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editorial

Serious problems of orientation and tempo confront
Marxists involved in the Labour movement, Only the polit-
ically blind, or those who willfully deceive themselves, con-
tinue today as if the strike movement that defeated Heath
and continued under the first year of Labour rule, were still
in the ascendent.

A sober and as accurate as possible assessment of the
relations between the classes on an international, as well as
national, scale is the pre-requisite for the development of
tactics and policies that will enable the working class to
carry forward the struggle from the positions it conquered
with the defeat of the Heath government, and the return of
Labour committed to repealing all the reactionary legi-
slation implemented by the Tories.

It is well worth while re-capitulating the extent and
setting of this victory, certainly one of the most substantial
inflicted by the British working class on its enemies since
the war. Ultra-leftists and sectarians who today can see only
defeat and treachery in the Labour Government forget that
it contains and expresses a contradiction. Bought into
being by the forward movement of the British and Inter-
national working class, yet being led by reformists who
have set themselves the task of administrating the capitalist
state, it has since its first days of office found itseif caught
between the crossfire of the two main classes. It is a capit-
alist government staffed by the leaders of a reformist, work-
ers party with deep organisational and historical roots in
the proletariat. |f only for this reason, the course that the
Wilson government ‘has followed, and will follow in the
future, is not a simple, mechanical, reflex of the desires and
policies of either British big business or international fin-
ance. We refuse to engage in the demagogic name-calling of
the WRP or the British Communist Party, which both refer
to the Labour government as being nothing but a "“tool’’ of
the international bankers {nor should we overlook the alarc-
rity with which the Nationa! Front has taken up the same
slogan!). The logical end-product of this non-Marxist meth-
od is to deduce that since the Labour government is just a
passive tool in the hands of big business, it will carry out
historical tasks that in other periods and countries have
been exclusively entrusted to fascists parties and regimes.
And this very conclusion is indeed contained in the WRP
theory of ‘corporatism’. To this day, the WRP leadership
has failed to explain how its theory of ‘corporatism’ differs
from Stalin’s theory of ‘social fascism’. And we can under-
stand, if not excuse, this shamefaced silence when a prom-
inent leader such as M. Banda denounces the Labour gov-
ernment as ‘a conspiracy of the most reactionary kind, hell-
bent on smashing the basic democratic rights of the work-
ing class’. (Workers Press, Nov. 17, 1975) ‘Most reactionary
Kind'? “Smashing the basic democratic rights’? But only a
fascist government or party would fit such a bill. Does Ban-
da really believe that the Labour government is ‘hell-bent’
on closing down parliament, taking away the right to vote,
to be in a trade union, to freedom of speech, press and
assembly? If he does, then we can fully understand why
the WRP has,for the last six months,been expending most
of its energies on trying to ‘force Labour to resign’. This at
least is consistent with the WRP theory of ‘corporatism’,
even though it goes entirely against all the traditions and
principles of our movement. The Bulletin group declare

that it is unconditionally for the defence of this and al!
future Labour governments for so long as the only altern-
ative to such a government is one based on either or both of
the two capitalist parties. No amount of radical hysterics
from the Bandas or the Redgraves will deflect us from this
duty to defend every gain of the working class, however
minimal or conditioal.

Unconditional defence of the Labour government in
no sense either involves or implies defence of or support
for any of its policies. On the contrary, in being in the fore-
front of its defence against the Tories and their allies, Marx-
ists in the Labour Party earn the right to be the most force-
ful of its critics. Those Marxists who as Labour Party mem-
bers campaigned with the vanguard of the class for the
electoral defeat of the Tories in February 1974, and for
the return of a majority Labour government in October
the same year, have won for themselves the respect of
Labour workers and members. They are now in a strong
moral as well as political position to attack the government
for its retreat from its election pledges, and to criticise the
Left for its failure to stand on the ground of the Manifesto
over such que:tions as the £6 limit and unemployment.

We are learning the bitter, harsh, difficult lesson that
the SLL-WRP hever taught us — we must take reality as it
is, and not dress it up as we would like it to be. For the
Trade Union Congress and the Labour Party Conference
gave evidence of more than the treacherous, counter- rev-
olutionary role of the reformist bureaucracy and it Stalin-
ist agencies. The overwhelming acceptance, with one or two
exceptions, of government policy, also indicated that the
mass of the working class is far from having tested out to
the end its illusions in the leaders of the Labour Marty and
the trade unions. This estimation will enrage the leftists.
They will accuse us of sustaining illusions in social democ-
racy, simply because we say that the working class still has
them. They will also accuse us of ‘lacking confidence in the
working class’ simply because we indicate the length of
road we still have to travel. Anticipating these loudmouths,
who kill the reformists everynday with their vocal chords,
we ask them a simple question — how do you explain the
election results in the AUEW?

Only someone who believes that the working class is
soft putty in the hands of the news media -— or a party
apparatus — can advance the excuse that the crushing de-
feat of the two Left candidates by the Right was the result
of Tory press campaigning. Tory newspapers have interven-
ed before in trade union elections, and the Left cardi-
date has still won easily (Scanlon defeated Boyd in similar
circumstances to become AUEW President back in 1967).

Here indeed is a problem for Marxists to think about
The AUEW was to the fore both in the struggle against
Tory anti-union legislation, and against the Labour govern-
ment’s pay policy. Yet in this very union, the Right is on
the offensive. For how long will it Iast, and how deep-go:ng
is the turn amongst the rank and file, we cannot at th:s
juncture say. But to deny that this rightwards turn exis:s,
as for example does the Communist Party, is to deny trz
reality of the class struggle itself. Are we, following thz
schematic methods of the Leftists (and it should be noz=z
the Stalinists) to ignore the minuses and count oriy <-s
pluses? Yet what weight should Marxists give to the mass-
ive ‘Yes’ vote in the EEC referendum, where Labo.r vo<e-
rs split evenly between the pro’s and anti’s? How snouid
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we assess the vote ~ +m= NUY 10 endorse the government'’s
pay policy, carmec svem £ Dy 3 s:m majority, in tradition-
ally m:litant reg ons sucn &5 Soutn Yorkshire?

o u te frarkly that these problems are
not even recocr s2d. £t & ore seriously discussed, by some
of the g-oups ¢ &.m.ng adherance to Trotskyism. This runs
entre , courtes 10 tmz t-ad-tons of the Marxist movement,
especa v e Communist International in its Leninist
perod. a~c the Fourtn International in the life-time of
T-otsxy, Trer, poi t.cal orientation proceeded from facts,
from reanty, and not from supra-historical schemas and
subject-ve desres. That is why, without for one instant
adapt ng to th's prevailing mood of hesitation in the work-
rg ciass (a mood re-enforced by the continued rise of un-
empicyment, and the fears of a possible Tory come-back),
t s mecassary to take it into account in advancing demands
10 answer the basic needs of the working class. Economic
problems demand political solutions at the level of govern-
ment, and 1t is here that the attention of the working class
should be focused. The threat of unemployment must be
countered by trade union and plant organisations insisting
on a shiding scale of hours with no loss of earnings. The
Labour Party, from local up to national and government
jevel, must be committed to support this demand, if necess-
ary with legislation. For those 1.2 million workers already
unemployed, the demand must be a vast public works pro-
gramme, drawn up and carried out under the contro! of the
trade unions and shop-floor organisations. The aim of such
a public works programme should be a dual one — firstly,
the provision of work at full trade union rates and under
normal trade union working conditions; and secondly,
the rapid expansion of all those public services (transport,
health, education, etc) now under attack.

The other main econonic problem facing the work-
ing class— the defence and improvement of its living stand-
ards— can only be met through the shding scale of wages.
Each rise in the cost of living must be countered with a
compareabie rise in the money wages of workers. Yet this
demand, so elementary in its conception and operation,
conflicts head on not oniy with official TUC and Labour
policy, but with the basic material needs of British cap-
italism. Starved of 'nvestment funds (running at under18%
of the gross domestic product, the British investment rate
is less than haf of Japan's, and 1s the lowest of all the ad-
vanced cap:taist courtres) and still bedevilled by acute
problems of backw.ad =gu.pment and low capitalisation
(each worker - tre Japarese car .ndustry works with six
times as much capte r.z3mment as his counterpart at
Leyiand) the Brtsne~pc, ~ 335  nd themselves in an
impasse. They are sadc <c . 3
power as a direct “23. 1 O°
miners on Heath Tnzt desfzzs
egic plans of the ru-ng ¢ ass, 2
since paid the supreme pena-ty
Many, not only :n the Tory, 230:
ness worid, doubt 1, 10 58y e

We mus? 53y

Q

S

DT rany of the strat-
:-.pacx 57 & cn Heath has

produced the expected 0:gy o
baiting, but we can easiy reca: 3™ "23LT 07
to Heath’s unearthing of "Seisder & Lr-uD

his election triumph of 1970. Then tnere o owec T
celebrated ‘U turns’ — Rolis Royce, UCS, ns ncomes
policy, and finaily, his ignom nous retreat befoe the m ners
(at the moment when the WRP was predicting a Tory
putschl)

These bitter experiences have not been lost on the
shrewder political commentators, nor, we can be certain,
on those whom they advise. Banda may see in the Labour
government the force that will crush the working class,
but we cannot detect in even the Thatcher leadership the
political resources for such a feat.

