking of
the wiht leadership. Snart had the Labour Party smashin: the workine
class (on 28th September). vy 7th October, Workers Fress was B
commenting 'Right Ulng Labourites are preparing to sinash the ILabour
farty ...' which, if Smart were correct, could lead ultre-lefts

to conclude that the 'right winz Labourites' were doing the working
class a good turi. '

Finally, we should draw attention to znother facet of the wRE's
increasingly unstable oscillation between opportunist adaptation to
the working class, and sectarianism,., This we find in its varying
estimatlons of the degree to which the workinz class has broken from
reformisri,.
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To cite some examples. In the l.anifesto itself, the claim is made
that 'in the strugzle to compel the reformist leaders to implement the
socialist nrogramne we have outlined (i.e. the WRr's full revolutionary
programnme) they will be exposed and driven out's, This presupposed
that the working class had broken from the grip of reformism, and
would relect the Labour leaders ior failing to carry through not only
basic partial demands, but_the revolution itself. This theme was
revisited on 25th September, when liitchell wrote in Workers rress

that 'workers are also showing they have no faith in the reformist
bureaucracy of Wilson or Len liurray', o faith? We consider this
judgenent just a little too sweeping, and one prone to disorient
cadres fighting in the trade unions. It contains within the dangers
of over-correction when reality refutes it.,

Following the clection, on 14th October, liitchell again insisted that

the Labour vote 'in no way reflects faith in social democracy's Ee

then added that 'it was the spontaneous reflex action of the working
class to keep out the Tories and against coalition'. Here liitchell
downerades the consciousness of the working class, for it acted with

some degree of class consciousncss, not just by 'reflex', 'spontaneously'.
l.itchell in fact contradicts himsclf yvet acain a few lines further

on when he says »that 'workers who were daily becoming more conscious

of the economic crisis and the threat of catastrophe turned out as a
class to vote Labour'.

A different note was struck the next day by dorkers Press when it
declarcd bluntly that 'once arain, they (the workers) hope to be able
to solve thingss in the old reformist way' by voting Labour, liitchell
then returned on 18*th October to claim once again that the ‘spontancous
movement' reflected in recent strikes reflects a 'complete mistrust of
the refornist and Stalinist bureaucracies'.

Nowhere do we find the issue posed in the terms of the method of the
Transitional Frogrammec.

Trotsky's apnroach to The question of the Labour Farty is made very

clear in 'Where is Britain Going?'

'If we were to take the Labour Farty only in its liacaonald
Henderson and company section (read Wilson-Jenkins sections
we should have to declare that they came to conswrete the
uncompleted work of the total enslaverent of the working
class to bourgecois sociecty. But in actuality a scecond
process is, despite them, at work in the masses, a process
which must finally liguidate the furitan-Liberal traditions
liquidating liacdonald in its development'.

} Further on he declarcs:

‘ Beneath the democratic-pacifist illusions of the working
nasses lles thelr awakened class will, a profound dis-

| satisfaction with their situation, a readiness to support

‘ thelr demands by all the means that circumstances demand’',

\

'The task of Trotskyists in the rccent election, as at all other times,

- was to develop the two contradictionsg outlined by Trotsky that
between the reformist leadership and the workers. and the illusions

| of the workers and the material demands for which they fight, and which

can be achieved fully only by revolutionary struggle. The WHE: election

intervention not only ignored both these contradictions, but helped to

obscure them. This must never happen again., That is why the false

course of the party away from the Transitional Frogramme and the

t

#
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traditicnal orgzanizations of the working class must be corrected,

This demands a full discussion in the party on all the issues involved,
and a party conference that will take decisions to put the WkF back on
the road of Trotskylsn.

The October General Election must be understood as a stepn in a process
which bezan when the mincrs won their first strike against Heath, and
the Pentonville I'ive werce relcased from Jail to forstall a Gen=ral
Strike,

During the later stage of wilson's 1966-1970 government the workers'
novencnt was in a state of crisis. It had fourht Sarbara Castle's
attenpted wage freeze, 'In Flace of Strife', and although the
legislation was droppned the result was a turn away from political
support for Labour., A brief attcmpt was made to overcome the obstacle
of the Labour rizht wing through militant union action. This
hesitancy allowed Hea®h, the erstwhilc disciplinc master for the trade
unions to rally, temporerily, financiers, industrialists, landowners
and scctions of the middle class and win the 1970 celccticne. This was
a revercai for the unions, the nolicy of militancwv and industrial
action now confronted a ruling class attempt to establish a strong
state.

The Tirst yvear of Heath's govermment was a difficult period for the
workine class. e nust take note of some lessons.. Despite his
intention to build a 'strong state' to use against the unions and the
introduction of appropriate anti-working class laws, Heath could not
sustain the initial unity of all the important sections of the ruling
class. Uader Heath the bourgeois state could not throw back the
advance and dcefeat the demands of the Eritish workins clacs,; ultimately
the bourszeoigie began, behind the scenes to lose confidence in the
strategy of an immadiate massive showdown with the unions.

WWhen Heath came to office he benefited from the demoraligzation among
trade unionists created by the betrayals of Wilson in the previous four
vears. The sritish working class had not faced a class war cabinet
like Eeath's in any degrce gince the war. However an awareness of what
wag involved in the talk of 'tightening belts' and the Industrial
Relations Act and Counter Inflationary Laws soon brought a response
from the most organised scctions cf workers, cspecially in 1972 when
Feath faced the strong clements of the miners and dockers. Although
icath was able to defeat strussles by the postmen and hospital workers,
his period of office was characteriscd by the rise of the working class
to mect his challenge. In this the key role fell to the miners.

Although the level of strugsle undertaken by the working class was
uneven, not always being able to smash through Heath's laws, always
the necec¢ to have a Labour govermment, so as to be able freely to
pursuc demands, was thrustv to the fore. Those sections, such as
power workers, niners and dockers, whose place in industry was vital,
brouzlt a strong attempt by Heath to crush their strikes and work to
rules. In cach case Heath avoided the conclusions of his own way of
governing - a general confrontation,

Desy;te the antipathy to .ilson, ccmmon to many worker militants,
Gespite the rise of rank and filc movements such as the LCDTU, under
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C.I's leadership, between 1971 and 1974 the working class turned to
Labour. It needed & government which would accede to its demends,
it needed 2 political expression in parlisment - Labour was its only
choice. In this turn is contained a growing contradiction - the
logic of class struggle forced workers to turn to Labour, with class
struggle demands; Labour cannot satisfy most of these demands, it
nust try to suppress many - yet workers nust turn to Labour. During
this period the left wing of the Labour Party became vocal and found
an audience for its populism, not seen in many cdecades.

The first sizns of the class strugzle in the Labour rarty are always
to be found in the fight over programme at the annual conference.

Ilere the constituencies can speal, here the trade unions, refracted
through the bureaucracy, voice thelr needs. The last two conferences
have adopted programmes which «ilscn knows he cannot implement,

The seeds of a struggle are already sown inside the Labour Party.

The changing relationship betwecen the working class and its leaders
was expressed clearly in thecse conferences. The membership of the
Labour Party, which declined in the last period of the 19¢5-70 wWilson
government, stabilised itself. Liany speskers in conference debates
began to try and make the LP a vehicle through which workers could
fight. The highest point in this strugele of the ri-nt wing to supress
the demands of the working class, was in the whole rich experience of
the Ciay Cross affair. It is no accidont that despite the attentions
of SLL-wrY, IS and others, the tcnants and councillors of Clzay Cross,
could only fight for solidarity and victory through the Labour rarty,
And it was a mark of the changed balance of forces inside the Le that
they could call a constitutionally iliesgs). confercnce of censtituency
Li's and the right wing could take no_action. Who were the members of
the Wiw, J. Cale and others addressing themselves to when they attended
that confercnce? They were talkineg to a wmovement which grew inside
the LF and unlons, they were overwhelmingly talking to workers who
werc going to vote Labour,

During the Heath government the left social democrats, Senn and others,
together with The 'Lilitant' tendency, had gained strength from this
turn to the Labour rarty. So much so that 'Lilitant' can now claim
anong 1ts supporters several lLib's. The tura to the Labour rarty during
1971-74 must be examined qualitatively. What this means ¥s that
although individual membership of the LF has not increasecd notably,

the 1ink between the living strugeles of the workers and the activity
of local constituency Li's has been strcngthened. In a situation

where Labour remains the only mass party cf the working class, it is *
to its prograrme we look for changes. Here lies an important element
in deciding how revolutionaries should intervene in the working class.,
For the first tine in a decade Labour's prosramme containg measures
which are cleariy an cmasculated attempt to give a class strugegle
colouration to the old reformist rubbish about "improving' and
'rationalizing' capitalism, These 'class struggle' ideas: opening
company wooks, nationalisation and workers control, are reflective of
the changed consciousness of the working class. Yet class consciousness
has not intruded into L¥ confcrences in some abstract fashicn., In
order for the programme of the LP to have been changed, e¢ven in the
small way it has, a struggle has taken rlace, insicde the Labour rarty
itgelf. Just in the same way that before Gaitskell could change the
programme to his ends a faction fight was wagaed against the i
Tribunites in the late 1950's, so now it has taken = recal, physical
movement insgide the LY to begin to reverse the hegermony of the right
wing. Therc is a linked procuss - pecple such as venkins and williams
typical of the right class collzborationists in the Tabour farty, are
thrown into crisis by the oncoming rejecticn of the LiC by the working
class. Yet it is the threat to them insidce the Labour karty by its
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changing political colouration which gives this crisis direct expression.
They are frightened of expulsion from the Labour farty. How else can

be explained the replacement of iddie Criffiths with Joan liaynard, and
the demise of Taverne?

Inside the wards, comnittees and confercnces of the Labour rarty
small shifte in policy have been reflcctions of masgive movements of
the class itself.

Unlike the uwiP, The bBulletin has never raised any demands which imply
that the Labour Party can be transformed into the organ to seize state
power, such as 'Labour to power on a socialist programme'. Workers
Fress has saild repeatedly, and who among Trotskyists doubts it, that
the ultimate way to stop the bourgeoisie crushing the unions is to
take state power. In fact this was the solution proposed as its
election programme. Then why did workers turn to Labour? rrecisely
because unlike Heath they have not confused the rcmoval of Feath with
the making of a revolution, even the beginninss of a revolutionary
situation. Lvery wit member knows that the period since February has
been characteriscd as a revolutionary period. Lot yet: This is why
the working class did not break with a 70-vear tradition and turn
away from Labour to an organization like the WiE.

We may have a new situation - the trade unionists have seen their
strength in relation to a parliamentary government,; they have brouzht
Heath down. Yet to bring Heath down did not requirc the seizure of the
state and the swmashing of the police force and armny. Leath never
succceaed in any rceal measure in using the police to crush strikes, he
never used the arry., This is the fact, despite headlines about Heathrow
and coups, or internal WiP frenzy over imminent revolutionary situations.
The working class 1s on the offensive, it will try to use its existing
nass organizaticns to fisht throuzh. Correct us, was it not Clay Cross
Labour rfarty, in defiance of Heath, wilson and the law lords which led
the rent strike?

The working class built the LF to fight through, that remains the case,
despite the overwhelming dominance of the bourgeois reformist lcader-
ship inside the narty. The Labour rarty's link with the unions was

shown quitec clearly in the experiencc of February 1974. lcw, if any,
miners had any illusions in Wilson's rcformist rubbish, vet they made

the establishment of a Labour govermmcnt the aim of their strike on o
political level. The new, revolutionary, leadcrship of the woriking class
will be forged at the voint of conflict between the class and its
reformist leaders:s around the Labour Farty. 5o long as the LF maintains
almost complete hegemony in the working class a small shift in its
programme, a few real voices of strusgle, like the Clay Cross councillors,
raised in its confercnce, are of crucial importance to the building

of the revolutionary lcadership, because they reflect the concrete
relationship between the demands of the working class and its apility

to achieve them, with the ability of the reformist leaders to suppress
these demands.

The miners not only forced Heath to resign, they also forced the Labour
lecaders to accept de facto the conscquences of bringing him down. The
right wing of the Labour rarty werc weak from February to October of
this years Foot, Jenn and others who had made left speeches on
occaslonsg, found themsclves at the focus of 2 move against the
bourgeoisie. The i.Ul. placed them in power whether they accepted its
terms or not. For the next period the political strugple, the central
struge’ce for the leadership of the working class will flow through the
Labour Party. This raises once again the question of the isolation

of the WikP, which rejocted.work in the mass movement in 1964 and now
has no mcans to take part in the crucial struzzles ahcacd., The battles
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now taking placc ir the Labour Party and unions denand in a clear
form: all scrious attempts to build an alternative revolutionary lead-
crship in Dritain now require cntry werk in the Labour rarty. hot

liguidation, entry work. Let us allow Lenin to formulate the questioms

'I have become convinced that the decision to remain in
the ranks of thc Labour rarty is really & correct
decigion ... e nust say frankly, that thc Communist
rarty can affiliate to the Labour farty only on the

3 condition that it can prescrve its frcecdom of criticism
and can pursue its own policy ... 1 declare that thcre
will be no class collaboration in this ... in regard to
the oOritish Labour Farty, it is only a matter of the
advanced najority of the British working class collabor-
ating with the overwhelwming majority. The members of the
Labour Farty are all members of trade unions. The
structure of this party is a very peculiar one and is
unlike that in any other country. This organisation embraces
{rom six to seven million workers belonging to all the
trade unions. The members arc not asked what political
convictions they adhere to ... what we get here is co-
operation between the vanguard of the working class and
the rest of the workers - the rearguard., This co-operation
is so important for the whole movement that we categori-
calily cdemand (note l.cssrs, witchell, bull and other ‘anti-
liguidationists' - 'categorically demand') that the Lritish
Communists should serve as a link between the rarty ... and
all the west of the workers, If the minority is unable to
lead the nasges, to link up closely with then, then it is

'3 not a party and is worthless, no matter whether it calls

ipnat a varty (our cmphasis) ... Until the opposite is
proved we can say that the tritish Labour farty consists of
proletarians and that being in its ranks we can sccure
co-operation between the vanguard of the working class and
the backward workers, If this co-operation is not carried
out cysvenntically, then the Communist Farty will be worth-
less and there can be no talk of the dictatorsnip of the
proictariat',

specch on the role of the Farty,
Comintern, 2nd Congress, 23.7.1920,

It is clecar, the Labour Party is the focus of the strugeles of the
working class on the political arena, the communists, to link with
all sections of workers, nmust act in that focus. This is more ciue
now than at any time in the past decade.