We find that this underlying forward movement of
the class is, at this stage in Britain, refracted politically
through. the molecular evolution of a potentially power-
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ful left current inside the Labour Party, from the base to
the top. Its most developed expression has undoubtedly
been the defeat inflicted on Prentice by his own Newham
North East Labour Party, a blow against both the bureauc-
racy and the capitalist interests it represents within the
workers’ movement. As in the case of the House of Lords
issue, to which use will return later, profound political
questions are raised by the removal of Prentice. Right-
wing Labour and ruling class commentators alike see
clearly the threat to the institutions of the capitalist state
implicit in the ousting of Prentice. The issue is no less
than one of a choice between the right of re-call, of a
Labour MP representing and carrying out the mandate giv-
en to him by the workers of his constituency, or of Labour
MP’s in the tradition of classic constitutional theory and
practice, allegedly representing all the constituents, irre-
spective of politicai affiliation and class.

Why the panic over Prentice? Because every serious
attempt by the working class to regain control over its
basic organisations, to make them serve as weapons in the
class struggle, inevitably exposes and subjects to strain the
threads that tie the apparatus to the ruling class and its
state. Is Prentice answerable to the Cabinet, to the Prime
Minister, in the last analysis to the capitalist state (it is the
Queen, as its head, who appoints its Ministers); or do La-
bour Ministers derive their mandate from the organisations
of the class that elected them? It is not only a question of
internal Labour Party democracy, vital though that is. The
long-standing controversy over the sovereignty of the La-
bour Party Conference, the relationship between the cab-
inet and the PLP, and the PLP and the NEC, is about the
most basic of all questions-— who holds the real power?

For the last half century, the British capitalist class
has buttressed its rule through its central and local state in-
stitutions by securing — at a price — the intimate collab-
oration of the Labour Party and Trade Union bureaucracy.
Unquest.oning loyalty to all the organs of the state, and
the conventions associated with them, has been the con-
dition of this collaboration imposed {with little resistance)
upon the bureaucracy by the bourgeoisie. Classic capitalist
rule in Britain, through the medium of parlimentary dem-
ocracy, depends entirely on the continued functioning of
this unholy alliance. Newham threatens it. Hence the
sudden interest in the activities of alleged ‘Marxists’ and
‘Trotskyists’ inside the Labour Party, and in anyone else
who does not identify these practices as ‘Democracy .

And here we stumble across another, equally unholy,
alliance, only this time between the sectarians, who oppose
entry into the Labour Party, and the right wing headed
by Jenkins, who from a different standpoint, is just as
determined to keep Marxists out of the traditional party
of the working class.

At the pro-Prentice rally in Newham, Jenkins held up
the WRP as an example ‘extremists’ in the Labour Party
shoutd foliow. Once Marxists stop trying to chatlenge us
srom the outside, like the WRP, he pointed out, and come
rs.dz, therr previously futile activity becomes a deadly
epr

How d:d the WRP reply to Jenkins? By denying
srz- -hez WRP worked 'n any way inside the Labour Party
{jerk:ns never said 1t did — on the contrary, the WRP was
s ng:ed cut by a:m as modei for the ‘entrists’ to emulate!)
and by caliing on Labour Party members to join the WRP —
n other words, to obiige Prentice, Jenkins and Wilson by
Gguitt:ng the fight.

Could there be a better instance of ultra-right wing
opportunism begatting its sectarian mirror opposite, and in
turn, being protected by it? Neither have Prentice and Jen-
kins neglected the gift presented to them by the WRP’s
divisive and fatuous Parlimentary contests against them in
Birmingham and Newham. The derisery votes given to the
WRP candidates in these seats exposed the Left inside the
Labour Party not only to ridicule, but to the unanswerable




charge that their alleged co-thinkers in the WRP wanted
to defat the candidates of the Labour Party. In Newham,
those fighting to oust Prentice found themselves battle not
only against the Tories in February and October 1974, but
also against the election machine of the WRP. Yet this has
not prevented Workers’ Press making its ludicrous claim
that the WRP in general, and Vanessa Redgrave in partic-
ular, gave the death blow to Prentice.

‘Entry’ is now a topic of discussion not only in the
traditional circles linked to Trotskyism, but on the NEC
of the Labour Party, in the serious capitalist press, and,
we can be sure, in more cloistered quarters. The ruling
class and its bureaucratic agencies in the workers’ move-
ment rightly fear the entry of genuine Marxists into the
Labour Party, for it is there that the main political bat-
tles of the class are being, and will be, fought out.

That is why Marxist Bulietin gives such prominence
to this aspect of Trotskyist strategy and tactics discarded
by the sectarians of the WRP, and perverted by the ‘deep
entrists’. The situation in the Labour Party cries out for
Marxists who are willing to apply the immense theoretic-
al, capital and practical experience our movement has
accumulated internationally on this question.

Taking the broad view, both nationally and inter-
sationally, the working class in Britain still has the stra-
‘egic initiative. Only in this setting can we properly un-
Jerstand the reasons behind the blocking tactics of the
douse of Lords. Deprived of a majority in the Commons,
3 majority which it lost as a result of the defeat of Feb-
-uary 1974, the ruling class has invoked its natural ma-
ority in the Lords to either amend or delete those aspects
of Labour's legislation which, to however small or distorted
1 degree, reflect the pressure and aspirations of the workers.
Unhinged Leftists like Banda, who begin from the false
aremise that the Labour government is ‘heli-bent on smash-
ing the basic democratic rights of the working class’, are
totally at a loss to explain how this same government is
oeing hamstrung by that most undemocratic of institut-
ions, the House of Lords. And what is the response of the
WRP to this violation of the basic democratic rights of
Labour workers, who now see an unelected chamber
blocking measures for which they voted? We quote ver-
batin from Workers Press of Nov. 17, 1975:

‘This is not a case of rushing to the aid of the Labour
government. Quite the reverse. The campaign to demand
the . resignation of the Labour government must be ad-
vanced more urgently than ever’.

We will run the risk of being accused of ‘rushing to
the aid of the Labour government’ by declaring that we
support, unconditionally, each and every move the Labour
Party and government takes towards the abolition of the
House of Lords. We welcome the motion tabled by a group
of Tribune MP’s calling for this measure, just as we do the
statement by the TUC General Council that it would con-
sider using industrial action to counter the blocking act-
ivities of the Lords. We shall not let those undertakings be
forgotten. Unlike the WRP, we do not think that the
answer to every problem of the working class resides in
the resignation of the Labour government, whose (corpor-
atist) leaders would then be called upon to fight the re-
sulting general election on the policies of the WRP. Not
more elections. But the development of a programme of
transitional demands bridging today’s conditions and con-
sciouness on the one side, and the full programme of the
socialist revolution on the other, remains the task of Marx-
ists. The abolition of the House of Lords is just such a de-
mand. It raises the question of the capitalist state in a clear,
concrete and direct way, and puts the issue bluntly before
the Labour Leaders- “in order to carry out the mandate on
which you were elected, you must challenge the organised
power of ruling class, a power which in the case of the
Lords, stands above the elected institutions of bourgeois
rule.

Act as consistent democrats, and abolish the House of
Lords! “But that means challenging the powers and priv-
eleges of the Monarchy itself”, they will answer.Jf course!
And here we arrive at the core of the difference between a
genuine workers' government, a government breaking from
the bourgeois state, and one headed by a reformist workers’
party that seeks to work within the framework of the in-
stitutions of the capitalist state and capitalist property. The
House of Lords is no ‘anachronism’, as its radical critics and
would-be reformers assert. To a remarkable degree, it cen-
tralises all the forces of the ruling class and the bourgeois
state itself—landowners, bankers, industrialists, heads of the
armed forces, the Law Courts, the Church — and when the
occasion demands, does not flinch from using them when it
cannot impose its will on the ‘lower house’. The political
history of Britain since the extension of the franchise from
the propertied classes is filled with examples of the Lords
taking the law literally into their own hands. And on each
occasion that it has done so, the action has precipitated a
full scale political and social, as well as constitutional
crisis. 1t may well be that we are on the threshold of
another.

But even if the present tensions between the Labour
government and the Lords were to abate, and a temporary
adjustment made, the bastc problem remains unresolved for
both the working class and the empioyers. Each class is
being driven by objective forces to seek its own govern-
mental solution to its historic problems, and for this reason,
the question of the state is certain to recur with increasing
force and requiarity.

More and more workers may well begin to see that
when the House of Lords vetos legisiation which extends
the right to picket, wiich strengthens the trade unions in
the newspaper industry, which however modestly, seeks to
extend public ownersk.p of land and industry (measures
essential for the preservation and creation of jobs), this
anti-democratic institution is acting as an obstacle to the
advancement of the most pressing economic demands of
the working class, and that it must therefore be swept
away. Now is the time to prepare the political ground-
work for such an awakening, both in the trade unions, and
the Labour Party, where Tribune and Labour Weekly have
already begun to agitate in a cautious way on the question

That the working class will respond powerfully,
even spontaneously, to democratic issues of this nature
has been recently demonstrated in Australia, where the
entire workers’ movement fought back against the removal
of the Labour government by the Govenor General {(carried
out with the collusion of not only the Australian ‘upper
chamber’, the Senate, but the British Monarchy). The up-
surge in defence of the Labour government in Australia,
where it ran into essentially the same obstacle that the
Lords have errected against its counterpart in Britain, is
a crushing refutation of the Leftists, who scorn democrat-
ic demands and call upon workers to ‘force Labour to
resign’.

Our view .is that Marxists shouid see to it, so far as
their forces allow, that each and every economic demand
of the working class is focused on the single target of the
capitalist state, not as an abstraction, but in its living
embodiment. Thus the slogans of the hour shouid be:

—Resist unemployment—for a sliding scale of hours
with no loss of pay; for a public works programme for
those already unemployed.—Defend real wages-for a slid-
ing scale of wages based on a trade union approved cost of
living index, -for a single chamber, with the right to recail
MP’s who break their mandate —abolish the House of Lords
and the Monarchy.

Marxist Bulletin advances these demands, not as &
ultimatum, nor as a panacea, but for discussion, and wha-
agreement is reached, as a basis for joint action :nside tr
organisations of the working class. Our columns are open 10
any individual or tendancy that wishes to begin the debate.
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editorialon SPAIN

IT IS thirty-six years since Franco completed the
defeat of the Spanish Republic and along with it the but-
chery of hundreds of thousands of the Spanish people. The
defeat of the Spanish Revolution of 1931-1939 marked
the defeat of the last :n a whole chain of upsurges of the
proletarian revolution on a world scale. That defeat saw-the
whole of world imperialism take a stand against the Spanish
masses, whether through the open intervention on the side
of Francoism by Hitler and Mussolini, or through the ‘non-
intervention’ of the ‘democratic’ imperialisms. In this
defeat, the international apparatus of Stalinism played its
counter-revolutionary role, by tying the Spanish masses to
bourgeois interests through the mechanism of the Popular
Front and the employment of the murder-gangs of the GPU
against the cream of the Spanish proletariat. The Spanish
proletariat represented the last obstacie in the march of
imperialism towards world war. At the same time, it repre-
sented for the working class the last opportunity to roll
back a series of defeats and to pass once more onto the
offensive. Thus the struggle in .Spain was an international
event of great importance, concentrating all the probiems
of the world proletarian revolution. The defeat in Spain was
a historic setback for the workers of Spain and of the whole
world.

Today, after thirty-six years, Spain becomes again the
focus of all the main problems of the proletariat revolution,
Once more all the reactionary forces of imperialism and the
Stalinist bureaucracy turn their attention to Spain.

It is not simply the death of one man, Franco, that
causes consternation in their ranks. Underneath lies their
panic and fear at the decay of the apparatus of Fascist
rule, and its growing inadequacy as a means of prevent-
ing the striving of the Spanish masses to take their place in
the internationat march forward of the working class. The
working class itself has grown in strength, now constituting
more than half the Spanish people. The struggle of the op-
pressed national minorities, especially the Basques, which
takes the form not merely of heroic acts of individual
terrorists, but is a deep movement involving masses, can less
and less be dealt with even using the most savage repression.

The imperialists and the Kremlin fear what is going to
happen in Spain. The example of Portugal exists to demon-
strate the consequences of failure to transform the regime
in to one which corresponds more directly to the needs of
the bourgeoisie.

The macabre efforts to prolong Franco’s life were a
desperate attempt to gain time and prevent the crisis of the
bourgeoisie breaking out into the open, by preparing to
transfer the role of figurehead to the monarchy. Juan
Carlos’ role is to fill the breach. As an individual he does

not weild power but represents the continuation of Franco-
ism pending a solution to the crisis of the bourgeoisie.

I he scramble of all the capitalist governments and the
bureaucracies to send condolences on the death of Franen
and to send representatives to Juan Carlos’ swearing in,
including the Labour Government’s own, demonstrates
their awareness that the crisis of the Spanish bourgeoisie,
intensified by the death of Franco threatens to create an
opening through which the Spanish proletariat may surge.
As such, the crisis of the Spanish bourgeoisie deepens the
European revolutionary crisis and adds fuel to the linked
crisis of imperialism and the Stalinist bureaucracy.

Transition to Democracy?

Bourgeois commentators present the Spanish events
as a possible prelude to a ‘return to democracy’ under the
‘liberalising’ influence of the King. Stalinism, ever-eager
to prostrate itself, prepares for this by participation in
Spain in an alliance with former Fascists under the guise
of preparing a peaceful ‘transition to democracy’. How-
ever, any such concessions which may be made by the
Spanish bourgeoisie will be only partial and temporary.
Crumblig fascism needs to lean on the crutch of the pop-
ular-frontist politics of the Stalinists in Spain for one thing
and one thing only — to prepare a new defeat of the masses.

In the 1930’s the Spanish bourgeoisie was forced to
rely for a period on the popular front. Yet its only final
defence lay in the crushing of the masses and the impo-
sition of fascism. Spanish capitalism could not then afford
the luxury of bourgeois democracy, due to its own inherent
weakness. The following extracts from the book ‘The Span-
ish Revolution 1931-1939’ by Trotsky iilustrate the basis of
this historical weakness:

“Spain is unmistakeably among the most backward
countries of Europe. But its backwardness has a singular
character, invested by the great historic past of the country.
While the Russia of the czars always lagged far behind its
western neighbours and advanced slowly under their press-
ure, Spain knew periods of great bloom, of superiority over
the rest of Europe and of domination over South America.
The mighty development of domestic and world commerce
increasingly overcame the effect of the feudal disember-
ment of the provinces and the particularism of the national
regoins of the country. The growth of the power and im-
portance cf the Spanish monarchy in those centuries was
inextricably bound up with the centralizing role of mer-
cantile capital and with the gradual formation of the
‘Spanish nation’."”

“Spain’s retarded economic development inevitably
weakened the centralist tendencies inherent in capitalism.
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The decline of the commercial and industrial life in the
cities and of the economic ties between them inevitably
led to the lessening of the dependence of individual pro-
vinces upon each other. This is the chief reason why bour-
geois Spain has not succeeded to this day in eliminating the
centrifugal tendencies of its historic provinces. The meager-
ness of the national resources and the feeling of restlessness
all over the country could not heip but foster separatist
tendencies. Particularism appears in Spain with unusual
force, especially compared with neighbouring France,
where the Great Revolution finally established the bour-
geois nation, united and indivisable, over the old feudal
provinces.

While not permitting the formation of a new bour-
geois society, the economic stagnation also corroded the
old ruling classes. The proud nobleman often cloaked their
haughtiness in rags. The church plundered the peasantry,
but from time to time it was plundered by the monarchy,
who, as Marx said, had more in common with Asiatic des-
potism than with European absolutism.’’

“The monarchy was doubly necessary to the dis-
united and decentralised ruling classes, which were incap-
able of governing the country in their own name. And this
monarchy, reflecting the weakness of the whole state, was-
between two upheavals - strong enough to impose its will
on the country. T short, the state system in Spain can be
called ‘degenerated absolutism’, limited by periodic military
coups.”

“Now even less than in the nineteenth century can
the Spanish bourgeoise lay claim to that historic role which
the British and French bourgeoisies once played. Appear-
ing too late, dependant on foreign capital, the big indus-
trial bourgeoisie of Spain, which has dug like a leech into
the body of the people, is incapable of coming forward as
the leader of the ‘nation’ against the old estates, even for
a brief period. The magnates of Spanish industry face the
people hostilely, forming a most reactionary bloc of bank-
ers, industrialists, large landowners, the monarchy, and its
generals and officials, all devouring each other in internal
antagonisms. It is sufficient to state that the most import-
ant supporters of the dictatorship of Primo de Rivera were
the Catalan manufacturers.”’

The Spanish bourgeoisie has been incapable of carry-
ing through its historical tasks, it still is “‘at the tail-end of
Europe”’. The Spanish state is unable today to overcome
the “centrifugal tendencies” which are expressed by the
demands of the national minorities.

For Spain therefore, a stable bourgeois-democratic re-
gime can never pass from the dreams of bourgeois liberals
into the realm of reality.

The political programme of the Spanish proletariat.

The question is posed to the Spanish masses; how to
begin the struggle to dismember Francoism and open up
the way towards a workers’ and farmers’ government. Of
prime importance in this beginning will be the fight to
establish democratic liberties: freedom of speech, assembly
information and the freedom to strike. The demand for a
sovereign Constituent Assembly and the struggle for a re-
public are not ‘bourgeois’, in the sense that the bourgeoisie
dare not aceed to them for they touch at the foundations
of the state. On these questions, Trotsky might have been
writing today:

By advancing democratic slogans, the proletariat is
not in any way suggesting that Spain is heading toward a
bourgeois revolution. Only barren pendants full of pat,
ready-made formulas could pose the question this way.
Spain has left the stage of bourgeois revolution far behind.

If the revolution crisis is transformed into a revolution,
it will inevitably pass beyhond bourgeois limits, and in the
event of victory the power will have to come into the hands
of the proletariat. But in this epoch, the proletariat can
lead the revolution — that is, group the broadest masses of

the workers and the oppressed around itself and become
their leader — only on the condition that it now unre-
servedly puts forth all the democratic demands, in con-
junction with its own class demands.