In February Heath failed, even through the most extreme measures seen
in Britain since Churchill and baldwin, to defeat a single important
section of workers., The stratesy of Heath was to build up the forces
of the state, win the middle class to his side, and then to provoke
an all-out battle with the unions. Eut he had not begun this task
when in 1972, the dockers and miners threw him bacl,

From that moment the fall of his government was possible, even the

most right wing bureaucrat like Gormley sensed¢ the naw mood of the
working class. From that moment the forces of the bourgeoisie began

to split among themselves, the frasile alliance cemanted by Heath

began to fall apart. After the election in February the Conservatives
were r=ally leacderless. To this moment, no-one has energed to rally
the ruling class against the unions. The main rezszon that the minority
Labour Government was not brousht down in rarliementuary manoeuvres :
was that the ruling class had nothins real to replace them with, ‘e
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have brought down Wilson would have meant a reversion to the crisis
of January-February on a much larger scale. Tbe Conservatives are
not yet ready for such an open provocation against the unlons.

What was important in the inter-election period of this year was not
so much what Labour did or did not achieve in parliamentary terms,
which is all the Workers Fress can see, but in the change which even
a minority Labour government brought to the overall balance of class
forces., Ffut in simple terms the working class was objectively better
atle to fight for its demands. Against this the refornist leaders
attenpted to throw their precarious situation in parliament, and the
'social contract', an attempt to stop strikes from inside the workers'
movement. Yet the miners won their demands, and the nurses, after a
bitter struggle, won also., A section such as the nurses could never
have won under Heath. The mood of allowing the minority government
time to organise for a new election could not last long. Wilson

knew this.

The stalemate situation in parliament hamstrung both reformists and
bourgeoisie, making a new election inevitable., The mood of the workers
has been strongly for Labour, but not unconditionally. The populism

of the Tribune lefts has now become a key factor in the reformist
approach to the working class, the response to left lP's heralds a

new period in the struggle for class strugele politics inside the
Labour Party. These men attempt to tie the struggle of workers against
inflation and unemployment to the tempo of parliamentary debates. At
this stage, if they can grant satisfactory reforme, such attempts are
not ruled out; the experience of the workers' movement in the last six
months has shown once again the importance of parliament. The left
reformists of course are not prepared to go too far along the road of
struggle against the class rule of the bourgeoisie, but they have been
able to grant wage increases and slileviate the effects of the Housing
I'inance Act by a rent freeze.

It was the context of Heath's deciding to go for a decisive battle
with the unions which gave the miners' pay demand the significance of
a demand to bring down the government. Not that the bourgeoisie had
reached a point where it was objectivelv unable to grant the increase.
In this election, Labour voters didn't expect a Labour victory to end
the rule of the bourgeoisie or solve the economic crisis, objectively
this is not the next step the working class must take. The advanced
sections of workers are becoming, through experience, more and more
conscious of their strength. The awareness of the class as a class
for itself is the next step.

Against this movement the new Wilson government throws not the forces
of the state but allegiance to the 'Social Contract'., This 'mechanism'
existed all through the period of the Heath government when the TUC,
and Labour Farty HEC met regularly. It is simply an attempt by
bureaucrats to maintain control over the struggles of the unions. As
such it has no political or physical resources outside of the unions
and Labour Farty themselves., 1t is an attempt to apply the brakes
ingide the workers movement, not the tying of the unions to the state.
If the union leaders cannot hold their members back the 'Social
Contract' is meaningless.

The 'Social Contract' which trade unionists, like the ¥Ford workers

and BLC workers have come up against, 1s not a measure of 'corporatisr'
in the Wil sense, i.e. a way to tie the unions to the state. uwe have
now a majority Labour governnent. Lut this government ig not
svnonymous with the bourgeois gtate.
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The unions cannot be auletly 'incorporated' into the state through
the medium of a Labour government. 1o 'incorporate' them at all, their
present refornist Jeaders must be smashed. So-called 'consultative
bodies', even the recent meetings at Downing Street, including
government, TUC and CLL, are not a corporate state. It is true that
the TUC leaders, and the Labour leaders are class collaborators, but
they sre there as leaders of an independent party and lndepcndent
unions, Behind these moves lies a despcrate attempt by wilson to
bargain with the strength of the working class, to curry favour with
the bourgecisie on the promise of being able, throu-h the 'social
contract' to hold the unions in check, Iike Canute he is doomed to
failure,

On the one side Wilson now faces the threatened 'strike of cepital',

an attemnpt by the bours coiqie, to force him to attemnt to d15c1011ne
the unions, and to crusgh the Labour lefts. ilson is responsive to
this pressurc. Yet on the other side he will now confront all the
denands and problems held back by workers during the period of minority
governnent., without rhase Three and the Industrizl ielations Act a
whole wave of demands will come forward, Also, most importantly,
without direct legal excuses the union burcaucrats will now have
infinitely more difficulty in curtalllpg strikes and other actions.
A1l the major unions have denands outstanding. Couplbd to this, many
acvancod sections of worheLs now take an interest in wider vroblens

of the econcmy. There is a2 direct intercst in the talk or nationali-
sction of 25 companies: it way save their jobs. what to benn has been
a round of tub thunping demagogy has been secen by many workers, in the
alrcraft industry feor exanple, as a promise to take action. Labour's
programme in this election, in those aspects relevant to the working
class, has entered the consciousness and outlook of large numbers of
UIn.C‘b unlon.l.u VS

Any tendency of Wilson to draw back from pledges now will anger and
frustrate workecrs but will not eo easily prodvce the cyniciesm and
demoralisation of 1966-70, “he unions arc strong, t“ev Xnow it and
there are ¢enmends which have to be net to defend living s*tandards
These demands confiiict with the interests of the bourscoisie, and
Wilson nmust balance between the two. Yet the pressure of the unlous
in the next period will concern him more than *he threatcned 'strike
of capitai's, Yhe capitalists, if they undertook all their threats
would not only attack the vorkers but ruin their own basis This thev
may c¢o in goswefatlon, bu+ not in the present oltuatlon. “hoy are ’
attenpting to blackmail Wilson.

The actions of the Tribunites s ane the elec%tion, balittled in Wr

are important. Far from beinz 'a move to the rirs zht', the demand for

a discussion of the 4Jueen's booech by the rLi is good in that it allows
a ficht for conference decigions to be binding on the Labour government,
The Tribune group is sreatly strengthened in rarliament, compared to
19€4~70, ard thus expressas channes at constituency level., It reflects
the attenpts of the left wing of roformism to move with the workers.

In parliamentary terme the process of throwing the Tories out is now
completed. The two elections of 1974 arc the product of the ability
of the british WO?klnC ciaes to throw back an att&ck by txe
bourgecoisie on its organisations and 1iving standards. Tne turn by
the working class to its traditional p4r+1cs (a iturn contr adlctory in
nature, nrodvclnﬁ a conflict between the content of reformisnm and

the macs form of these parties) has been cvidenced here as in Greece
and GuP@CldllV in Portugal. The cmersence of a strong left in the
Labour Party 1s also the i result of this turn.,
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The bourgeoisie is in disarray over the events of 1972 to 1974,”it has
had to abandon an attempt at a confrontation with the unions. 1t must
now Iind new strategy and new leaders.,

iiith Labour in power the working class will look for the satisfaction
of its demands, and will objectively be better able to fight for them.
The centre of the class struggle will increasingly centre on events
insicde the L¥ and unions thenseclves., There is no cdoubt that the riszht
wing, lined up behind the 'Social Contract' is already attempting to
hold back the forward movement of the workers. In terms of our olass
this will mean betrayals. wilson nust now move closer to the ruling
class in order to win their confidence. Iart of this task is proving
he can, and will, prevent upsurges like that in Scotland. The right
wing union bureaucrats now have the front linc positions,they must
isolate militants, talk down claims, introducc state arbitration boards
and so on. de are beginning a period of confrontation between the
leadership and the masses in the unions.

The lefts at present are in an ambicuous position, we must not simply
identify them with the right wing, they have a differcnt role to play.
They will try to appear as champions of the demands of the unions,

whilst remaining subservient to the parliementary apparatus and outlook
of reformien. In periods of sharp class strugele they areegsential

for a betrayal of the working class. In the 1926 strike it was the
lefts who played the key role in ending the strike, out because it was
they who had appeared in the previous weeks to be its foremost exponents.

In all the cuestions of leadership raised in the unions and Labour Farty
in the ccming pericd the revolutionaries nust intervene vsing the
Transitional Frogramme and adjusting their demands according to the
precisc merents of struggle. Only in this way can we prepare for

the conilng split inside the mass organizations and develop the cadres

to build a party.
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1. What the W.R.P. Paid and What it Gained

This article tries to study the policies of the WRP leaders in the

recent British General Election and their results. Starting there,
it puts them up against the theory and experience of the Trotskyist
movement, in order to criticise them constiructively and to draw the
general lessons which flow from them, with proposals for what needs
to be done.

The bare figures for the votes received by the WRP's candidates were
reported in Workers Press on 12th October. There is much more infor-
mation to be had, and the tables at the end here will, we hope, provide
what is needed. Their contents may be summed up as follows:

The general results for Great Britain (excluding, for obvious reasons,
Northern Ireland) show that some 7% fewer people voted in October than
in the preceding February. The number of votes cast for Labour
candidates, however, fell only siightly, while those for Conservative
and Liberal candidates fell heavily. Labour's relative share of the
vote was, therefore, 3% higher in October than in February.

In the constituencies where the WRP stood, in Cctober the ten
candidates got 3,434 votes, an average of 343. The nine candidates

in February got 4,191 votes, an average of 466. Thus thz Party's vote
fell by some 18%, despite having put up an additional candidate, and
despite hoving fought six of the seats twice within less than a year.
None of those candidates who stood both times got more voles the second
time round. Iin only one of the seats which was fought both times did
the WRP cesndidate in October get more votes than its candidate had got
in February. This weas in Toxeth, where the Labour vote also went up.
In the other five seats that were fought both times, the WRP got

fewer votes the second time than the first. ©None of its candidates

got more than 1.5% of the votes cast. Only three of them got more than
1% of the votes cast. On the average, they got 1.4% of the votes

cast for their Labour opponents. Vanessa Redgrave got the highest
percentage of the Labour vote, with 2.6%.

In the two elections the WRP was concerned with thirtcen seats in all.
In these seats the Labour vote fell in October a little more than in
Great Britain as a whole., In three of them, however, the Labour vote
actually went up. In four others the Labour vote fell less thanthe
total of votes cast, so tTthat the Labour percentage went up. In five
of them Labour's percentage of the vote went down, but in two of these,
Pontefract and Wallsend, both the Labour vote and the WRP vote had
been abnormally high in Tebruary because of the coal miners' strike,
and the October figures reflect the general movement of the class.

#hile any conclusion drawn from such small figures must be used with
caution, there certainly seem reasons to believe that the candida-
tures of the WRP made no difference to the Labour vote, neither
increasing nor decreasing it; they were irrelevant.

Assuming that the elections cost the Party the £14,000 which is the
target of its Election Fund, then the votes cost the Party just over
£4 each.

Workers Press treated the results sparingly, to say the least. We
can understand their difficulty, which we analyse in some detail:
furtber on. The Party had shown no more than that it was throwing
the workers' money away, not only once but twice. They talked, in
one statement only, of indirect gains. On October 12th, we read,
in 'Our Election Fight', "The number of votes does not in any way




3-

reveal the extent to whih the 4RP forged its links with the workers
inside the Labour Party and the Trade Unions." We might then well
ask two questions: what does the JRP vote reflect? And secondly,
what does reveal the extent to which the JRP penetrates the mass
movement? Je have to ask these questions because the article makes
no attempt to give an answer.

Perhaps, then, the 4RP's influence has been so strengthened as to
counter-balance the money and effort that were spent in the election
campaigns, and the bad impression which these poor results give?

We may feel sure that, had there been any such gains, they would have
been shouted from the house-tops. “Jorkers Fress would have been
right to do so, because clearly this disaster has got to be explained
away somehow to the members. To our regret Jorkers Press has nothing
but the one unsupported, general statement to offer. ie have many
years' experience of the British Labour movement and have attacked
the Stalinists and the Centrists of the I.L.P. many times for this
kind of dishonesty. We take leave to call it 'window-dressing',

and ineffective 'window-dressing' at that. You could call it
'whistling in the dark'. Tro*sky might have called it 'a consolatory
myth'.

Comrade Bevan indeed got an admirable letter from the eleven stewards.
Unhappily one swallow did not make a summer. Comrade Cyril Smith,
whose trade is statistics, can confirm that, as far as votes go, +the
JRP did no better nor worse at Aberavon than elsewhere. Comrade
Bevan already has his basis in the working class. His candidature
did Qothing to improve it, nor to improve the Labour vote, which fell
by 2%.

2. But - Is there no other way to build the Party?

Three things have to be said, clearly, about these results. For the
WRP, they are bad, they are wasteful, and they give satisfaction only
to our encmies. The Party could have made genuine and enduring
contacts among workers in the course of the elections, by other means,
at far less cost in money and effort. e shall describe these means.
Meanwhile, there must be no equivocation: the WRP gained nothing to
counter-balance even a little of what they lost and squandered. The
leaders of the Party acted like the Chinaman in the old story, who
thought that, in order to roast his pig, he had to burn down his
house. The difference is that, after the house was burnt, there was
no roast pig for the WRP, only a load of bills to pay.

Someone may object: Wlorkers Press on October 14th claimed that 2,000
new members had been made. By then, perhaps, they had got their
nerve back a bit, after the first shock of the results to their
illusions. Many of these new members, we regret to say, existed
only in the imaginations of the canvassers. Of the rest, some will
already have disappeared now that the excitement is over. Of course,
they will not completely forget the people who talked to them about
Trotskyism, but may remember them as a small, isolated and perhaps
bigarre group.

The question is, what can the RP teach the rest? "e are allowed

to believe that the majority are workers., 1In that case, they them-
selves would probably expect that the point of application for their
political work would be their work-place and their trade union, and
we would not disagree. If this is not so, perhaps the leaderscf

the WRP will explain to the movement as a whole what they want
additional members and money for? Never in the history of the
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Trotskyist movement has recruitment and fund-raising been presented

as an end in itself. #e are not like the reformists or the sectarians.
The main point of application for the political work of our members
has always heen penetration into the mass movement and the application
of our principles in the struggle there against the reformist bureau-
crats and their allies. Have the WRP leaders something other than
this in mind? If so, let them say so, without equivocation.

Revivalist gatherings, electoral adventures, exclusively quantitative
targets for recruitment, literature sales and fund-raising, all
smack of Pilly Graham and Jehovah's Witnegses. Thz2y do not at all
square with systematic mass work and the training which keeps pace
with it. As far as Trotskyism is concerned, these are idealistic
methods, devised by people who, whatever they may pretend, really
believe that they can force the world to be the way they want it.
“That they are really doing is taking an easy way, to dodge the fight
against the reformists and Stalinists where thev are. Such methods
can, and do, bring into existence and maintain a certain kind of
organisation., It is wrong to say that, at least for a time, nothing
can be built that way. The organizations which are built that way,
however, are not Trotskyist parties, not revolutionary vanguard
parties, however much they may claim to be, or their leaders may want
them to be. History knows a good deal about that kind of party. At
the very best, the WRP can hope, by these methods, to become an
imitation of the German Spartakusbund of 1918, It will have all the
political weallnesses of the Spartakusbund, without, of course, the
backgrouna of experience in the mass Social-Democratic Party from
which such leaders as Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg could emerge.

Thie is the first legson to be drawn from these election results. If

the course is to be cet towards the mass organizations, and especially
if the roots of thie policy which led to these results are probed,

and those responsible are identified, £14,000 is a cheap price to pay.
We do not want history to say of the WRP what Trotsky said of the

Communist Party of Great Britain, that the British workers would have

been better off it it had never been started.

Comrades who have Jjocined our movement in recent years may be surprised
to know that this line of thought is well known to Comrade Healy, who
will, we hove recognise the passage which we are going to quote,
because he helped to write it. Je guote from a resolution which the
'minority' of the Revolutionary Communist Party, of which he was a
leading member, put to the Summer 1947 Conference of the RCP, and
supported by an article, bearing Comrade Healy's neme as auther,
entitled ‘Against the Politics of Stagnation'. Both of these
documents are to be found in the Internal Builetin of the RCP
entitled 'July 1947 Conference Number'. Anyone who is able to get
hold of this document will notice at once the 'catastrophic' economic
forecast of the 'minority'. At the beginrning of the post-war boom,
the 'minority' put forward a prospect of crisis which is really far
more applicable to the situation of the world today than it was in
1947, Their resolution arguves that the conditions in which, in 1947
British Capitalism was trying to restore its economy, and in which
the Labour Government of 1945 was trying to help it to do so, while,
at the same time, trying to meet a2t least to a small extent the
expectations of the workers who had elected them, "could only lead,
not to economic and political stability, but to extreme economic
and political instability”. This abstract formulation proved to be
a great source of confusion. For no Trotskyist, even at the hecight
of the boom years, ever said, or forecast, 'economic and political
stability', and Comrade Healy and his friends had no right to try to
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put these words into anyone's mouth. On the other hand, since 1971,

but only since 1971, would it be right to speak of ‘extreme economic
and political instability®, which, as any reader of Torkers Press knows,
we actually now have got. In 1974 we have got the state of affairs
whichthe 'minority' believed to be either existing or imminent in 1947,
and therefore, their ideas can today command moie attention than they
did then. Their resolution includes the following passage:

"This is the economic background %o the 1945 electoral
victory of the Labour Party, which reflected the Ffirst
stage of the radicalisation of the workers and middle
class of Britain. The radicalisation had long been
prepared by the steady decline of capitalism since World
dap I, The Labour Government's policy has not, nd could
not; check this decline and, consequently, could bring
no serious improvements to the iiving standards of the
working people. But such a governmeat, embodying as it
did the hopes and aspirations of the oppressed nasses,
did exert a temporary =ralling action on the developing
revolutionary movement., By electing a Lalour Government
the British werking class indicnted “helr rececgnition of
the fact that only large-scale political measures against
capitalism could bring peace and security to the working
people. The energy previously devoted to the economic
struggle was canalised into an enthusiastic support for
the Labour Government, in which all hopes for *he ending
of capitalist misery became centred. There was therofore
no check to the class struggle, but rather its diversion
intn other and more political channels."

"But the conflict between Capital and Labour remains
unaltered. Conditions of working class life continue to
deteriorate. The Labour Government, in exploiting the
loyalty of the working class in its efforts to save
British capitalism, at the same time undermines the basis
of that loyalty, which is the belief that such a govern-
mer< could bring peace, security and a rising standard of
life to the exploited masses."
"The desire ofthe workers to seek a solution for their
grievances in the industrial field receives severe
rebuffs from the strongly entrenched Trade Union bureau-
eracy, The increasing unrest manifests itself in a growth
of unofficial strikes, which, in their turn, bring the
workers into opposition to the Labour leaders and the State.
Loyalty gives way to discontent, and particularly among
the lower-paid and most oppressed sections of the working
class to downright anger. Dissatisfaction with the policy
of the government and the desire to substitute for it a
far more revolutionary policy is a feature of working class
life tocday. However, there is not, and could not be, any
4* mass swing away Irom the Labour Party, because:-

i. ‘Yorkers to not lightly turn away from the organisation
they have built up by their own sacrifices, and

ii. There can exist no mess alternative until the Labour
Party itself is in a process of disintegration."

"Consequently, the discontent of the workers seeks expression ‘
in the Labour Fartv itselif. Objectively and subjectively 3
the present situation cries out for the intervention of
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the ourth International within the mass peclitical
organizations of the Sritish working class.”

"As the discontent grows, we can expect the pale pinks
of the 'Keep Left' school (Flease note: the writer could
not have meant the Y.3., which did not arise for some

yvears later - he means the 'Tribune' group) to emerge
with more radical phrases, but essentially their role
will serve the top burceaucracy in practice. lieanwhile,
the frustration of millions, bottled up in thistreacher-
ous alliance, will need an outlet. DJespite the reform-
ist policy of the 3talinists;y . .~  illusions still
exist among the workers as to its role. The C.FP.G.E.
has strengthened its position substantially within the
Trade Union movement, and controls considerable forces
within the Labour Party itself. TBut as vet it congti-
tutes no mass alternative to the Labour Farty, and
cannot do so until the latter is disintegrating as a
result of the centrist groupings within it."

"Unless the Trotskyists are able to intervene from within
the left-wing, crystallising the tendencies into a revo-
lutionary opposition, it is inevitable that the Ltalinists
will secure *the adherence of those elements developing to
the point of an organizational break with the Labour Party.
In these circumstances our tasks would remain as before,
i.e. the gaining of cadres - the building of the party.

But the existence of a mass Stalinist movement would render
the carrving out of this task vastly more difficul<,
Trotskvist intervention now can defeat the encmies of the
working class. Through the application of the transitional
programme from within the Labour Party, we can deal power-
ful blows against the burcaucracy and the apolcgists from
the 'left' ..."

Thig passage is followed by an interesting argument to the effect that
successful cpposition to the trade union bureaucracy can be done only
by comrades who are members of the Labour Party as well as of their
union.

3. Can the “.R.P. ccrrect its course?

The particular document which we chose, from the archives of our
movement, to throw light on an opinion about the rclationship of the
Trotskyists to the mass movement, with which Comrade Healy might even
today feel some sympathy, is only one of the mass of such documents
which exists, in several places, including the files of the R
i%tself. A%t the time, other writers conveyed the same spirit as has
just been secn in the 'minority' resolution, for example, Paul Dixon,

from whom many of the formulations were borrowed, though he rejected
the obviouslv incorrect economic forecast of the minority. No-one,
we hope, will talx as if nothing has happened in the last twenty-seven
years, but what remains correct in our opinion, is the gpirit in
which the 'minority' document faces the question.

The Party of which Comrade .iealy is today General sSecretary, which
he, more than anyona: else, has brought into being and given its
political character, operates in its work a totally different
approach. It cannot be right, however, just to puppress one's past
views. The 'New Line' should not be smuggled in as if it were some
new great discovery. In reality it is not new at all, but an oléd,
0old system of mistakes. 0Does not Comrade ilealy feel sometimes that
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he owes his members some explanation of how he has got from where he
was in 1947 to where he is today?

Further, the 'minority' document emboldens us to assert that when

the JRP put up those nineteen candidatures, it demonstrated, both in
so doing and in the arguments with which it supported what it was
doing, what should NOT be done. These poor results are not the fruits
of Trotskvism. They cannot and must not be blamed on to Trotskyism.
They are due to Trotsky's ideas NOT being applied.

The WRP leaders may, of course, refuse to face the fact that they

have here a self-induced defeat. They may refuse to heed these
warnings. If they do so refuse, then it will be so much worse for the
working class. They must change their policies. They must probe

into where they went wrong, and why. Otherwise they will turn, despite
their subjective desires and efforts, into yet another obstacle in

the workers' road. Can thev make the change? This is what we are
testing here. This is why we quote from !llealy's document.

b, The Problem of the Policies of the ILeadership: What are they?
WYhat is the Source of their mistakes?

Anyone who hopes to find a coherent account of what the WRP leaders
believed themselves *o be doing during the election campaign, by
reading the Jorkers Press, will be disappointed. This group manifestly
failed to grasp the opportunities presented by the elections to
educate in politics the advanced workere, or, for that matter, anyone
else. Jhat they had to say was theoretically impoverished and thin,
as well as being a confused mish-mash. At the same time, we hope that
as many of our readers as possible will read through the issues from
September 23rd to October 12th steadily at one sitting, and thereby
satisfy themselves that we are not maliciously exaggerating., As far
as any order can be traced at all, they were asked to operate three
different lines of policy. They did their best, but the muddle in
which it all came out was inevitable. First we must try to sort the
muddle out. Then we must try to show how it came about.

The muddle between the three different positions which they had to
defend resulted from something simpler than that. The WRY is a
living contradition. It is torn between two incompatible and mutually
exclusive programmes, from neither of which can its leaders readily
break. The situation is one familiar to pcople of the theatre, the
one in which a wife wants to sleep with her lover without at the same
time deceiving her husband. The simple argument was used, in the
course of the campaign, that standing candidates is what a Party is
for, that, having for some reason (not too clearly revealed) got a
Party, the only thing for them to do was to stand candidates. Let

us not dwell here on the Parliamentary illusions which such a concep-
tion could foster in the minds of workers, that the main business of
a Party is to take part in elections, when at one and the same time
the election manifesto was saying that Parliament can solve nothing.

ﬁﬁdm&"a [+) BiLa SN o R i e T T I T
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The Party's propaganda in the clections had to start, on the one C]
hand, from accepting the formally corrcct proposition that the ut
independence of the Party must be established. Tow this was already ,%‘
done when the Party was founded, but it was done in a rather peculiar e
way. The leaders decided to change the letter-head of the SILL, to %‘
make some speeches which impresscd a number of the many politically : t;
still-unsophisticated workers, and hope that some noticeable :
difference would follow. They could have chosen other less costly ’ T
and more productive ways to establish the independence of the Party. cé

Je recommend to those who have to prepare lectures on 'llarxist
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philosophy' and shall ourselves carefully note, this striking example -
of mistaking the word for the thing. Un-dialectical thinking fails

to grasp that the formal, but meaningless 'independence’ achieved by
calling the organisation a Party is not at all the same thlng as the
11v1ng development whlch a Party really is.

Many times in our past, Trotskylst parties have upheld their genuine
1ndependence, in illegality, in the relative illegality of 'entry'
into a reformist, a Centrist or even a Stalinist Party. Anyone who
feels their head swim amid the oratory of a JRP mass gathering, may
coolly read what Trotsky wrote about the real 1ndependence of the
Party, against the sectarians who opposed the ‘entry' of our French
comrades into the French Socialist Party ~ all in the name of formal
'independence': (See 'iritings: 1934-1935', p.60). Our programme
and our pol1c1es, not our organisational form, decide whether we are
independent or not. However, sectarians have many times in the past
diverted and distorted the development of a party by substituting
formal 'independence' for a correct approach to the working class.

Having got themselves a Party, they then had to justify its existence
and decide what to do with it. The 'Left Communist' political
applications of having declared themselves to be this kind of a Party
were not slow in appearing. Those who have had even a small chance %o
study the history of the Trotskyist movement in Britain, let alone
anywhere else in the world, will recognise at once the peculiar
political ocutlook of which announcing this Iind of Pacty in this way

is a clear symptom. Only people infected with 'Left Communism' operate

this way. e are not surprised, therefore, to recognise characteris-
tically 'Left Communist' phrases is what they came to write and say.

Fortunately for the workers of Britain, this 'Left Communist' trend
is still only in the chicken stage, though the symptoms are unmistake-
able. The obstacles to its development in Dritain are so great, both
inside the present Trotskyist movement and in the experience and
traditions of the Labcur movement, that we may confidently hope, if
not to kill it off altogether, to put it where it can do no harm. In
any case, we premise here to give no quarter, either to 'Left
Communism' or to anyone who gives it shelter. It is poison. e know
already the characteristic method of Comrade Healy, who manoeuvres
between the tendencies in the WRP leadership in order to retain his
place as arbiter among them. We warn him not to manoeuvre with the
'Left', to thé development of which his own example and protection
has made such a sinister contribution. ZEither he tells the truth
about his involvement with them, or we shall tell it for him.