First of all, these slogans will be of decisive importance
for the peasantry. The peasantry cannot give the pro-
letariat its confidence a priori by accepting the slogan of
the dictatorship of the proletariat as a verbal pledge. The
peasantry, being a large oppressed class, at a certain stage
inevitably sees in the democratic slogan the possibility for
the oppressed to overthrow the oppressors. The peasantry
will inevitably link the slogan of political democracy with
the slogan of the radical redistribution of the land. The
proletariat will openly support both demands. At the
proper time, the communists will explain to the prole-
tarian vanguard the road by which these demands can be
achieved, thus sowing the seeds for the future soviet
system.

Even on the national questions, the proletariat de-
fends the democratic slogans to the hilt, declaring that it
is ready to support by revolutionary means the right of
different nation groups to self determination, even to the
point of separation.

But does the proletarian vanguard itself raise the slogan
of the secession of Catalonia? If it is the will of the ma-
jority, yes; but how can this will be expressed? Obviously,
by means of a free plebiscite, or an assembly of Catalan
representatives, or by the parties that are clearly support-
ed by the Catalan masses, or even by a Catalan national
revolt. Again we see, let us note in passing, what reaction-
ary pedantry it would be fof the proletariat to renounce
democratic slogans. Meanwhile, as long as the national
minority has not exnressed its will, the proletariat itself will
not adopt the slogan of separation, but it pledges openly,
in advance, its complete and sincere support to this slogan
in the event that it should express the will of Catalonia.’

“The Bolshevik point or view, clearly expressed only
by the young section of the Fourth International, takes
the theory of permanent revolution as its starting point,
namely, that even purely democratic problems, like the
liquidation of semi-feudal land ownership, cannot be
solved without the conquest of power by the proletariat;
but this in turn places the socialist revolution on the
agenda. Moreover, during the very first stages of the rev-
olution, the Spanish workers themselves posed in practice
not merely democratic problems but also purely socialist
ones. The demand not to transgress the bounds of bour-
geois democracy signifies in practice not a defence of the
democratic revolution but a repudiation of 1t. Only through
an overturn in agrarian relations could the peasantry, the
great mass of the population, have been transformed into
a powerful bulwark against fascism.’”

The struggle for a Boycott.

The Spanish situation poses to the working class in
other countries the question of an economic and pol-
itical boycott of Spanish trade and the Spanish regime so
tong as our comrades are denied the basic démocratic i:b-
erties which workers in Britain take for granted.

What this means concretely is that we must fight :n the
trade unions and the Labour Party to break all diplomati.c
links with the Spanish government and Crown. Brit:sh
Labour must black ali trade, all cargoes to and from Spa n
The whole movement must be roused against propping Lo
the Spanish tourist industries, run on sweated labour. Ths
is not a moral question. It is a question of the British worx-
ing class coming to the assistance of the Spanish by str k ~g
blows at the Franco state as long as it remains. Ir do n¢ sc
British workers will help prepare the next stage of the E_.-o-
pean proletarian revolution. It is not a moral gesture T=z:
is why calls such as that from Jack Jones for a i:m 22¢ oc, -
cott must not be seen as enough. The slogan must bs ‘o=rm-
anent boycott until the fall of the Francos® r=¢ me.
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First Annual
Conference of the
Bulletin Group

A REPORT

The international significance of the Portugese Rev-
olution, the role of democratic demands in the proletarian
revolution, and the concretisation of entry into the Labour
Party through the development and application of an Act-
ion Programme, were the three central problems under dis-
cussion at the first Annual Conference of the Bulletin
Group, held in London in October, 1975.

~ Both in the international report which opened the
conference, and in the discussion which followed it, the
impact of the Portugese Revolution on those tendencies
claiming adherance to Trotskyism emerged as the main
theme. No organisation taking the name of the Fourth
International has been able to avoid declaring its positions
on the main issues of the revolution in Portugal, not only
because of the intrinsic importance of the struggle in that
country, but by virtue of Portugal’s being the laboratory
for the proletarian revolution throughout Europe, East as
well as West. Programmes, policies, tactics, strategy, prin-
ciples and leaderships are being put to the test with a se-
verity and tempo not experienced since the split in the
Fourth International arising out of the Pablo crisis in 1950-
53. Then, as now, as speakers pointed out, the issue was the
nature of Stalinism, its role in the international class stru-
ggle, and the consequent policies, based on such an esti-
mation, that Trotskyists should adopt towards it. -The
essence of Pablo’s line was this, that forces other than the
proletariat would achieve its emancipation. Initially, Pablo
ascribed this role to the Kremlin apparatus and its parties in
the capitalist countries. They would, under the impact of
a third world war. and the need to defend the USSR,
project a revolutionary orientation’ and go so far to the
Left in countries such as ltaly and France, where there
were mass Stalinist parties, as to actuaily take power, estab-
lishing deformed workers’ states that might preserve their
bureaucratic features for ‘centuries’. Speakers pointed out
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that Pablo’s revision of the Transitional Programme, which
places at its centre the revolutionary role of the working
class and the necessity of resolving the crisis of proletar-
ian leadership (both were implicitly challenged by Pablo’s
line) passed through several stages. In fact the ‘pre-history’
of Pabloism, the period between 1944 and 1948, was
a period when the entire international leadership, as well as
the section cadres, hewed to what proved to be in retro-
spect a Leftist-inclined orientation, a perspective which
tended in varying degrees to minimise the attempt of the
workers in each country to impose their own demands
onto their existing leaderships and to stuggle for their owr
government through traditional mass organisations.

Sectarian mistakes, leading to isolation ot the Inter-
national, was the inevitable result of this policy. When the
correction was made, new, opportunist errors were nour-
ished, which when combined with the sudden Left turn of
the Kremlin after 1947, created the fertile soil for Pablo’s
subsequent capitulation to Stalinism.

Since the split of 1953, Pabloism has passed through
several distinct stages of further degeneration, a process of
decay climaxed by its capitulation to the AFM in Portugal.
How had this last step been reached, one which ascribes to
the officer caste of an imperialist army a key role in estab-
lishing Soviets and mobilising the masses in the'struggle for
power?

The conclusion drawn from the international dis-
cussion was this, that at each stage in the evolution of
Pablo-ism, there had emerged more and more clearly the
notion of the ‘new vanguard’, of non-proletarian strata,
leaderships and classes which could replace parties of the
Fourth International based on the Transitional Programme,
rooted deep in the proletarian and employing the methods
of proletarian class struggle. First, it was the Kremlin out-
lining its ‘revolutionary orientation’; then, with the rise of



Khrushchev, it was the ‘liberal” wing ot the Stalnist appa-
ratus that was to carry out the political revolution in small
doses without the direct intervention of the masses in their
own name.

In the colonial and semi-colonial world, new leader-
ships. based on the Castro model would suffice to carry
through to the end the struggle against imperialist dom-
ination, establishing new workers’ states.

Then, in the wake of the May-June 1968 general
strike in France, and the student radicalised in many
other countries, Mande! enthroned students and the petty-
bourgeois intelligentsia as the saviours of the proletariat.
This adaption to the radicalised middle class necessarily
involved an acceptance of non-proletarian methods of
struggle - urban terrorism, minority violence, ‘exemplary
actions’ and the like. Now the stage was being set for the
last chapter — the entry of the bloodstained mercenaries of
a barbaric colonial war, whom the Mande! faction in the
United Secretariat cast in the role he and Pablo once
alloted to the Kremlin. Today in Portugal, the butchers
of Angola are to accomplish that which proved beyond
the powers of Stalin, Thorez and Ulbricht.

Popularise Ultimately

This attempt to evaluate the precise stage reached in
the break-up of Pabloism was one of the components of
a discussion on the role of democratic slogans and demands,
not only in Portugal, where they assumed prime import-
ance as a result of fourty years of fascist oppression, but in
countries where either broad democratic liberals exist, or
capitalism has been overthrown. It is now the fashion in
leftist circles to deride bourgeois democracy, particularly in
those ¢ountries where its roots are deepest and where,
therefore, such tendencies exist as a result of the demo-
cratic gains of the working class.

In adopting this pseudo-revolutionary attitude to-
wards democracy, the Pabloites and other leftists are
rendering an invaluable service to Stalinism, which as in
Portugal, is hell-bent on undermining those freedoms and
democratic gains which the proletariat needs to further de-
velop its struggle for its own government. Thus the synchro-
nised campaign of the AFM, the Stalinists and their Leftist
shadows against the Constituent Assembly (though each
element in the bloc puts forward its own spurious altern-
atives to the mutually despised democratic verdict of the
Portugese people).

Democratic demands however are also at the centre
of the political revolution against the ruling Stalinist bur-
eaucracies — against state censorship, the right to strike,
freedom of assembly, of speech, of conscience, of cultural
expression. Here there is no dividing line between the
struggle of the masses in Portugal, where the demand is for
the workers’ parties to form a government on the mandate
given to them in the election of last April; the political
revolution in the states dominated by the Stalinist bureauc-
racy, Germany, where the linked process of the social rev-
olution in the West, and the political revolution in the East
fuses around the demand for German unification; and
Britain , where the institutions of the Monarchy are being
employed to frustrate the demands the working class has
placed on its own leaders in the last two elections.