The election manifesto carries the typical 'Lef+ Communist' formula-
tions, which are also found in the Banda-Jeffries 'Reply'. We are
asked, for example, to believe that *the dominant tendency within

the (“eformlst) bureaucracy in this pericd of capitalist disintegra-
tion is towards the merging of the unions with the institutions of

the capltallst'state," The 'dominant' trend, mind you: Not Just

some odds and ends of right-wingers with no roots in the unions:
Chalfont and Mayhew would not know themselves. Then we are told that
under the Wilson government since February there was an 'unofficial
coalition lesting seven months'. An article on August 31st, headed

'tlo Way Out' begins: "There is nothing that the capitalist ZLabour

government - or any other' government - can do about the disastrous
future etc. etc." Wilson is .depicted as going into the elections so
that he can get a coalition with the Tories after it.

These are all typically 'Left Commuvnist' phrases. Anyone who cares
can trace how this kind of thing appeared in the British Communist
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movement even in the time of Sylvia Pankhurst and Willie Gallagher.
All they have to do 1s 1o read Lenin's 'Left-Wing Communism'., o

The WRP" says that it figured in the elections, in its own peculiar
way, to expose thé inability of Parliament to solve anything for the
workers. Another of the objects which Ccmrade Healy announced on
September 23rd was to present its full programme - nationalisation
without compensation. This presentation was not contaminated then,

or later in the campaign, by any talk of transitional demands. There
was no mention of the Siiding Scale of #dagss and Hours, of Opening the
Books to the Workers' Inspection,; by means of which workers, involved
as they were even during the election period in great battles. over -
wages, hours and closures, might be helped to see the need to abolish
capitdlism and to understand what Trotskyism means by socialist
nationalisation under workers' naragement (and not 'control', as a
careful reading of the dppropriate section of the Transitional Programme
should make clearti) These presentations left workers, so far, with
only one conclusion to.draw: that the position was pretty hopeless.
After all, the WRP could only put up ten candidates. Apart from one -
notable exception, there is nswhere where it has much basis in the
unions. ~If all that can be soid for a future Labour Government is that
it will come into immediate conflict with the working class, there is
obviously little to chooce between Labour and the Tories.

Then, to their amazement, the workérs who read on would find that they
were called upon, "to return a Labour Government with a massive
majority" . Having read the carlier arguments, they may well have

asked whethier the WRP really knew what it was about. Far more
congistent would have seemed the line of the Communist Party in the ,
year's 1929 to mid-1934.- The CP put up the same simple-minded presenta-
tion of the Labour Party, but at least they drew the conciusions which
flow from it. 'So they told the workers, where they were not standing
CP candidates, to spoil their ballot papers by writing on them such
slogans as 'Freedom for India'l

There is, however, to be considered another of the WRP's arguments in
favour of intervening as it did in the elections. This is not merely
the rather misguided hore of reaching a wider audience than by other
means, but to "expose and,driyé out of the Labour movement all the
Labour Ministers and MP's who refuse to carry out the - WRP's policy

of nationalisation without compensation." (We nmust not pause here to
analyse this statement, though, if we may believe Trotsky, the '
reformists were not all driven out in Russia until well after the
seizure of power.) That is not the aspect of the statement which is
of immediate interest nere. iJhat is of interest is that the author of
the election manifesto suddenly recuembered, .amid all the 'left!
phraseology, that the participation of Trotskyists in elections has
got something to do with expcsing the Labour leaders, with separating
them from their followers, aiid not with simply preaching our full A
programme into space. Here, if we may venture to follow Comrade Healy
into the realm of Greek mythology (but, let us hope, more fittingly), ° ¢
is his ‘'Achilles' Heel'i To buorrow another popular literary allusion,
here we.come to the albatross. that is rcund the necks of Comrade Healy"
and the gectarian trend which he allowed to have its head in the
election period. For the other proposition, incompatible with their
formal but meaningless 'independchce' expressed in these '‘Left
Communist' attitudes, is that, whether they like it or not, they are '
descended from Trotskyism, and have not yet managed to cut their ‘
ties with Trotskyism, winich means 'critical support' for Wilson.

All the ultra-left stuff which we have quoted above had little impact
in the;campaign. The contradictory proposition about the Party's
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being also for a majority Labour Government can only have made things
worse. Perhaps it was this difficulty which led the Party to console

itself with Mitchell's fairy tales "JWorkers are also showing that they
have no faith in the reformist bureaucracy of Wilson and Murray."

The sectarians and those to whom they gave orders (already embarrassed
by the Transitional Programme). had to call for 'critical support’
for Labour. They did not understand why or how, because they had not
grasped the tradition of our movement which is derived from Trotsky
himself. Understanding only that it had somehow to be done, they got

.1t wrong even when they tried. For theycalled for support for Labour,

not on the basis of testing out and exposing the inability of the
Labour leaders to carry out their own programme, let alone to take

any genuine steps towards Socialism, such as our transitional programme
suggests but ~ on the basis of the maximum programme of the WRP:
As we had occasion in the early thirties to point out so often to the
Stalinists, if you approach the workers this way, the only pecople to
whom you expose the Labour fakers are - yourselves. The workers are
not going to 'see through' the Labour leaders for not applying a large-
scale programme of nationalisation without compensation, when that is
precisely the programme which they themselves do not yet understand
to be necessary. We may ask, what does Comrade Tony DBznda, who has so
laboured to provide the movement with Trotsky's writings on Third Period
Stalinism, think our attacks on the 'United Front From Below' were

all about?

For the tree of sestarianism produces bitter fruits. Kot being able to
give the readers sound rcecasons for '‘critical support' of Labour,
Workers Press on Oztober 9th, offers them a thoroughly bad one. It
tells them that it will be alright for them to vote Labour - as they
vere evidently going to do anyway - "In all other constitucncies where
the WRP is not standing, vote Labour and force the Labour leaders to
carry out Socialigt policies.”

This is making a bridge to the workers alright! It is a bridge on
thoroughly rotten, false and opportunistic foundations. We can hardly
believe ovr eyes: After explaining that the WRP puts up candidates in
order to exposge the futility of Parliament, how can they expect anyone
<o take them seriously, when in the next breath they say, not only

that the Labour leaders cen Jo something, but that they can earry out
Socialist policizs: What do those men of stern principles like

Comrade Slaughte:> make of this? Tell everyone please, Comrade Slaughter
- what will you say when a worker, perhaps a miner, asks you to explain
why you are agairst the 'British Road to Socialism'? After all, he
knows as well as we do that the Communist Party's whole policy rests on
the idea of 'pressuring' the Labour leaders. This miner may have read
your savage attacks on the 'International Socialists'. He will have
got out of them at leust enough to wonder whether they are to be taken
seriously any more.

Unhappily, this tusiness does not just end there. It calls into
question the very principles on which Trotskyism is founded. If the
Labour leaders cain carry out Socialist policies, whether under pressure
or not, why particularly go to all the trouble of standing candidates
to establish, in however misguided a fashion, the 'independence' of

the Party? Why devote our lives to building .~ a Trotskyist,

vanguard party at all? Why talk of taking power by revolutionary
means? What are wa saying to the comrades in Lisbon? What was Lenin
writing about in '"Jhat is to be Done%'?

On October 9th, tha 'Left Communist' line collapsed, turned into its
opposite and demont trated, in vpractical experience, to those who had
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been taken in by it, where it leads. On that day, Workers Press,

Ted Grant's 'Militant' and the Morning Star all agreed: In the
language of Marxism, such politics are known as 'Centrism'. In the
campaign, it was now revealed, the WRP was presenting two faces, one
ultimatist -and the other opportunist. We have shown where the down-
sliding into opportunism came from, from the sectarians' inability to
understand why they were supposed to be calling for a Labour majority,
because this is not compatible with their basic position.

The pathetic aspect of this 'mistake' is that it was totally unnecessary.
But it was no slip of the pen, no accident. It was prepared for by the
‘Left Communist' attitudes which have developed in the leadership in
recent years, and is, like them, a free gift to our enemies. ,

Jorkers Press summed up all its confusion over the elections on the
front page on October 12th in the supreme and unforgettable contradic-
tion, the highest expression of the master-minds of Clapham High Street.
We can hardly imagine that it was intended, for the headline read
"Decisive Election", followed by a story, the opening sentence of which
stateds "Labour's wafer-thin three-seat majority in Thursday's General
Election can solve nothing". There's one for the histories:

At this point we are in a position to clear up the loose talk about
‘corporatism'. Those who of late were throwing this new word about in
the press and the meetings of the WRP do not appear to have got clear
in their minds what they mean by it. There are three things which it
can pessibiy mean. In a moment we shall explain concroidky vhat they
are. On ine orc hané, those who use the word 'corporatism' may be
doing so to refer to either one of two possible real-iife situations.
These situaticns have appeared and may well appear again, but to use
this word 'corporatism' for both of them confuses two quite different
things. On the other hand, there is a third possibility which must not
be over-looked. This is that the sectarians have, independently,
re-discovered one of the nonsensical conclusions generated during the
'"Third Period' by the uitra-ieft thinking of the Communist International,
a conclusion which has no basis at all in real life. They may fancy
that t%.°%. third sense in which 'corporatism' can be used is their own,
original discovery and advancement of theory, so we shall have to
reveal to them its unsuspected, and illegitimate, ancestry.

Let us hope that, in the end, those who thought that ‘corporatism'
sounded like something good to say, will accept the two perfectly good
words, Bonapartism and Fascism, for the two real-life situations, will
not dispute that its third possible meaning does not correspond to
anything that really exists, will consent to declare the word
'corporatism' redundant, and will promise not to fuddle workers' minds
with it any more. Particularly deplorable was the attempt by Banda
and Jeffries to exploit the authcrity of Trotsky and to appropriate
quotations from him, in order to dress up a bit their pathetic,
abstract little chapter, so pretentiously headed "Corporatism and
Fascism", and shedding light on neither.

The confusion between the two real-life senses, in which this word
'corporatism' could be used, occurs because, like all sectarians,

they sece everything as either black or red. They have no feeling for ;
the importance of time, for the order in which events take place and §
succeed each other, for what has to happen first before something else
can happen, in cther words, for processes of development. Possibly

they are using this odd word 'corporatism' to mean what Trotsky and
Trotskyists have always been accustomed to call 'Bonapartism’'. This

is a good word, which we got first from Marx himself, and it has

served us so well that we do not need to replace it by another one.
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The 'Bonaparte' who lent his name to it was, first, the great IFapoleon,
and secondly, his farcicil nephew, Napoleon the Third, Emperor of Franece
from 1852 to 1871, The use of the word derived from their names
enables anyone to understand what their regimes were like, and what
similar regimes in later history have in common with theirs. The term
is used to describe, as far as the capitalist world is concerned, a
state of political affairs in a country in which the govermment is
carried on, for the benefit of the dominant section of the property-
owners, by a state-apparatus, army, police, civil service, ruling by
decree, supported perhaps by a shadow of a Parliament and a pretence
of consulting the electorate by means of plebiscites, but more or

less effectively raising itself above, and separating itself from, the
main contending classes, and maintaining jtself by balancing between
them.

Tn this situation, the trade union organiaations are not entirely
independent, in the sense that they are jndependent in bourgeois
democracy, but at the same time they are by no means liquidated, or
re-organised so as to be wholly State-controlled. Those interested in
the history of British Trotskyism may like to know that our comrades
in the I.L.P. in 1934 established this conception as against the
Stalinists, for whom, at that time, everything was Fascism, the Tories,
the Labour leaders, the Trade Union leaders, the lot! About the same
time, Trotsky re-inforced the lessons of his great works on Germany,
with a little essay called "On Bonapartism (Marxism is Superior)",
which is to be found in "Writings 1934-35" P,105. This helped 2 great
deal and we recommend it to our readers.

However, the state of affairs which our movement has hitherto alwayse
been satisfied to call 'Eonapartism' implies that, at least to some
extent, the trade unions have been successfully attacked, and that the
leaders have had to surrender some, though only some, of their freedom
of action. It is a transitional state. The workers may either be
further weakened, may find their leaders more and more subordinating
them to the "State" as the "highest organ of Society" . Alternatively,
they may, as a result of successful struggles in which they are able
to exploit the limited freedoms remaining to them, tip the balance of
forces in their favour, »lunge the bourgeoisie and the state apparatus
into crisis and recover greater freedom of action.

In any case, the trade unions can only get into this relationship with
a Bonapartist state when the bourgeoisie have been able to inflict
partial defeats on the workers, it being understood that this happens,
as we may be sure, only as a result of the indirect assistance given
to the bourgeoisie by the reformist and Stalinist leadership of the
unions. It would be inconceivable for the trade union leaders
voluntarily to enter such a subordinate, second-class relationship.
They cannot be imsgined as doing so unless and until the movement

has suffered a partial defeat.

If any one thing is certain it is that the British workers, led as
they are by politizally jlliterate, confused and self-seeking people,
are very far from .aaving sustained such a partial defeat, with its
demoralising effects. Their high fighting spirit suggests that
neither the bourgenisie nor their allies will find such a defeat at
all easy to inflict. The question of ‘corporatism' in the sense of
Bonapartism is, therefore, at the most, a2 question for the day after
tomorrow rather thun for today.

There is however, “he second real-life possibility, that when these
people talk about ‘corporatism’' they really mean '"Fascism'. Now
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Trotsky has made it absolutely clear once and for all what Fascism
means. It means that the bourgeoisie has been able to mobilise hands

of desperate petty bourgeois and lumpen workers, has taken advantage

of the political ineptitudec, cowardice and conservatism of the
reformists to disarm the worlkers politically and inflict a whole

series of defcats on them, to the point that they can destrov altozether
the trade unions, replacing them with 'Labour Iront'-type organigations
staffed exclusively by fascists. Pascism, even less than Donapartism,
is an immediate prospect.