The report and discussion on the Perspectives Res-
olution gravitated around precisely the same problems.
The combination of economic and political demands,
integrated into an Action Programme around which the
working class can fight through its traditional organisations,
is in fact the only way Marxists working inside the Labour
Party can establish firm tinks with the advanced workers,
and through them, with the movement of the class as a
whole, Conference therefore decided that the most press-
ing task facing the Bulletin Group was the concretisation of
the Transitional Programme in a form that draws together
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workers government and provides the basis for Trotskyists
to popularise transitional demands in relation to the areas
of struggle in which we are able to intervene. Thus we can
begin to make the Transitional Programme a growing ele-
ment in the process of political development taking place in
the working class.

In its struggle to defend itself against the ravagesof
the present economic crisis. But the economic crisis, pre-
cisely because of its depth, demands political solutions.
Hence the pressing need to raise by a variety of means, the
necessity of destroying the capitalist state, of the need for
the workers to establish their own governmental power.

Historically determined forms which are specific, to
the capitalist state in Britain are monarchy and its associ-
ated institutions — House of Lords, Privy Council etc —
each of which stands above the classic form of bourgeois
rule, the House of Commons. Pressed closer and closer to
the wall by its own social crisis, the capitalist class in Bri-
tain is forced to resort to methods which increasingly col-
lide with the norms of bourgeois democracy. Thus the
House ot Lords veto on a series of Labour Government
measures that in easier times it would have allowed toc
pass without more than a token challenge. Even in Britain,
the oldest capitalist nation, democratic demands will play
an important part in mobilising the working class for the
destruction of bourgeois order.

Another element in the discussion on British Per-
spectives was the evolution and differentiation of the
Left within the Labour Party, dramatised by the Jones-
Mikardo clash at the Labour Party Conference. The in-
coming Executive Committee was instructed by Confer-
ence to work out a policy of intervention inside the grow-
ing Left current in the Labour Party associated in different
ways with the Tribune newspaper, in line with the Bulletin
Group's positions on the entry tactics and the perspective
of an inevitable eventual split from the Labour Party appar-
atur, a perspective which has nothing in common with the
‘raiding” operations conducted by the various leftist groups.

Conference devoted its final session to a dis:;ussion
on the Bulletin Group's relationship with the Workers
Revolutionary Party (formerly Socialist Labour League).
It was agreed that despite all the deformations of its in-
ternal regime, and the continued retreat of its central
leadership from the application of the Transitional Pro-
gramme in the traditional organisations of the working
class, the WRP remains a Trotskyist organisation. The
present leadership’s orientation towards the radicalised
petty-bourgeoisie, its abdication of the struggle to re-build
the Fourth International, certainly places a question mark
over the future of the WRP, but the Bulletin Group does
not regard its degeneration as a completed process. We con-
tinue to fight for the conquests embodied in the WRP, Con-
ference also agreed that the Bulletin Group would enter un-
conditionally into a bloc with any tendency or group withk-
in the WRP that opposed, from the standpoint of the
characteri3ation of Stalinism contained in the Transitional
Programme, the pro- Stalinist tendency personified by M.
Banda. Here, just as in the case of the United Secretariat,
the crisis of the WRP and its International Committee re-
volves around the question of Stalinism. All the issues that
remained unresolved by the split of 1953 re-emerge today,
impelled by the upsurge of the proletariat not only in Port-
ugal, but throughout Europe. This upsurge is creating the
material conditions for resuming those political tasks which
proved insurmountable over the last two decades, not so
much because of the failings of individuals, but as a result
of objective problems in the development of the inter-
national workers’ movement.

The First Annual Conference of the Bulletin group
was a modest, but in our estimation indispensable, con-
tribution towards this process of international clarification
of the tasks facing Trotskyists throughout the world today.
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Introduction by
Marxist Bulletin

AS A SERVICE to our readers, and as a contribution
to the developing international debate on issues raised by
the Portugese Revolution, we publish the following article

by Jacques Meyrand, translated from the September 1975
number of LA VERITE; theoretical organ of the OCI.

In this introduction it is intended to raise a discussion
of some of the political problems posed by the new sit-
uation in Portugai, where, in the second week in September
a new government took office containing members of the
Portugese Communist Party, the Socialist Party, and the
Popular Democrats, under the title of a ‘government of
National Unity’. This new government, under the premier-
ship of Jose Pinheiro de Azevedo (who replaced Stalinist-
backed Vasco Goncalves after an internal struggle within
the Armed Forces Movement at the end of August and In
the first week of September) is the sixth coalition govern-
ment to be formed since the outbreak of the Portugese
revolution in April 1974.

In comparison to the government of Goncalves, the
sixth coalition includes members of the SP and PPD. Not
only is there change in the composition of the government,
but the political themes it declares as its aims,— ‘national
unity’, ‘the restoration of order’ in the country and the
army, social ‘responsibility’, stand in apparent contrast to
those of its predecessors. Previously the emphasis of official
government policy has been cloaked in phraseology about
‘advancing the revolutionary process’, ‘the advance to so-
cialism’, developing the theme that it was somehow a gov-
ernment of struggle against capitalism. But not only the
tone and form of language has changed. We see today, as
the largest of the political parties represented in the co-
alition government, the Portugese Socialist Party, which
was previously denounced by the ruling circles of the MFA,
the CP, and the leftists as the ‘spearhead of reaction’.

The Background.

The elements of the present situation in Portugal
were prepared and can be seen developing in the whole
preceeding period of the revolution. In this period which
lasted from the time immediately -before the elections in
April 1975, we can see the main feature of a movement of
the masses, focused through the Socialist Party, centred
around the question of democratic freedoms. The AFM
imposed Stalinist control over the trade union movement
through the intersyndical, the attack of the freedom of the
press of the Socialist Party involved in the ‘Republica’
affair, and the denial of democracy imposed by the AFM
in refusing to recognise the results of the Constituent As-
sembly elections were the basis of a mass response of the
Portugese working people in July, who demonstrated in
scores of thousands under the banners of the SP. In the
unions the candidates of the SP in alliance with the Maoist
MRPP swept back the positions bureaucratically apropri-
ated by the Stalinists with the blessings of the MFA. This
movement which posed the question of respect for the
wishes of the Portugese working people, as expressed in
the elections, under the slogan ‘socialist government’.
inevitably pushed into the centre of the politica stage the
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question of blocking the attempts of the military officer
caste to stabalise the political situation and maintain its
efforts to rebuild the bourgeois state?

In this process, Mario Soares and the leadership of
the SP were. able to appear as opponents of the reaction-
ary forces. On the other hand, the PCP and its leftist allies
(who were later to take the name of ‘Revolutionary United
Front’), acted as a transmission belt for the plans of the
MFA, aimed at checking the movement of the masses. The
Stalinists engaged in a full-scale series of adventurist poli-
cies, creating provocations against the masses who followed
the SP. This policy entailed denouncing the main workers’
party 'in Portugal as the main force and inspirer of reaction.
The policy of the PCP throughout the summer months has
been to deepen the divisions inside the working class, and
to deepen the divisions between the working class and
sections of the rural poor. All the while, the PCP has up-
held the divine right of the military caste, represented by
the MFA, to retain governmental power in its own hands.
Today, division and disorganisation of the exploited masses
in Portugal is the essential condition for the reorgan-
isation of the forces of counter-revolution, a strategy which
centres on gaining time to mend the ailing and broken state
machine. In the strategy of the military rulers, the first con-
sideration has always and everywhere been to attempt to
block mass mobilisations. It fears the workers organisations
moving independently of its guardianship’. For as.was
shown clearly last summer, such mass mobilisation inevit-
ably tend to escape the control of the official leaders and
overstep the political bounds within which they seek to
contain them. The military caste needs to prevent the
mobilisation of the masses because it inevitably raises
the question of a government which will be answerable
to those masses.

We can characterise the period opening with the
elections to the Constituent Assembly, as one in which

the Portugese Stalinist apparatus has played the chief role
as an agency of division amongst the masses and as the main
prop of the plans of the MFA. Through this period, the
MFA has attempted to make moves to erode democratic
freedoms, including denial of the legitimacy of the elec-
tion results. It has tried to establish a bonapartist base for
itself through schemes for ‘people’s assemblies’ not re-
sponsible to the mass ‘organisations’, but on the contrary,
opposed to them and responsible only to the military
officer caste.

Yet the movement of the masses has not been check-
ed by these attempts. Instead the plans of the Stalinists
and the MFA have been unable to come to fruition. The
mass opposition has deepened within the working class
and also amongst .the rural poor. The ‘anti-Communist’
offensive which erupted in the North of the country in
particular, and which saw a wave of burnings of the off-
ices of the CP and its allies, had as its main component,
not organised reaction, but on the contrary was an ex-
pression of the extremely deep frustration felt against the
Stalinists for their outright support of bourgeois order,
whose main guardian is the MFA itself. At the same time
the mass mobilisations have thrown the tactics of the
MFA into crisis.

A New Stage

This crisis came to a head late August and early Sep-



tember. The majority tendency of the MFA decided that
the Stalinists idol Vasco Goncalves would have to go. The
CP then found itself completely isolated as even its allies
in the FUR refused to defend the record of Goncalves as
Premier or to fight against his deposition. Without chang-
ing its aims or nature the bonapartist MFA had to make a
turn to take into account its continued inability to make
the masses accept its appropiation of total power in fla-
grant disregard of their expressed wishes. This turn of the
MFA found a welcome with both the mass workers parties.
With the CP because it took the pressure off them and gave
a major role to the SP in the struggle against the masses.
With the SP, because their presencein the government
would temporarily defuse the mobilisations of the masses,
which it had used, but which threatened, with the raising
of the slogan of a Socialist Party government, to go beyond
the limits of the kind of blackmail they could use to ad-
vance their position within the established order and raise
instead the question of a workers government. The MFA
was also threatened by the growing democratisation and
self-organisation of the soldiers, and could not oppose this
purely with its own prestige and that of the CP.