Let us remark, in pagssing, that Trotsky was particularly careful to
point out that the state of affairs which we scientifically call
'Pascism' can itself last onlyv a comparatively short time. The masses
discover that thc promises on which the Fascists got power are
Geceptions. The State apparatus expands to give Jjobs to the successful
careerists. The radical wing is eliminated (June 30th, 1934:) The
State apparatus once again finds itself devoid of a mass basis, hated
and suspected from both sides, and passes into a new stage of
Bonapartism, in which, of course, the relation of forces is none the
less seriously disadvantageous to the wcrkers, who no longer have
their own organisations.

where does the talk about military 'coups' fit into this analysis?

The real risk is that the people who constantly cry "wslfi wolf!"

will disarm the werkers and drive the real danger out of their minds.
The state apparatus is being strengthened, and the attitude of the
senior officers grows increasingly arrcgant and independent towards
their political 'chiefs'.s iiowever, whatever the pussey-cats of Congress
House sav about preserving civil peace, we may be sure that, in the
prcsent mood cf the werking class, the responsce to a military 'coun'
would be like that of the German workers to the Kapp Putsch in 1920,

a General Strike in the preparation of which the spontancous movement
of masses of werkers would sometimes run ahead of and sometimes take
advantage of the approval of the refermist leadership. In any case,
such a move would hardly even get off the ground under a Labour
Government, in the present mood: the lower-grade clerks would undermine
the 'security' which the officers need, and 'blow' the whole busineza
to the unions and the press.

In a different and less favourable relation of forces, if the Labour
and Trade union leaders lead the workers to a series of defeats

which begin to demoralise them, then they could find themselves obliged
to dump all their pretentious nonsense about being equal partners in
a 'social contract', and pass under the yoke which, with measures
such as the Industrial Relations Act, would restrict their frecdom

of negotiation. Until then, they will do everything they can, apart
from mobilising the workers in mass struggles with a political
objective of overthrowing capitalism, to retain for themselves their
monopoly, their sole rights, in being the go-betweens between the
workers and the employers, in disciplining, manipulating and betray-
inz the workers in big things, in return for the concessions in small
things by which they sustain their authority. This is what makes
them important. For this they get their seats in the House of Lords
and their Jjobs.

There rcmainsg for us to consider the third possible meaning which the :
IRP sectarians and their imitators attach to this unfortunate word }
'corporatism'., They appear to be using it in the same sensec as

the Stalinists in the *Third Period’ used the term 'social-fascism'.
Having superficially skimmed off from Trotskyv's writings that social-
fascism was a wrong thing to say, but not grasping the csecence of

his exposure of the 'theory of social-fascism', in the usual formal

way, they think They can getT away Irom the thing by avoiding the word. 1
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The most flagrant instance of this mistake is in the fanda-Jeffries
pamphlet against the 'Blick-Jenkins group', "A Reply". "Je have
warned, and we warn here again, that the dominant trend within the
bureaucracy in this period of capitalist disintegration is “owards
the merging of the uniows with the institutions of the capitalist
state." That is what they mean by 'corporatism'. That is also one
of tlie things that the Stalinists in the 'Third Period’ meant by
'social fascism'. The samzs 'Sa2ft Comnurist® starting point, the
formal concepticn of the ‘indevendence' of %the Party, leads to the
same result - whatever you cail it. Tor Banda and Jeffries to shout
that they do not treat the trade union leaders as fascists has nothing
to do with the case. ¥e have already shown what nonsense this idea
is that the whole reformist bureaucracy could 'do a MacDonald', or
'do a Chalfont' or 'do a Mayhew'. The form is different, Comrades
Banda and Jeffries, but the content of your position is that of the
Stalinists in the 'Third Period'. No Trotskyist can go on holding
the view ithat these professional reformists, whose whole lives are
identified with the Trade Union and Labour apparatus, could possibly
place before themselves the conscious aim of subordinatinz themselves
to a Bonapartist or 'corporate' State, even if it would have them!
This is formal, un-historical, un-dialectical rubbish, which proceeds
from a sheer lack of kncwledge about the mass Labour movement. 1If
only we could dissuade pcople who know nothing about the trade unions
and the Labour Party from pontificating about them!

Comrades Banda and Jeffries - at least take warning from a little
letter that appeared in the 'Times' for October 28th. This came from
that wicked old Stalinist hack, that vicious slanderer of Trotsky,
that disghonest, corrupt, flower of the 'Third Period', that sprig of
The British ariztocracy, Ivor Montagu. He takes your position. He
wrotes "Isn't Mr. Wilson the best Tory Prime Minister we have®".

The Communist Party in the 'Third Period' represents classical
sectarianism in British working-class experience, and origirated the
buginess about the 'independence' of the Party with the paeculiar
twist which w2 have seen. We shall be completely wrong if we think
that the sectarian tendency ¢f the WRP is the same as the dominant
wing cf the leadership of the Communist Party. They both combine
ultra-leftism with opportunism, and they both try to assume a mantle
of extreme crthedoxy while they do it. But there the superficial
resemblance ceascg. Je should be giving way to impressionism if we let
it be pushed any furither. The problem of the C.I. was far more
dangerous to the workers., Stalinist ultra-ieftism, with opportunism
waiting behind it to take over in the subsequent period, had powerful
material roots in the interests of the Sowviet bureaucracy, strzngth-
ened as it was in relation to the working-class by the whole series
of post-1918 defeats of ithe workers.

The sectarian tendency in the leadership of the WRP today, differs
from the 'Third Period' Stalinists in two other important respects
also, in having another important disadvantage, in addition to a less
solid material base. Not only is the ultra-leftism in the WRP
leadership exposed to attack in a pericd when the morale of the workers
is high, when they cannot feed on defeats. They also are still
anchored to Trotskyism; they have not yet cut the cable. Aspects of
the Trotskyist tradition embarrass them, but they cannot easily or
quickly get rid of them. First. the tradition that the Labour Party
must get critical support. Secondly, that oppositional work must

be organised in the trade unions, ne matter kiow this may not square
with other activities. Thirdly. that some notice has to be taken of
mcvements of disaffection in the Labour Party against the reformist
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leadership. Fourshly, that the Party prefers a Labour victory to a
Tory one, and for definite reasons. All this means a determined,
principled stand against 'Left Communism', against the bad personal
habits which it engenders, the bluster, over-confidence alternating
with the self-deprecation, proclivity to back-stairs manoeuvre or to
issuing orders as methods of solving difficulties. All these are
perfectly well known in the history of the Marxist movement. Beneath
them all lies - theoretical superficiality.

wWhere sectarians are in control, there is no mechanism by which
differences can be debated and resolved betwean comrades. We therefore
promise the sharpest exposure of anyone who covers up for sectarians,
who tries to manoeuvre with them or obvstructs for his factional
interests the process of exposing and re-educeting them.

What are the social origins of this Centrist ¢ombination of
sectarianism with a down-sliding towards opportunism? How has it

got into the WRP? Basically the degeneration is a buckling under the
pressures of British capitalism, expressed in the natural impatience
So often experienced in the same way in the past at the slow develop-
ment of the social crisis and the convoluted divelopment of the
working class. These feelings lead to an ideajistic appreciation of
the workers' movement. The infection was able to flourish in the
Party because the Party has not studied, let alone assimilated, fthe
past history of the British Trotskyist movement, authentic materials
for which exist in plenty. The sectarian tendency was fostered by
the special cconditvions of the last few years in which relatvively
(uick and easy gains could be made in paper membriship and meoney, in
the early stages of this present, new mass radiza-isaticn. Nor must
we overlook this leadership's inabiiity to estab.ich any stable
international co-operation over the years. The personal psychology of
individuals also is reliatively much more influenticl in small
crzanisations than in large ones. Comrade Healy hinself finds
difficulty in maintaining a stable opposition %o 'L:ft Communisn',
apparentiy partly because he got his early train’ng in the Comnunist
Party in the closing years of the 'Third Period'. Further, none of
the leading cadre apart from him has ever had any serious experience
of the 1life or work of a normal trade union or oi the Labour Party.

The advanced workers will pronounce on this leadership. What wiil
become of it? If it does not correct these tendencizss in which
'Left Communism' avpears to dominate, but opportunisn lies close to
the surface, it will become more and more at the mercy of forces
which it does not understand and cannot control. Who knows what
roblems are round the corner? How will it stand up to the isolation
which will assuredly hit it in the early stag»s of great industrial
battles, for at those times it is certain that the macses will rally
as never before round their traditional organisationi:?

rET e e e

If the results of the elections do not give rise to a thorough-going
investigation, this leadership will lucch from left t> right and
back again. Bach new turn will be pasied off as a nev discovery,
instead of the re-discovery »f some old. error. Each cefeat will be
painted up as a victory. Fresh invoad:: into the tradition of British
Trotskyism will take place vnder the mentle of an abstcact "fight for
dialectical materialism® - fs if these formal thinkers had exclucive
rights in Marxist theory! /longside these external tosses and turns,
serious differences will oprn up inside: the leadership and arise in p
the membership. All sorts ¢f undreamec.-of things will come to light. -
A series of personal and political crises, hitherto unprecedented,

will be the by-product.
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At the present time, we regard as possible, as well as highly
desirable, that there shall be a reconciliation, on the basis of
principled agreement, between the elements in the WRP who come to
understand the fight against sectarianism and the tendency which
supports the general ideas of this Qocument. The WRP leaders, or
some of them, may find these criticisms galling, and react subjectively
to them. They may demand still greater efforts and sacrifices from
comrades who do the Party work, on the basis of the present policies.
A fatal course for them!: It will only bring cn earlier and more
severely the inevitable crises. They may, indeed, react against us
with measures borrowed from Stalinism. ihat good do they think
that will do them? Did such methods ever succeed against us in +the
past?

5. How Did the WRP Arrive at its Electoral Policy?

in the October 1974 elections, the workers were serious as never
before. Jack Gale, who got his early training in a good school, as
an ‘entrist' in the Labour Party, understands this. One rcason (but
not the only one) why the WRP voie drorped in October was that some
workers who voted for it in February felt the second time that things
were too serious for playing around. This does not at all mean that
the JRP had the right policy in October and lost votes Just because
it was unlucky! I+t means, on the contrary, that, in this election
of all elections, the sectarians wrongly understood the mood of the
megees and wrongly approached the working class.

Some of the membership, people we know well, are tough and experienced
Bolsheviks. How did they get involved in this adventure? Many of
them do not need telling; they know only too well. This is the way
some of them think. Many comrades in the Party see no present
alternative to it, or to its present: leadership. At the same time
they have been uneagy for some time at certain aspects of the ultra-
left{ courge. Other aspects of it either do not impinge on their

work cv seem right because they appeariin get quick and spectacular
results; who dislikes big mectings?

The questicns in these comrades' heads are not easily raised in the

WRP. It is futile for the hacks of Clapham High Street to bluster
about the purity of their regime. There are too many of their
ex-members still active in Trotskyist politics, who know better, from
rich experience., Do not challenge us to produce a 'Red Book' on

the way things are run at the top of the WRP!

However, the WRP, none the less, is still nearer %o Trotskyism than
any other of the (relatively) large semi-Trotskyist groups. The IS
is at present moving to the right, and who can tell where it will
move next? The attachment of the IMG to Trotskyist politics is so
precarious that the first great wind of the class war will blow it
to bits. The comrades of the WRP are right to hope to save the Party
for Trotskyism and to retain as many cf its leading cadre as they can.
de agree that changes are overdue. In order to be completely
concrete, and demonstrate by example what sort of changes are wanted,
let us probe the way the WRP's electoral policy was adopted.

We do not speak, of course, of the content of the policy. That has
alreacy been analyscd as a 'Left Communist' or sectarian policy,
with opporturistic compensations. ie are just considering how it
was adopted. UWas the proposal to stand ten, or nine, or eleven
candidates, or one or none at all, openly debated in the columns of
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the paper? That would, after all, have been the practice of the
Bolsheviks, of the old Communist Party, as well as of the Trotskyists.
Did not the Party encourage the acvanced workers on its fringe to
think about the electoral problems, @nd perhaps write to the paper
shieir views? Maybe these comrades did not yet know enough about

what was involved to take up a position? Did not the Party then
prepare educational documents for them? Did no one tell them about
the traditional attitude towards elections of the Lritish Trotskyists?
Have our past disputes nothing of benefit or interest for them?

Did no one mention the lessons we have drawn in our past attacks on
the errors and wobblings of the Stalinists? Were there possibilities
of debate and disagreement? das there an cpen confrontation of
alternative policies?

These questions have %o be asked, and answered, to illustrate the
kind of organisational changes which must be made, but which cannot
be made as long as the political ljeadership is this Centrist mixture
of sectarianism and opportunism and until the political differences
in the leadership are properly aired before the Party and do not
remain hidden in the upper rooms at Clapham High Street.

6. 7hs Electoral Policy of British Trotskyisms
‘What Trotsiy Taught Us

We are fortunate that Pathfinder Press »f New Yorx has published
Troteky's shorter writings in the last eleven years of hig life.

Two avticles, written nearly forty years ago, and a report of a
discussion nearly as old, will be found to be of great value to us.
The first is "Cnce Again: the 1.L.P." The second is "Interview by
Collins". Both of these are in "yritings: 1935-36", pages 69 and 76.
The third is entitled "On the History of the Leit Opposition", and
i most easily available in "J4ritings: 1938-39", p.61. Comrade
Healy reproduced it in a dupiicated bulletin in the early 1950's
callad "Perum". While history never exactly repeats itselr, any
corrade vino reads these articles today, or even the extracts and
references which we give here, will recognise at once how the
poiitical essence of what Trotsky was saying at that time sheds light
on our problems today.