The MFA therefore decided to appoint a “Govern-
ment of National Unity”. The new government, the Sixth
since the MFA’s coup was announced on the 13th Septem-
ber. It included 4 members of the SP, 2 of the PPD and1 of
the CP, but it was not presented as a coalition government,
since the members of it were not supposed to represent
their parties, but to be individuals invited by the MFA to
take posts. This government therefore represents an att-
empt by the MFA to appear to concede to the desire of
the masses for a government reflecting the vote in the
Constituent Assembly, while at the same time retaining
control in their hands. The parties are happy with this
situation at least in the short term because it means they
can claim credit for carrying out the desires of the masses
while they are also free to outbid the MFA, to the left or
right, when the situation stabilises, without being compro-
mised as organisations by the actions of the government.

The predominate role played in the government by
the SP ministers places upon the shoulders of the SP ap-
paratus the major responsibility for the containment of the
masses, since the PPD and CP ministers refuse to take
responsibility for each others actions. The CP makes noises
about refusing to talk with the PPD and attempts to pass
off their acceptance of the PPD ministers as a concession to
the SP. Both the MFA and the SP are glad to have the PPD
in the government because they in turn can, if necessary,
present their counter-revolutionary actions as concessions
to it. The PPD itself need have no fear of participation
since the limitation of the governments programme to its
own, strengthens its hold over the backward layers to
whom the CP and SP will be incapable of showing an altern-
ative way forward.

What then have. been the actions of this government?
The sending of troops on 29th September to occupy radio
stations in Lisbon, to impose support for its policies and to
ensure the broadcasting of a statement by Azevedo calling
for the restoration of ‘order’ in the army and in society as a
whole. The decision announced on 26th Sentember ta form
a new ‘Military Intervention Force’ to be used in a repress-
ive role in the restoration of bourgeois order. Attempts to
break-up the most politically developed units of the army,
typified by the disbandment of the main transport regi-
ment in Oporto on 3rd October. These are signs that the
purpose of the sixth coalition government, like the five pre-
ceeding ones, is the quelling of the revolutionary movement
in favour of detence of the bourgeois order. Whilst It repre-
sents the fact that the plans for defence of capitalism have
received a check, and that the military heirarchy has to
resort to a new base from which to begin over again, the
formation of the new government is in no way a gain for
the masses, but on the contrary poses new dangers.

Has the strategy of the SP changed?

Mario Soares has announced what the PS sees as the
function of the government of national unity, and what
e sees as the role of the SP in the coalition. To quote
from his recent interview given to Labour Weekly, which
we have no reason to believe is inaccurate, Soares declares:
“We shall not make any alliance to get rid of the commun-
ists. And we will not make any alliance with the commun-
ists to get rid of the Popular Democrats either. |f we can-
not get an agreement to make the present coalition work,
then we are prepared to remain in the government in asso-
ciation with the Armed Forces Movement’’. Soares is also
reported in the same interview to have listed four main
tasks for the government of national unity to tackle:
“To garauntee the authority of the state; to maintain dis-
cipline at work; to create stability. And in Angola, we must
do our best to prevent the development of civil war.”

Soares here outlines in a very graphic way the immed-
iate needs of Portugese capitalism, not least in the reference
to Angola, where it is attempting to find some neo-cotfonial
solution which would enable continued exploitation of
the Angolan people and at the same time establish the
government’s pro-imperialist credentials with the West,
through exploiting the divisions between the various
national movements. So the SP of Soares is today un-
ashamedly proclaiming itself as the main prop of the
sixth coalition government.

This policy does not represent a fundamental shift
on the part of the SP, and is entirely consistent with its
nature as a counter-revolutionary workers party. The fact
that the movement of the masses in the preceding phase of
the revolution channelled itself through the SP, and that
the SP gavé a certain framework to this movement, did
not mean that its nature as a reformist apparatus was alt-
ered. Prior to the Constituent Assembly elections, the SP,
through its adherance to the pact guaranteeing the dom-
inant role of the MFA in Portugese politics for a period of
3-5 years and its participation in bonapartist governments
before and after the election, proffered its advances to the
MFA and to the Portugese Bourgeoisie. These advances
were refused, the military preferring to lean on the Stalin-
ist apparatus instead. The attack on Republica which was
in line with the anti-democratic and therefore anti-working
class strategy of the MFA and the Stalinists led the Sp lead-
ership for its own reasons to defend its position, The SP,
in defending its democratic liberties, and withdrawing from
the bourgeois coalition government, created an opening for
the independent action of the masses.The slogans raised by
the masses were not those of the SP leadership, which
depends on the MFA, but rather were ones which raised
the question of a break of the SP from the bourgeois state.
Thus, the SP leadership had to place itself on guard against
the mass movement.

However, whatever the personal aspirations of Mario
Soares as a Saviour for Portugal and despite the SP’s con-
tinued support to the MFA, the SP as a social-demovratic
formation found it necessary to take up through whatever
means were open to it the struggle for the establishment
of bourgeois democratic norms. The SP’s campaign for
bourgeois democracy was taken up by the masses without
their -accepting the limits on the struggle which the SP
‘eaders would have liked to impose. For the masses it was
a question of democracy in order to acheive a SP govern-
ment that would fight for socialism, while the SP leadet-
ship wanted an opportunity to play their rightful role as
upholders of bourgeois order.

To point to differences between the politics of the
PSP and PCP tells us nothing about the basic nature of
these organisations, although from the point of view of the
openings which these differences give to the mobilisations
of the workers. thev are important. For the leftists and
centrists of the RUF - and UDP, FEC etc. the SP is a cap-
italist party placed on the same level as the PPD and the
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CDS, For them, the other main counter-revolutionary
workers party, the PCP, is superior, A Marxist analysis
of these differences does not lead to the conclusion that
one or the other is "‘better”’, Thase differences are due to
the fact that these two reactionary apparatuses are linked
to the bourgeoijsie in different ways: The SP being a part
of international social democracy which is dependent on
the axistence of national bourgeois democratic states, while
the PCP as an instrument of the Kremlin bureaucracy, can
in the interests of ‘detents’ present the anti-democratic
policies of the MFA as the flowering of ‘Peoples Power’ and
can openly say that Portugal is not ripe for bourgeois dem-
acracy.,

Although the pursual of this policy by the PCP
caused jt to lose its position as the largest workers party in
Portugal to the SP, the isolation into which it fell during
the period leading up to the formation of the present gov-
arnmant is not absolute or irreversible, Through thair pre-
tence of opposition to discussion with the PPD, except
through the medistion of the SP, through its acceptance of
the pretence that the Azavedo govarnmaent is 8 governmsnt
of individuals, the PCP retains an appearance of opposition,
Also it has given limited backing 10 the mobilisations of
the leftists, and keeps its puppet the MDP in the RUF,
It cannot be excluded that the PCP may attempt to put
itself forward as the spokesman for those slsmants of the
masses who come into opposition to the government in
order to try to contain such a development, Certainly the
masses who fought during the summer for a Socialist Party
government will now find themselves in conflict with the
Soares leadership, However because of its nature as 8 mono-
lithic Stalinist apparatus the scope for the masses to use the
PCP a5 a framework for their mobilisation is more restricted
than was the case with the 8P,

The Stalinists and-the MFA have found willing
thoyah unwitting helpers in their attacks on the unity and
independence of the working class in the various leftist
groups. Aithough many of these groups are now being
forced to re-examine their positions on the SP and MFA,
the damage is already done: thase groupings and the sec-
tions of workars they lgad have bsen drawn into sglf-
isolation through their connivance in the attacks on the
masses who tried to use the SP., The MFA, supported by
the reformist lgadars and the PPD will pow turn against
these groups and the pseudo-sovietic organisations which
they previously encouraged the leftists to set up,

, Similarly the davelopment of the ‘Soldiers United
Will Win’ movament and the self-organisation of the soldiers

generally in a break with the MFA is an extremely import- .

ant and necessary development, but the interventions of
the leftist groups will lead toward a situation where the
soldiers advance alone and ars drawn into a sectsrian att-
itude towards the masses who still follow Soares and Cun-
hal, opening them to defeat. Without attsmpting to link up
with the masses in unitad action to forcs the 8P and CP 1o
hraak with the MFA, the soldigrs committess will simply
appaar a5 the armad wing of tha |aftist’s Popular Assemblies
gounterposing themsalves to the bourgaois state machine
not as part of the mevemant of the working class against
the state but outside end against that movement,

The oppositien of the leftist groups to the Constit-
uent Assembly end to the formation of 8 8P/CP govern-
mant thair trailing after the MFA has meant that they heve
heen and continue to he an obstacle to the achievment of
the tasks of the working class. Even if their Populer Assem-
blies had not been fatally linked to the MF A, their attempts
to 'build’ soviets through their own intsrvention, irraspse-
tive of the existing consciounass of the broad massss, in
opposition to the realisation of the workers unitad front
and attempting to bypass a whole stage of popularisation of
and struggle for democratic and transitional demands were
doomed to failure.

The movement towards Boviets is bound up with the
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process of the testing by the masses of thelr existing organ-
isstions and of the limits of bourgeois dsmacracy. Workers’
democracy can only prove its valus when the masses have
found through their struggles that bourgeois democracy is
incapable of meeting their neads, and cannot provide the
framework for a genuine workers governmant, To give up
the call for a governmant rasponsible to the workers, who
elected their representatives through free elsctions, who
hold back the very procsss through which the workers
come to a break with the apparatuses. To fight agajnst
the establishment of @ government which recieved its man-
dste through the first democratic elactions in Portugal for
fifty years Is to give arguments to the bourgeoisie and its
servants and to confirm the prejudices snd suspicions which
it is the task of revolutionegrias to dispel,

Sovists can only be built by the massaes through their
own struggles and experiences, as organs which contain afl
the tendencies of the working class, and within which work-
ars’ democracy implies acceptance of united action on the
basis of dacisions taken, The existenge of the Ponular As-
semblies which are dominsted by the leftists and echo their
attacks on ’‘Social Fascism’ and the Constituent Assembly
actually works against the consofidation of the factorv and
tenants committess, since it alignates the 8P and CP massas
and gives argumants to the apparatuses against any exten-
sion of soviet forms,

In calling for the dissolution of Constitugnt Assembly
on behalf of which the party leaders have aiready ahdi-
cated all power, passing their mandete over to the MFA, the
leftists piay directly into the hands of the apparatuses and
the MFA, A transition from,tha rule of the unelectsd MFA-
‘individuals’ government to the rule of a government slect-
ed through universal suffrage and forced on the bourgeoisie
sgainst their will by the masses, contrary to the assertions
of the leftists, would not be s step backwards to the consol-
idation of bourgeois demagracy, but on the contrary would
be a body blow to the strategy of the Portugese bourgeoisie
and their military representatives, In the same way as the
slection of the Popular Front government in Spain in 1936,
such a development would open 8 new phase of the Portu-
gese revolution in which the masses would surge forward
and extend their self-orgenisation, independence, strength
and gains, The movement would face an open path to the
astablishment of a higher form of demacracy in thg frame-
work of workars councils,

In order to maintain its position against the desire of
the masses for 8 democratically elected government the
MFA must lgan on the support of the counter-revolution-
ary apparstusgs within the workers movemant, and has to
ask them to explicitly disown the mandste they recieved
from the masses, To give an appesarance of concsding to the
masses demands it has had to plsy a bonapartist rols, draw-
ing the apparatuses into various coalition cabinets through
which it attemptad and is attsmpting to attack the eco-
nomic gains, the demacratic freedoms and the indspsndant
organisations of the working class. It did thie first under
the cover of the cempaign for ‘Peoples Powsr’ and now in
the name of restoring stability, Despite the temporary dis-
origntgtion produced hy-the entry of the 8P into ths
gevernment, there is no resson to supposs that the &
lgadership will be any more sucessful in their attempts 1o
gein scceptanca for this courss than was the CP previously.
The aims of the MFA cannot be finally achigved axcept
through dirsct confrontations with ths working class, which
howevar 8t the presant time is still on the advence, Sincs
the feud hetwaen the CP and 8P has lost its immadiate
revelance bv thair joint entry into the sixth government,
the sttacks on the working class by the MF A over ths com-
ing pariod will raise in the sharpest way yst the quastion
of their braeking jointly from the MFA and of the estab-
lishmant of 8 workers and pagsants government through
their acespting thair rasponsibilities as the majority in
the Constituent Assembly,
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THE PORTUGUESE Revolution concentrates at the pres-
nt time all the problems of the proletarian revolution and,
as was the case with the Russian Revolution in 1917, avery
political force is intervening in one way or another, having

in effect directly or indirectly on the Portugese events.

The comparison with the Russian revolution is not an ac-
cidental one. In 1917 the October revolution opened the
first act of the proletarian revolution in Europe and in the
world, Fot or against the Russian revolution — this was &
cleavage which corresponded to the fundamental antagon-
Isms in every country.

It was a struggle on every plane; within Russia, polit-
ical, military and economic intervention; abroad, & con-
frontation of the social and political forces, T hey locked in
battie every organisstion, party and government, of the
revolution and of the counter-revolution. The Russian rev-
olution in this way concentrated all the problems facing
humanity. More than & prize, or & part of & world process,
it was a motive force in the world ¢lass-struggle. Through its
place in history as the first victorious proletarian revo-
lution, It was the first in the chain of ravolutions consti-
tuting the world proletarian revolution, Even today, the
revolution and the counter-reviution in Russia play a con-
siderable role in the world. This is due, as mich to what re-
mains of the conquests of Qctober, the colldctive proper-
ty in the means of production, the vast development of
the productive forces and the power which the working-
class has acheived, still latent as it is, as it is due to the bur-
esucratic reaction, which has shown itself in thr U.8.8.R.
and which express the penetration and degeneration of the
worker’s state, but which has not yet been able to liquid-
#te the collective property in the means of production,
through inflicting on them terrible and innumerable contra-
dictions and distortions.

The Portuguese revolution has also arrupted at a his-
torical momaent which gives it a european and world import-
ance out of all proportion to the small size of the country
and its population, ot to the economic and political pos-
ition which the country previously held. Breaking out un-
expectedly after the General Strike of May-June 1968 in
France, after the movement of the political revolution
which began in Czecho-Slovakia, and the revolutionary ex-
plosion in Poland, to quote only the most salient events,
the Portuguese revolution is the first link in the part of
the chain of world revolution formed by the meshes of
politicalrevolution. 'In other words, the Europwan revo-
lution is in & new period: One of which, basing itself on its
previous conquests, tha proletariat will take political power
in the capitalist countries and expropriate the bourgeoisie;
in which it will re-conquer power in the U.8.8.R., will con-
quer it in Eastarn Europe, drive out the parasite bureauc-
racles, and will control, while regenerating them, the
social relations of production in those countries; in which
it will unite Europe into the Socialist United $tates of
Europe. The Portuguese revolution is the first in this sector
of the world revolution: hence its European and world im-
portance. Just like the Russian revolution, the Portuguese
revolution is, we repeat, more than just & prize, Every po-
litieal and social force is intervening, directly or indirectly.
The political clashes taking place throughout the whole
of Europe. At the present stage, the Portuguese revolution
is more :hon & part of the world class struggle: it is s motive
oree in it

The Holy Allisnce Against the
Portuguese Revolution

It is for this reason that all the forces wedded to the de-
fence of the bourgeols order have for sixteen months led
a bitter offensive against the Portuguese revolution. The
Portuguess bourgeoisis, world imperialism, esch particular
bourgeoisie in Europs and the U.S.A. are primarily con-
cerned that the movement of the Portuguase proletariat be
blocked, canalised and smashed, that the former conditions
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of exploitation, which the masses want swept away, be re-
stored. But they are not alone. The Kremlin bureaucracy
and all the parasite bureaucracies do so no less. The Portu-
guese revolution, the first link of the new period of revo-
lution in Europe, and the class struggles of the Portuguese
proletariat, have repercussions throughout the whole of
Europe. Like burning torches they threaten to explode as
it were a powder keg, bourgeois Europe, which is riddled
with contradictions and which the crisis of its social, eco-
nomic and political relations threatens to break asunder.
What is collapsing is the European order which American
imperialism and the Kremlin bureaucracy have so labor-
iously erected. This very order conditions the existence of
both the Kremlin bureaucracy and its satellites. . . unless
the Portuguese revolution were to join up with a new rise of
the political revolution in Eastern Europe. In any case, each
new explosion will shake the international apparatus of the
Kremlin in Europe. In these conditions, all the forces of
international counter-revolution are coalescing and working
both inside and outside Portugal against the Proletarian
revolution unfoiding there.

Imperialism and the Portugese bourgeoisie are not
enough to save the bourgeois order by their own strength
alone. Since April 25, 1974, the Portugese Communist
Party has had to-~commit itself totally to containing the
masses. Behind the screen of its politics, three coups d’etat
have been prepared. Following the defeat of these coups, an
offensive by the reaction, under the form of a classic milit-
military coup d’etat, has become impossible for the time
being. The Portugese Communist Party has moved into the
front rank, playing one of the cards of the bourgeoisie,
cards which are getting tewer and fewer. After the defeat of
victory for the masses, the Portugese Communist Party has
to undertake to prepare a new counter-revolutionary offen-
sive, The officer-corps is the backbone of a dislocated bour-
geois state. But the army itself is decomposing under the
fire of revolution: the class struggle is tearing it apart. The
officer-corps is torn by contradictions. The ambitions of
each of its cliques (made up of officers who yesterday were
captains and today are generals), ambitions which are all
the more avaricious because the bourgeoisie needs them, are
a supplementary factor in the crisis. The stalinist apparatus
is the most coherent and united force which implacably de-
fends a policy of subordinating the proletariat to the bour-
geoisie is at the present moment, from the political point of

view, what remains of the state apparatus, which is mora
precisely the officer-corps which the Armed Forces Move-
ment resents. To consolidate the Armed Forces Movement,
to subordinate the proletariat to it, to help it to reconstruct
the bourgeois state, even with a military dictatorship cover-
ed with the mantle of ‘revolution’ — this has been the pol-
icy of the Portugese Communist Party since March 11 and
the elections of April 25, 1975 to the Constituent Assem-
bly. It has been_the spear-head of counter-revolution - in
the name of the revolution needless to add.