"Once Again the I.L.P." is a report, checked by Trotsky, of a
conversation which he had with a member of the Britich Trotskyist
organisation, 2 Canadian comrade called Earle Robertson. Their talk
took place in November 1935, a couple of weeks after the General
Election of that year. At that time, the main stream of the British
Trotskyist movement consisted of a faction organised inside the
Independent Labour Party (1.L.P.). In eariier times the ILP had
been a leading reformist party affiliated to the Labour Party. In
1935 it had been outside and to the left of the Labour Party for
three years, but had failed to develop beyond a Centrist positicn,
in which it tried at one and the same time to be a Parliamentary
Party and to be a Party preparing the revolutionary overthrow of
capitalism. 3y now it has effectively passed off the political
scene (there is a bit left in Bristolg, but in the early 1930's the
possibility atill existed that the Trotskyists might win it over for
the Fourth International, or, st least, win workers in it to our
point of view. For a time, indeed, "entry" into the ILP proved to
be fruitful. Inside the ILP our faction, which was called the
"Marxist Group in the ILP" started a discussion on electoral policy,
in order to smoke out the Centrists.
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The best-remembered of the ILP leaders at the time were Jimmy Maxton,
M.P. and Fenner Brockway. They favoured putting up candidates against
the Labour Party, because, in Glasgow, four of them could hold seats
against Labour candidates. They thought they had a right to these
seats and to certain other ories, and if the workers' vote was split
and a Tory got in, they said it was the Labour Party. that split the
ILP's vote. This general attitude to the Labour Party had another
element of hostility in it also. This came from the influence of the
Communist Party. There was a period, in the years 1928 to 1933, the
so-cailed "Third Period", when the Communist Party was preaching an
ultra-left, sectarian line. It said that the Labour Party was a
third party of capitalism, and backed this up by saying that Labour
was preparing to join a coalition with the Tories, was goingz to join
with the employers in setting up a corporate state, was going to use
violence against the workers, the logical conclusion from all of
which was, whether you thought the Labour Party a workers' party or
not, that you should oppose Labour candidates at elections, and that
it made little or no difference whether a Labour or a Tory candidate
got returned.

For some time, the Trotskyists hammered away to win the ILP to an
electoral policy, the essence of which was a principled United Front
with the Labour Party. Taking advantage of the fact that the ILP

had been in existence for over forty years, had a traditional follow-
ing in the working class and was well known, they suggested that the
ILP would be justified in putting up a few candidates. At the same
time, they urged that, in general, its election campaign should
consist of giving "critical support" to Labour. By “"critical support"
they meant that the ILP would hold meetings and publish leaflets, not
calling for support for any particular Labour candidate (for +that
would be illegal), but stressing the promises which the Labour leaders
were making, and a programme of transitional demands, which the
Labour leaders ought to be fighting for if they were really fighting
for Socialism. In other words, the Trotskyists wanted to make a
central part of their campaign persuading people to vote Labour for
the revoluiionary reasons that in power the Labour leaders would be
put to th: test, that it would be possible to draw workers into the
struggle partly on the basis of the demands put forward by the Labour
leaders and that, as the struggle developed, the experiences begun

in the election would help workers to see the need for a revolutionary
struggle for Socialism and for a revolutionary Party. It must be
remembered that while they had a general idea about practical demands
to bridge between the present level of consciousness of the masses
and what could be done to attack capitalism, the Transitional
Programme had not yet been written.

This line was put across in the ILP for a time with much success.
There was a General Election coming up in Autumn 1935 sometime, and
the Trotskyists hoped to get the ILP to work this way. Then, as a
result of a change in circumstances, the 'Marxist Group in the ILP'
lost its bearings. They changed their electoral policy, and the
sectarian C. L. R. James had a lot to do with it. They realised that
the Labour leaders would suppcrt the Tories if there was a war, They
did not like the idea of supporting people whom they knew would be
social-patriots. A majority of the 'Marxist Group in the ILP'

began to call on the ILP to put up as many candidates as it could,
and, in addition, to boycott Labour candidates. They were prepared
to make only a very few exceptions in favour of the very rare Labour
candidates prepared to say that they would not supvort 'League of
Nations Sanctions' against Italy. Today's readers may well wonder
what this was all about, and the details are so long since dead that
a book would have to be written to bring them back to life. None the
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less, the underlying political question stilllives among us,
unsolved to this day by the WRP leadership.

Italy started a war against Alyssinia (now called Ethiopia), in
BEast Africa in the summer of 1935, It was a small-scale but naked
piece of imperialist aggression. The Labour Perty and the Communist
Party called for a campaign of ‘pressure' on the Tory National
Government, to make it get the Leaxuie of Nations to tell the Italians
to stop. There was actually a deal between the British Tories and
the Italian Fascists to give the latter a free hand. The League of
Nations represented powers which did not want to interfere for a
variety of reasons, some because they were afraid of starting a war
with Italy. DNone of the powers, when it came to the point, was
prepared to interfere seriously with the supply of war materials +to
Italy, least of all the Scviet Union, which went on selling oil to
Italy throughout its invasion of Ethiopia, while the Communist Party
here denounced the Italian 'aggression‘, and called upon the Britigh
Tories to stop it This early instance of strike-breaiiing by the
Stalinists, and all this placing of confidence in the good possibil-
ities in the Tories alarmed many workers in Britain. They could
foresee that, if it ever suited the Tories to let their differences
with Italy reach the point of war, they would be able to say it was
a 'Jjust’ war on the ground that Italy had defied the Isague of
Nau*or s, and the Stalinists would be - as, of course, they were in
1941-3854 - in full cry disarming the workers for the benefit of the
‘war effort’ .

The policy wbich the ILP wanted Labour candidates to accept in the
1935 General Elecvion was to opposc the Labour and the Comirunist
Parties' calls for 'league of Nations Sanctions' and for the war
agalinst Italy to which they might lead. The ILP's attitude was a
muddled one, because many of them were pacifists, who objected as
much to British workers stopping war supplies to Italy as they did to
British firms sending them!

The Trotskyists were divided. The minority, which in our opinion was
correct, wanted to go on supporting critically all Labour candidates
except where the ILP was standing. The na. ngorlty, however, wanted to
suppert only ILP candidates, or those few Labour candidates who would
promise to oppose the Labour Party's official policy. In practical
termz there was conly one of them, only one ‘anti-League of Nations'
Labour candidate. He was Cnorge Lansbury, an out-and-out pacifist,
miles away from being a revoluticnary.

In those days the T;O*Shylsto cdiscussed their dlfierences openly
inside their organisation, The 'Bulletin of the Marxist Group in

the ILP' carried statements from both sides, showing, of course,

which was the majority point of view., After the election, Comrade
Robertson went to ask Trotsky To clear up the matter of principle
behind our difference, which we had no intention of sweeping under the
carpet. The 'Marxist CGroup' published the report of the conversation
at the time, not deverred by the fact that it condemned the majority.

The relevent part of the report on Trotsky's conversation with
Robertson, which is to be found in “Once Again: The ILP" reads as
follows:

"Question: Was the ILP correct in refusi
Labour Party candidates who advocated mili

Italy)?

ng critical support to
tary sanctions (against
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"Angwer: No. Economic sanctions, if real, lead to military sanctions,
to war. The ILP itself has been saying this. It should have given
critical support to 21l Labour candidates, i.e. where the ILP itself
was not contesting. In the "New Leader",I read that your London
Division (under Trotskyist control - Ed.) agreed to support only
anti-srnctionist Labour Party candidates. This alse is incorrect.

The Labour Party should have been critically supported, not because
it was for or against sanctions but because it represented the
working masses.

"The basic error made by some ILP'ers (including the majority of the
Trotskyists - Ed) who withdrew critical support was to assume that
the war danger necessitated a change in our appreciation of reformism
«ss The war crisis does not alter the fact that the Labour Party is a
workers' party, which the government party is not. Nor does it

alter the fact that the Labour Party leadership cannot fulfill their
promises, that they will betray the confidence which the masses place
in them ... The ILP must say to the workers: "The Labour Party will
deceive you and betray you, but you do not believe us. Very well,

we will go through your experiences with you, but in no case do we
identify ourselves with the Labour Perty programme" ...

"Question: Should the ILP seeck entry into the Labour Party?"

"Answer: At the moment the question is not posed this way. wWhat the
ILP must do, if it is to become a revoivtionary party, is to turn its
back on the C? and face the mass organisations. It must put 99% of
its energies into hbuilding of fractions in the trade union movement
«s- I'or tthe time may come when, in oirder to reach the masses, it nust
enter the Labour Party, and it must have tracks laid Tfor the occasion.
Only the experience that comes from such fractional work can inform
the ILP if and when it must enter the Labour Party. But for all its
activity an absolutely clear programme is the first condition. A
small axe can fell a large tree only if itis sharp enough ..."

1n the second interview, also in “"iWriting 1935-36", Troisky talked
about entry into the Labour Party, which, at that iime, in the given
conditions, he stongly advocated. This interview took place, in
Summer 1936, with a worker-comrade of the lMarxist Group in the ILP
called Sam Colling, who tool his holidays that year to go to Norway
and consult the 0ld Man about our probiem of perspective. It was the
last contact that the British movement had with Trotsky before the
Norwegian police, at the behest of the GPU, interned him and cut off
his communications. He does not specifically discuss electoral policy
in this interview, but rather deals with the relationship of the
revolutionaries with the Labour Party. There is no point in extract-
ing quotations from this report. ILike "Once Again the I.L.P", it

was circulated in duplicated form by the comrades of the 'Marxist
Group in the ILP',

The third reference is to a talk between Trotsky and C.L.R. James,

the intellectual from Trinidad, who was active in our movement from
1935 on. Trotsky did not check the repor<t, which James wrote, but it
is so critical of James that it cannot be doubted. James had been
making out that ever since 1624 the Stalinists had consciously desired
the defeat of the werking class. T tsky explains that this is too
formal, and goes ons

"All that, however, is not very dangerous, although it shows a great
lack of proportion to say that our whole propaganda has been meaning-
less. #hat is much worse is the sectarian approach to the Labour

Party. You say that I put forward without reservations the slogan of
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Bium-Cachin (the leaders of the SP and CP in France - Ed.) Then you
remember "All power to the Soviet" and you say that the United Front
has no Soviet. It is the same sectarian approach."

Jamess "There has been difficulty in England with advocating a
Labour Government with the necessary reservationsz.”

Trotsky: "In France, in all our press, in our archives and propaganda,
we regularly made all the necessary reservations. Your failure in
England is due to lack of ability:; also lack of flexibility, due %o

the long domination of bourgeois thought in England. I would say to
the English workers, "You refuse to accept my point of view. Well,
perhaps I did not explain well enough. Perhaps you are stupid.

Anyway I have failed. But now, you believe in your party. “hy allow
Chamberlain to hold the power? Put your party in power and I will
help you to put them in ..,.""

7. How Manv Candidates?

The Theoreticians of the WRP will read these quotations, and say,
'But this is just the policy which we are carrying out'., If only that
were true: They may even believe it, but the evidence is against them.

Trotsky said we should put up 'as many candidates ag possible’,
because 'wa do not know our strength uniess we test 2t'. The Party's
support hai been tescted alright in February, and in February iwo
candidates would have been enough. It does not toke the iose of
ninetcen deposits to find cut that you get 343 votes ver candidite.
Two would have been plenty for that, and today two is the 'laigest
possible number', They have talked of some other kind of support
which they get from putting up more candidates and claim to have got,
without evidenze, and we must tell them that they are kidding, at
least, themselves. #e do not believe anyone who says that they put
up five times too many candidates just to carry out Trotsky's suggestion
for testing their support. Nothing was ever mentiored about this
during the campaign. The reasons given for putting up the nineteen
candidates in the two General Elections were quite different. They
were, as ve have seen, the hoary old sectarian arguments, with which
militants get seduced in everygeneration, unless Bolshevik-Leninisn
can put a stop to it.

some of the influential members of the WRP took seriously the Party's
words about wanting Labour to win, eveun though they may have doubted
the extent to which its candidatures could be said *o help Labour by
'rutting a revolutionary edge on the election'. Thesge comrades saw
nothing actuaily done to develop critical supprort for Labour. The
Party's declarations served, accordingly, merely as a fig-leaf to
cover its sectarian practice, from which flowed, as we have seen, the
grossly cpportunistic compensating down-sliding.

True, the 1974 campaigns carried little conviction with workers who
are now Labour Party or Trade Union militants. What would carry
conviction with them? At least a campaign on the following lines
would have been betier.

i. No principles can be laid down a pricri whether our Party stands

no candidates, one or more. If any particular number of
candidates, at a given time, offers the greatest roseibility of
testing its strength, getting experience, chowing its face to the
workers and counter-posing its policies to those of the Labour
Farty, putting up candidates is not ruled out. Running one or more
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candidates is not necessarily always the best way to show the
Party's face, and in any case the proper way to do it is quite
different from putting up so many, with so little previous thought
or preparation, that all the Party does is to give its opponents
something to laugh" at, that it gets one eighth of the proportion
of the Labour vote, in the constituencies where it stands, that
the CP got in the 1929 Generai Election, where the CP got 10% of
the Labour vote where it stood.

ii. There will then be enough money and manpower to spare to approach
the workers, by means of leaflets, public meetings, motorcades
and any other devices which the experts can sugzest, to explain
the place of our policies in the struggle for the Labour victory
over the Tories, the struggle to which we are contributing. We shall

a4, 1t is to be hoped, put across Trotsky's reasons for giving

'critical support', not the two contradictory lines of +he workers
Press.

We feel sure that readers will be interested to know that this will
not be the first such independent intervention by British Trotskyists.
To carry it through does not call for any super-human acts of imagina-
tion. 1In the Spring of 1934 there was a by-election in North
Hammersmith. The politicai feeling of the workers was running strongly
in favour of the Labonr Party against the 'National' Tory Government.
The Communist Party put up Harry Pollitt and split the ILabour vote
againzt the Tories. The Communist League issued a leaflet headed

'Five Communist Reasons for Voting Labour' and denounced the sectarian-
ism of the Communist Party. Comrade Healy will probably zgree that

the arguments which it put forward for supporting Labour were ovportun-
istic ones, and should not be copied, but the point here iz that our
support for Labour must not be merely 'criticail', but positive. Whav
we cannot do is only to call independently for support for any named
individual.

The WRP in 1974 got the worst of all possible worlds. They were
careful 1o choose nineteen contests where their intervention would

net split the Labour vote encugh to let a Tory in. It would have got
some political credit if it had chosen, say two constituencies, made
some impact there, and let everyone see that it was supporting Labour
elsewhere. Everyone saw the WRP put up far too many candidates,
without any one of them having the chance to make the slightest impact,
so nobody bothers whether it split the Labour vote or not, or gives it
any credit for trying not to do sol

8. Organiging the Electoral Work: Some Specific Proposals:
What They Mean.

First we had to clear away the debris. Now we can begin to build.

The day will come when our party in Britain is strong enough to put
forward many czndidates. Even then it will have to face the question
of its relationship with the mass Labour movement, and find the place
in the United Front against the Tories in which it can get the
greatest political advantage. Even then, as today, the organisational
mistakes of the 1974 campaigns willi have to be corrected. Putting up
candidates at the last minute anywhere is useless. The time-table

for the Party's electoral arrangements cannot be allowed to depend on
the decision of the Prime Minister to dissolve Parliament.

The #RP is r.o more exempt than any other party from the external
conditions in which it can do electoral work. Other parties have to
select their candidates in advance, and to construct a basis for them.
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So must the WRP. Only at the very height of a revolutionary crisis,
a crisis in the thinking of the masses as well as in the economic
base, could these conditions be ignored with impunity. People who
'parachute' a candidate into a constituency, as if they could seduce
or rape the electors, give an impressicn of contempt. for the working-
class voters, to put it at its mildest.

The Labour and Trade Union workers tolerate least of all a party
which seems %o want to have it all ways at once. We respectfully
suggest to the leaders of the WRP that the way NOT to impress this
decisive layer of the masses is to proceed as they did. Jdhat did
they do?

They put up a number of manifestly futile candidatures:

t=3.

They said that they were for a Labour victory, and the reasons
they gave contradicted each other, some saying it was to expose
Labour (but in an ineffective way) while others said it was to
' force the Labour leaders to carry cut Socialist policies':

Ho
Hn

iii. They did in fact nothing to back up their pose of wanting a
Labour victory.

If we were Stalinists or 'Left' Labour-ites, how we would look forward
+o catching some guileless Workers Press seller in public and skimming
him alivel Tven if he did not understand what his leaders bad let
him i1 for - the working-class audience wouldi

We believe that there is sufficient cympathy for these views in the
JRP Tor us to recommends:

1. A systematic discussion among the Party workers, to cast light
on the following questions:-

n) #hat really is the state of the Party's contacts with the
ronk and Tile of the Trade Unions and the Labour Pavty? ihat
members of these organisations has it got? Wnav, if anything,
éo they do in these organisations for the WRP?

b) ‘hat is the relationship which the WRP should be trying te
establish with the rank and file of these organisations® 1In
other words, what is meant by the 'United Front"” and how should
it be operated?

¢) Yhat lessons can be learned from: (i) The past experience of
Trotskyists in trade union work and in 'entrism', (ii) The
experiences of the Communist Party between 1929 ana 1934 with
the ‘'United Front from Below' and 'Rank and File Movements' on
ne one hand, and its various electoral policies on the other?

2. At the same time, while undertaking the theoretical work
necessary to clear up the Party's relationship with the mass
movement, the preliminaries for the next General Election can
be put in hand. AS Comrade Healy said at Stoke Newingtcen, this
pajority Labour Government wilil not last long. The necessary
steps will be:s

a) Select early a constituency where Trotskyist volicies can
be effectively shown tc be part of the general forwerd march
of the working class, and seiect a prospective candidate.

b) Prepare systematically: (i) Actually be seen to take part
in the struggle . against the Tories and the National I'ront:
(ii) Popularise the Pariy's idsas and its candidate on tne
basis that its fight is there %to strengthen and not to split
the working class.
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However, at every step in those disenssions and this work, there will
flow out the central question: in which direction is the Party faced?
Let us look at a splendid example. In October 1974 the contest in
Hackney and Stoke Newington produced tne poorest result of all. Even
the miserable Stalinist got two and a half times as many votes as

did Comrade Banda. Should not Comrade Banda ask himself the question,
how it comes about that such a man as he, who has devoted higs whole
life to the struggle for Socialism, who should be able to approach
immigrant workers where people cf Western origins cannot, in a place
where the immigrants are savagely exploited in so many ways, makes so
1little impact? It is not due to lack of talent, not to lack of
devotion. It is not the party comrades whc need changing. It is the
ultra-left policy, and no amount of last-minute concessions to
opportunism will cover that up.

The Labour movement and the workers generally, to whom the WRP
addresses its appeals for money, has the right to be told what o

made the Party decide to stuand in Hackney. There is not the slightest
sign that anyone in the WRP knew anything about the area. Did no-one
tell them about the fight that was going on in the local Labour Party?
Did +they really know nothing about the struggle to chuck out the
seventy-year old Weizman? Did they not know how near it had come to
success? Could they really find no other way to intervene in the life
of the workers of Hackney than what they did?

Comrade Banda's experience sufficiently demonstrated that ro small
organisation can apyproach the oppressed people directly with any hope
of success. It has to take into acccunt that the trade unions and the
Labour Party dominate the scene. No-one has yet suggested, in our time,
and let us hope that nc-one will suggest, that we try building 'Red
Trade Unions', in competition with the existing mass organisations.
The consequences of trying to substitute the WRP for the Labour Party
have just been spelled out in quite definite terms. As Comrade Healy
so rightly warned Behan in 1660: "If you despise the Labour Party,
you wiil ccme to despise the unions, and if you despise +the unions,
you wilil come to despise the working class". And =o it turned out
with Behan.

The road to the masses must be opened. For this pufpose, & base must
be prepared in the mass organisations. Those who know little about
trade union or Labcur Party faction work often talk as if this work
were some kind of 'soft option'. Such opinions are nonsense, but,
like much else that is nonsense, they are dangerous to the Party and
have to be fought. It is true that work in the mass organisations
does not lend itself to impulsiveness. It has to be consistent and
carefully planned. It demands a higher level of political knowledge,
as well as of thought, for in the mass movement you come faca to face
with the agents of the eneny, their arguments and their cunning
manoeuvres. There are no instant answers to the problems you encounter
there. The short-run results are of course, less spectacular, and less
impressive to simple minds.

Such work cannot be done at all if there are leading people in the
Party who either disagree with it or do not understand it. Those who
think in terms of instant results will consciously or unccnsciously
sabotage the work of the fractions. This applies with even greater
strength to a fraction in the Labour Party, which has the added
problem that it cannot even speak openly in the name of the Party.

One of the lessons which Jamegc P, Cannon taught the present writer
was that the trade union "factions of a Party tend to pull away from
it, and that this tendency has to be consciously counter-acted.
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(ifle noticed with interest that this aspect of Cannon's contribution

to our movement did not attract the attention of Comrade Banda).
Cannon's point was that the trade union comrades are in the front line:
they are under the direct pressure of the sharply changing environment,
sometimes full of s*ruggle, scmetimes quiet. Conseqguently they need

a leadership which can listen as well as talk, can support as well

as criticse, can persuade ag well as command.

Behind the seemingly minor argument about how to work in a frade
union, there may well be rising much gredr conflicts, between totally
opposed methods of trying to build the Party, tne Trotskyist method
and the sectarian method. Ultimately these are irreconcilable.
Trotskyist work in any relation to the mass movement is impossible as
long as we ave tied to incorrigible sectarians. For a time we can
1ive in the same organisation, use the same words, wcender why there
is continuous friction and bad personal relations about seemingly
trivial *things. In the short run, but only in the sghort run, as long
as the Party is comparatively smzll and isolated, the sectarians

may seem to have everything going for them. They get the quick
results, because the TrotsXyists have so little chance to test out
and prove the superiority of their ideas overnight. The sectarian
can say or do what he pleases. He is restrained least of all by the
disciplines of the mass organisations. With one moment's irresponsi-
bility or malice, he can damags months of other comrades' exacting
frzotion work. As in the WRP, in the short-run, he can develop a
sectarian tendency while attracting support on the basis of the
matchless intellectual treasures of Trotskyism.

Consequently, an electoral organisaticn which will enabie the Party
to take advantage of a correct policy demands that the local member-
ship in an area are encouraged to get on with their local work,
attend trade union branch and other local meetings, seek contacts in
the Labour and Trade Union movement in the organisations rather than
o1 the strect corner. The Party must silence vulgar talk about such
work being 'routinist', and must bathe in the masg movement anyone
who talks iike tnat.

A ‘“urn' to the trade unions and to correct work in them, which in
itself opens up a pessibility of a correct electoral policy, as well.
as of building fractions inside the Labour Party, does not offer any
instant solutions to problems, It merely provides the Party with the
chance to fight where the fight is most werthwhile. As the
'Internationale' says, there is no 'saviour from on high' to deliver
us from the problems of how to fight. Our history has made at least
this clear. There have been people in the history of British
Trotskyism who turned to the Labour Party in the hope of using it as
a road to the working ciass and who found instead that it got them
involved with the aristocracy of labour and the reformist apparatus.
Others hoped to avoid falling into this trap by having nothing to do
with the Labour Party, and fell into the equal and opposite trap, of
trying to involve themselves with workers in struggle without taking
into account its influence in the mass orgenisations. DMNothing can
enable us to avoid these traps but the accumulation of experience,
enlightened by the study of Marxism and the discuzeion of theoretical
and practical questions, leading to the disciplined execution of
decisions democratically arrived at. To those who want to work this
way, sectarianism and Centrism are the kiss of death, with their
looseness in matters of theory, their empty shouting and bureaucratic
cock~surcness. Vulaer subjectivism says: 'It's a cinch: e have
willed it, and we¥shall make the workers vote for us'. MNarxism says,
on the contrary, 'If you are objective about your situation, you will
realise that you depend on the masses who vote Labour, and you will
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entrench yourself in their ranks and integrate yourself in the
struggles to which they address themselves." What a practical lesson
these electoral questions have given us in the narrow knife-edge

of Bolshevism, with the traps of opportunism on one side and those of
sectarianism on the other. :

Planning the work of a trade uniovn faction, or, for that,matter, of a
Labour Party faction is not something separate and distinct from the
‘open' work of those who €21l papers in the street or in other ways
approach the public direct in the name of the Party. ''rade union
members may often be able to sell the paper openly. whether they do
or not is a tactical question, safeguarding on the one hand against
their sliding into a centrist relationship with bad elements in the
union, and, on the other hand, against rrematurely isolating them
before they have got a bagis in the union. In any case, there is not
commonly any quesvion of either 'cpen' workers or ‘Faction' workers
approaching the masses with 'our full position'. If our 'full vosition'
could be freely put forward, with good results, there would be no
necessity for transitional demands, nox For the United Frontt! The
essense of the matter is that the trace union and Labour Party work is
work for which the whole Party is responsible, in which <the 'open’
workers are just as involved as the 'faction' workers.

In 1960 the whole matter was over-simplified in the Socialist Labour
League. Crainger and Behan, the ultra-left 'Left Communigt' tendency
Genied the weriking-class character of the Labour Party, Comrade Healy,
who wag at that time nearer to the main stresm of Teotskyism and

under less pressure from the sectarianism which has subsequently
developed, made a blec with the section of the Party most experienced
in Labour Purty and Trade Union work. This attracted, on a gencrally
correct Trotskyis® basgis, the best elements of those who had come in
from the Communist Purty after 1956. The Labour Party, even so, wag
analysed only in a partial, un~dialectical way. Consequently, half
the case against Behan was misged, in addition 1o a chance to arm the
League in advance against another sectarian infeciion. Everyone was
ceiled upon Lo =zgree to a decliaration that the Labour Party is a
working-class Party, and the great majority did. We left out, however,
the other half of that great contradiction which is the Labour Party.
Not only is it a workers' Party, but it is controlled by people under
the influence of the bourgeoisie, gelected and trained, usually at
first through the liberzl middle cliass, and then thirough the mechanism
of the politics of bourgeois democracy, to dominate the Labour Party
with bourgeois ideas. The Labour leaders are NOT Tories. Talk of
their being 'Trojan herses' comes only from people who understand,
neither Greek mythology, nor the way that Labour leaders are formed
out of the population.

It is not enough to say: the Labour Pariy is a working-class party.

The reformist workers also say that. Trotskyists must add: the

Labour Party is a contradiction. It is a party, based on the trade
unicns, which came into existence only because the organised workers
needed it to express their interests in the class struggle, but, even
in its origins, it also harboured people who make it their job to
confine the struggles of the workers as far as possible to Parliament-
ary channeis, Such vecple accept the responsibility for running
capitaliem, argue from the imaginary 'national interest' to get the
workers to accept sacrifices, bargain for small coricessionsto the
workers as the price of big concessions to the bourgeoisie; and take
their rewards in the House of Lords and the board rocms of nationalised
industries. ©Not the Tory Party, but the Labour Party is the basis of
heir careers.
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Over the last forty years the apparatus of the Labour Party, has,
therefore, become more and more a mechanism for keeping the workers
out of participation in politics, and for counter-posing the more
conservative layers of the trade unions against the more advanced.
Now the outbreak of the crisis reflects itself in a dozen places in
the Labour Party - Blyth, Brightside, Cliay Cross, Hackney, North
Hammersmith, and where next?

The reformist leaders well understand what Trotskyism wants to do to
them. They want us outside the mass movement, and do their best to
keep us there. hat stops us from learning the score as wcll as
they do? Nothing but cheap, short-cut, big-mouthed sectarianism!
Vulgar, confused tub-thumping:

9. About Some Other Sectarians

One additional argument about putting forward 'independent' candidates
against the Labour Party has to be tackled. This is the one which we
sometimes hear from groups other than the WRP. These people parrot
the cry: 'Labour is already exposed'. They are usually not merely
unaware of our dialectical analysis of the Labour Party, but

incapable of understanding it. Since such theoretical questions are
above their heads, they assume incorrectly that workers also are not
able to understand them. Consequently, such groups feed in their
members a contvempt for the working-class.

The argument that 'Labour is already exposed' appeared in its full
bloom in the General Eiections of 1929 and 1931. Those who think they
have made some original discovery should refer to 'Labour Monthly!'

at the time. There this sectarian policy is indeed enriched by the
double-talk about how 'the CP was right to support Labour in 1924,

but by 1929 Labour was "already exposed"'. Everycne now knows that
the "turn' of the Stalinists to a sectarian electoral policy was
rezally only one azspect of the whole 'Third Period' policy. A signifi-
cant poin*t for students of the history of British Trotskyism is that
the first published writings of Reg Groves, (whe was so important

in founding the Communist League and leading a tendency between 1931
and 1939 which in its later years capitulated to opportunism in the
Labour Party and disapreared) were in strong support of this argument
‘Labour is already exposed’'.

In the early 1670's, however, as readers will doubtless have noticed,
few people have been consistently preaching that they cannot support
Labour on any termg. The seclarians have also been detected tailing
behind the mood of the masses. In 1970, every little bunch of kiao-ists
could siander the Trotskyists as ‘reformists'; we were not 'Left’
enough for them. The ineffable Robin Blackburn was in one of his
'left' phases. The unstable leadership of 'International Socialism'
was playing about with abstentionist ideas. In October 1974, however,
the strong mood of the masses exerted its pull.

The sectarian tendency in the WRP cannot advance this argument at
present, constrdined as it is by its desire to appear as a defender

of erthodox Trotskyism. ILike everybody else, they know that Trotsky
was for ‘'critical support'. Yet as we have seen, they cannot develop
Trotsky's arguments in favour of 'critical suprort'. The best they
can do is to amalgamate sectarian with opporiunist arguments. Their
argunents give us no confidence that the WRP can stand up in debate

to the Mao-ists, the ING and the IS. It cannct desiroy their
positions because it has not got a firm position of its own. Nor will
it help the WRP to pretend that these other groups do not exist.

| |
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The WRP cannot hermetically cut off its supporters from the rest of
the life of the Labour movement, try as it may. It cannot dodge the
educational process of clearing up these questions, a process for
which, at present, its declarations in Workers Press show it to be
ill-equipp«d. The task must, therefore, be tackled here.

It is true that the workers have had experience of Labour Governments,
and Labour Governments with power, in the last thirty years. They
had not yet had that experience in the 1930's. That is not the point.
The point is that there is, as yet, no sign that the decisive layers
of the working-class, miners, engineers, transport workers, are
rejecting Social-Democracy in favour of the revolutionary alternative.
This does not mean to say that they have not got their suspicions of
this leadership; far from it. It does mean, however, they do not
feel that they have exhaucted the possibilities of the reformist
leaderships. They do not know much about revolutionary, Trotskyist
organisations and their programmes. They tend to identify such
organisations and policies with the features of Staliniscm, which they
find repulsive. Taking the decisive gections of the British working
class through the experiences involved go as to win them to Marxism
by breaking their faith in reformism is a tremendous historical
process of re-education. The method of Belshevik-leninism for making
this great process pnesible is basically derived from the FPirst Four
Congresses of the Communist Internatinnal and the continuation of its
work by Trotsky. These policies, which we call the 'United Front',

do net preciude candiGatures against the Labour Party on zrinciple,
ut they do preclude a sectarian attitude towards the Labour Party
and the Trade Unicus on which it rests.

Horkers Press correctiy noted the remarkable soliidarity and confidernce
with which the workers backed Labour in the October 1974 Ceneral
BElection: 'The pelarisation of votres for Labour has shown that the
econcnic crislis is widely understood.' These wise words may counter-
talarice whatever wild impressions have formed in comrades' heads or
been piciad up on the canvass from disillusioned individuals - but
enly 18 the rest of the leadership pay due attention to ihrem and draw
the necessary conclusion to turn the face of the Party towards the
mass crganisations, Otherwise, sooner or later we may e sure, we
shall heear this argument, put forward by the WRP as & new centribution
to Marxism, to justify still more futile candidatures. The discussion
in the ranks, irdeed, which we have proposed, should go forward
quickly. Aliready there are signs that the lessons of the elections
are to be swept under the carpet and the Party is to plunge on in the
old profligate way. The October 12th Workers Press contained the
warning: "The scene is now set for the mobilisation- of the working-
class in mass actions”. This abstract formulation could mean a lot

of things. What we fear it is intended to mean is that the leaders

cf the WRP see themselves in the leading role in these coming mobili-
sations, from which the obvious deduction is that they propose to go
on trying tc create a small organisation, cut off from the mass
organisations, in other words, another Spartakusbund but without the
leaders of the Spartakusbund. The false policies of the Spartakusbund
enabled the Social-Democratic leaders, Ebert, Noske and Schiedmann
{(not odd righit-wingers, but the controllers of the Social-Democratic
apparatus) to call in the right-wing guerrilla bands to attack it.
This defeat, in turn, was used Yo intimidate the organised workers

in the mass organisaticns. Thus the sectarians aided the refcrmist
leaders.
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10. Some Conclusions

‘le have not lightly taken quotations from the important works of
Trotsky, and have had many lessons in past discussicns as to the
damage which can be done by irresponsitle and inappropriatle quotation.
Lot us conclude by borrowing Lenin’s great warning about mistakes,
which we have so often explained to our Stalinist and Centrist
opponents and which, we venture to hope, our readers will think
appropriate here.

Trotsky quotes it in "The Third International After Lenin", (Pioneer
Publishers Edition, p.268), from a speech by Lenin at a Moscow
District Conference of the Party on October 29th, 1921:

"J¢ is not the defeat which is so dangerous, as the
fear of admitting one's defeat, the fear of drawing
from it all the conclusions... We must not be afraid
of admitting defeats. #We must learn from the experi-
ence of the defeats. If we adopt the opinion that by
admitting defeats we induce despondency and a weaken-
ing of energy for the struggle, similar to a surrender
of positions, we would have to say that such revolu-
tionists are absolutely not worth a damn ... Our
strength in the past was, as it will remain in the
future, that we can take the heavist defeats into
account with perfect coolness, learning from their
experience what must be modified in our activity.
That is why it is necessary to speak candidly. This
is vital and important not alone for the purpose of
theoretical correctness, but also from the practical
point of view. We cannot learn to_solve the problems
of +today by new methods if yesterday’'s expewience has
not made us open our eyes in order to see wherein the
old methods were at fault."

' (Lenins Collected Works, Vol XVIII,
Part 1, p.396)

(Original emphasis)

Today we would welcome a thousand times any real possibility of a
properly organised discussion, involving the WRP leaders and members
alike, and offering any real prospect of a principled reconciliation.
It is by no wish of ours that such discussion has not yet begun. The
WRP leaders fall back on the specious pretext that they 'cannot
discuss the policies of the WRP with non-members'.. Here again, the
sectarians take a correct principle, designed to protect the party
against leakages of information and alien influences, and formally
push it to an irrational extreme, where it becomes an empty abstraction
and serves the opposite of its real purpose. The purpose of the
principle, when it is correctly applied, is to confine within the
party its internal differences, not the policies which have been
decided and agreed. Tocday, the information which the party leadership
should have given to the members is being moved in to them from the
‘non-members' outside. Today, it is in the seats of power in the

party that the 'alien influences' are to be found.

There is a proverb which says that only tortoises stay happy inside
their shells. It is useless for the WRP leaders to pull in their
heads. The reckoning will not pass them by.

They do not, of course, really believe their forumulae. If they
did, they would have to stop talking to anyone outside the party at
all.
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They would, also have to suspend their paper, as well as their attacks
cn their critics!

Comrades of the WRP! A great intellectual and physical task lies
before us. In the world crisis of 1629-1933 the Stalinists were
unable to take the opportunities and build the revolutionary leader-
ship, and the Trotskyist organisation was in its infancy. In 1974
the workers and peasant masses arc once more mobilised by the new
world cris, and the Trotskyists have the experience of over forty
years' struggle to enrich the principles which we have inherited.

Comrades of the WRP! Is it not time to heed +the warnings which these

election results are shouting at you? Sectarianism has lulled your
rarty into a charmed sleep. Is it not time to wake un?

"Pharwakos"




TABLE 1A

COMPARISON BETWEEN FERRUARY 1074 AND
CTOBAR 1674 GENSRAL ILOTTON RESULTS

ections

February 1974 H1 . October 1974 Electionsj
Votes ! % ? Votes % i
Total Votes Cast 30,623,831 |  100.0 | 28,387,359 |  100.0
Conservatives 11,870,834 38.8 10,364,305 36,5'
| .

Labour 11,648,251 | 38.0 | 11,460,453 4o .4
Liberal | 6,057,008 19,8 5,330,597 18.8
Nationalist 803,338 2.6 1,006,259 3.5
Others | 244,400 | 0.8 225,745 0.8
Swing to I.abour i ? 3.0

TADLZ 1B

COMPARISON OF VOTES RECEIVED BEY PARTIES IN
FETRUARY AND OCTOBER 1974 GENZRAL ELECTIONS

Party

February 1974

October 1974

Change, %

Total Votes Cast
Conservatives
Labour

Liberal
Nationalists

©thers (incl. WRP)

1

|
|
|
|

30,623,831
11,870,834
11,648,251

6,057,008

803,338
244,100

28,387,359
10, 3€4,305
11,460,453
5,330,597
1,006,259

225,745

,
!
a
{
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TABLE 2
; j Total who Votes for Votes for
| Total voted Labour W;R.Pa
CENERAL | % 7 7 =
R of of of v
ELECTION ! on all all all | o7,
; who who who ah*
OCTOBER could cast cast wtod
Register have their their {obe
1974 No. ““ated No. votes| No., |votes|-2P°U
Aberavon 64, 667 7,251 73 31,656 63 h27 0.9 1.3
Coventiry N.E. 63,605 | uh,516 | 70 | 26,469 | 60 | 352 | 0.8 | 1.3
Hackney & Stoke
Newington 52,870 | 27,914 | 53 16,515 | 59 159 | 6.6 | 1.0
Hillingdon
(He & H.) 55,960 38,885 70 20,291 52 198 0.5 1.0
Lambeth Central | 48,722 | 25,617 | 59 15,381 | 690 233 {1 1.3 | 1.5
Liverpool
‘ (Toxteth) 5,883 | 26,915 | 59 15,212 | 57 365 | 1.5 | 2.4
‘Newham N.E. 66,975 | 38,636 | 59 122,205 | 58 | 572 | 1.5 | 2.6
fPontefract &

Castleford 60,288 | 42,890 | 71 30,208 | 70 4s7 | 1.1 | 1.5
Swindon 62,900 | 46,533 | 74 24,124 | 52 206 | 0.4 | 0.9
Jallsend 90,300 | 63,979 | 71 37,180 | =8 k35 | 0.7 | 0.9
Totals . 612,710 {403,136 | 66 239,361 | 59 3,434 0.8 | 1.4

!
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TABLE 33+ THE LABOUR VOTE IN THE CONSTITUENCES FOUGHT
BY THE WRP: FEBRUARY AND OCTORER 1974

Ane February 1974 Elections{ October 1974 Elections

Total | Total | Total | Total C?ange

Votes | Labour |Labour; Votes | Labour |Labour L;goér

Cast Vote % Cast Vote % v

ote
Aberavon 48,522 31,656 65 47,251 | 29,683 63 -2
Coventry N.E. 7,735 30,4964 64 b, 516 26,489 60 -4
Dunbarton C. 40,683 16,439 40O 39,393 | 15,837! 40 -
Hackney &
Stoke Newingtonn 32,676 17,164 53 27,914 16,515 59 +6
Hillingdon 42,037 24,682 59 38,885 | 20,291] 52 -7
Lambeth Central| 36,209 15,954 53 25,617 | 15,381 60 +7
Liverpool
(Toxtesh) 30,092 14,354 48 26,915 15,312| 57 +9
Merthyr Tydfil 31,975 20,489 64 30,111} 21,260 71 +7
‘Newham N.E. 44, 517 2l,200 54 38,636 | 22,205| 59 +5
Pontefract & '
Castleforad 46,005 34,409 75 42,890 30,208} 70 -5
Stetchford L, 677 23,704 53 40,087 | 23,075| 58 +5
Swindon 50,281 24,093 48 46,533 24,124 52 +h
Wallsend 67,483 hi,81)y 62 63,979 37,180 58 -k
o

Total (13) 556,892 | 336,410 60 | 512,727 | 297,560| 58 -2
‘| National Total 5306238315 28387359

(Great Britain) 11648z51 38 11460453 40.4 +3
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TABLE 4: PERFORMANCE OF WRP CANDIDATES IN
FEBRUARY AND OCTOBER 1674 GENERAL ELECTIONS
| ' WRP Vote WRP Vote
g Constituency February October
| Aberavon - L27
Coventry East - 352
Dunbartonshire Central 52 -
Hackney & Stoke Newington - 159
Hillinzden {Hayes &
(Ilariington) - 198
Lambeth Central
(s=me candidate) 337 233
Liverpool (Toxteth) 263 365
Merthyr Tydfil 160 -
Newham N.E. (same 760 5%
candidate)

Pontefract & Castleford 991 L g7
Stetchferd (Birmingham) 280 -
Swindon {same candidate) 240 206
Jallsend 1108 435
TOTAL 4191 343k
Fean (9:-seats) UL€5 (10 seats) 343
Change =757

= -18%