The counter-revoltionary offensive, on such a line,
has introduced new contradictions, for it could succeed
only by smashing the Socialist Party, which the masses are
pushing forward, and by smashing the masses themselves. In
the event of defeat, the Socialist Party will be necessary to-
morrow to those who will try to stabilise a certain social
and political order.

The battle which has just taken place in Portugal, and
which is not yet over, is the battle of every proletariat in
Europe. It is our battle. It brings into the cruel light of day
the position of each and everyone. While its fate is of great
importance for the development of the revolution in Eur-
ope, it illuminates how the forces of revolution and coun-
ter-revolution will come into collision. The French prole-
tariat is directly involved. It senses profoundly what is hap-
pening in Portugal as elements of its own class struggle. Its
own problems are in issue.
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A DECISIVE BATTLE FOR THE FUTURE OF
PORTUGESE REVOLUTION

In this colossal battle, in which what is at stake is which
of the fundamental classes (the bourgeoisie, or the pro-
letariat leading behind it all the toiling masses) is going to
be the victor, all of the political forces, every current, every
organisation and party in the Labour movement has taken
its position.

Since the crushing defeat of the Portugese
bourgeoisie’s third attempt at a coup d’etat, since March
1975, with the same unanimity as before March 11 made
them deny the existence of the proletarian revolution,
every party of the bourgeoisie, along with all those of the
proletariat, on a world scale, now recognise its reality. More
than that, even the P.P.D., even the Armed Forces Move-
ment — the political expression of the officer-corps of the
bourgeois army — have since March 11 spoken in favour of
a ‘Socialist’ future for the country. in the name of this
‘Socialism’, promised by the army, the leaders of the
Portugese Communist Party call on the masses to subord-
inate all their activity to the Armed Forces Movement. We
shall see below the very concrete way in which they do this
and with results. Every shade of centrism and of more or
less decomposed leftism has given its clear support to the
policy of the Portugese Communist Party, i.e. to the Armed
Forces Movement, against the movement of the masses. The
constitution of a ‘Front of Popular Unit’ at the end of
August, between the Portugese Communist Party, the
Pablo-ites of the L.C.l. and various other petty-bourgeois
groupings, stipulaics in point 4: ‘The creation of a front
encompassing the revolutionary parties and other revolu-
tionary political organisations, revolutionary militants, the
Armed Forces Movement, and the autonomous organs of
people’s power. (to which the guide-document of the
Armed Forces Movement—people’s alliance refers)constitutes
ers)constitutes a way forward for the revolutionary process’
(The text of the unity agreement of August 25, published
by Intercontinental Press for September 15, begins with
these words: ‘In the presence of representatives of the
Armed Forces Movements, who simply convened the
meeting. . ." As to the ‘guide-document’ which constitues
the programme of this ‘front’, this is the corporatist plan
adopted by the assembly of the Armed Forces Movement
on July 9 last, which we analyse in this article).

What could be clearer? All the parties and organis-
ations which say that they are ‘Communists’ and for the
revolution, namely the F.S.P., the L.C.1., the L.U.A.R, the
M.E.S., the M.D.P., the P.C.P. and the P.R.P. - B.R., say
with one and the same voice: the fate of the revolution is
not the business of the proletariat, it is the business of the
Armed Forces Movement, i.e. of the army, of what remains
of the bourgeois state after sixteen months of revolu-
tionary turmoil.

Thus each has taken position. On one side the Staiin-
ist apparatus, to which all the so-called ‘revolutionaries’ give
their support, identify themselves entirely with the Armed
Forces Movement. They propose ‘a political solution to the
crisis’, the fundamental content of which is, as we shall
analyse in detail below, to place the proletariat and its org-
‘anisations under the political control of the Armed Forces
Movement, and therefore of the army, around which the
bourgeoisie intends to reconstruct its state machine, the
bourgeois state.

On the other side, the working class is seeking an ind-
ependent path. Since April 1974, the O.C.I. alone of all the
working-class organisations has fought for the defence of
the proletarian revolution in Portugal, for a policy opening
up a way out for the proletariat. On the question which
today is decisive, that of the class-independence of the
worker’s organisations, its trade unions and parties, only
the Trotskyists of the Liaison Committee of Portugese
Revolutionary Militants are fighting in a clear manner. The



Socialist Party, on its side, does not accept the dictatorship
of the Armed Forces Movement, nor the liquidation of
democratic rights.

Which side is the revolution?
Which is the counter-revolution?

It was precisely in the last days of August that
Spinola, the Portugese candidate for the role of Pinochet,
incessantly made declarations, which were taken up by
the world press. He coldly diagnosed, on behalf of his
class, the bourgeoisie, the situation created by sixteen
months of proletarian revolution. ‘Portugal’, he said on
August 28 in Rio De Janeiro, ‘has no armed forces: rather
there are armed bands, whose indiscipline is a faithful
reflection of the anarchic situation of a country on the
road to disintegration’.

Spinola has understood on the morrow of April
25 that Portugal was heading towards ‘anarchy’, that is,
that the revolution was in the process of bringing down
the bourgeois state. This is the man who was the inspir-
ation of the counter-revolutionary determination of the
Portugese bourgeoisie on three occasions — on July 1U,
1974 (Palma Carlos’ attempted ‘cold’ coup d‘etat, which
was smashed by a powerful demonstration of public service
workers), September 28, 1974 (the defeat of the ‘demon-
stration of the silent majority’, which would have allowed
order to be restored in the state machine) and the March
11, 1975. It is also quite significant that the ‘captains’ of
the Armed Forces Movement, who for the most part today
are generals, these superior officers whom the Portugese
Communist Party, followed by the L.C.1. present as ‘lib-
erators” who wish to introduce ‘socialism’ — it is significant
that until September 28 at least all the leaders of the
Armed Forces Movement accepted as their leader Spinola,
the centre of the counter-revolution, the indispensable
‘saviour’ who had at all costs to be piaced at the head of
the imperilled state. Why did Spinola fail on three occas-
ions? Precisely because the revolution is penetrating the
army itself from top to bottom. Each failed attempt by
the reaction only deepened the course of the revolution,
leading to an even greater disorganisation of the state. The
coup of March 11 marked a turning point in this organ-
isation, it might be said, for the reason that the masses of
the army, the soldiers, once again fraternised with the
masses, and refused to follow the putschist officers. After
March 11, the split was accentuated to such a point be-
tween the ranks, the lower officers and the Armed Forces
Movement officer-corps that it became impossible for the
Portugese bourgeoisie to use its army for a classical coup
d'etat. This is the fundamental reality which explains
why despite the political obstacles that it has met on its
path no one has been able to stop the movement of the
Portugese proletariat. The revolution is still the stronger
It manages to sweep aside obstacles one after the other.
This besides, is why all its enemies rally against it to try
to halt its forward leap.

The elections have opened a
way forward for the Proletariat

What was the object of the bourgeoisie after March
11?2 1t was to prevent, as far as possible, the radicalisation
of the situation from dislocating the apparatus of the army
itself, that is, the officer-corps grouped in the Armed
Forces Movement. (In this respect, we have to dispel a
certain ‘ambiguity’, which the defenders of the Armed
Forces Movement knowingly put about. Contrary to what
the Stalinists and others claim, the Armed Forces Move-

ment is not the ‘democratic’ or ‘revolutionary’ vanguard.

of the officer-corps. The Armed Forces Movement is the

political expression of the whole of the officer-corps ot
the Portugese army, at the head of which stands Spinola’s
‘friend’, Caestano’s former chief of staff, General Costa
Gomez. This explains why the so-called 'left’ or ‘socialist’
upper echelons (as ‘France Nouvelle’ characterised Costa
Gomes, for example, in November 1974) would not hesi-
tate, if they had the wherewithal, to undertake a coup
d’etat in the name of the Armed Forces Movement. If
the revolution were to ebb, it would be from within the
Armed Forces Movement that the ‘saviours’ of bourgeois
Portugal would emerge).

In addition, the coup of March 11 can be explained
by the fear which Spinola and the leaders of the military
hierarchy felt that the elections would give a majority to
the workers’ parties, as the Financial Times’ explained.
Then, after the defeat of the putsch, it became impossible
for the army to cancel the elections to the Constituent
Assembly. And these elections did give a crushing majority
to the workers’ parties. Was the question of the govern-
ment now to be resolved, since, as everyone claimed to
be democrats, the passage of the reality of power into the
hands of the Constituent Assembly would have conformed
with the principles of democracy?

As we know, nothing of the kind happened. On the
eve of the elections, the Armed Forces Movement, with
the full support of the leadership of the Portugese Com-
munist Party, decreed that the Constituent Assembly
would have limited powers. The result of the election
would not in any case affect the composition of the govern-
ment. The Armed Forces Movement had to go further.
it decided to ‘institutionalise’ itself (by creating the council
of Revolution to which, in -theory, all power was de-
veloped), thus making a mockery, even before the elec-
tions, of the sovereignty of the people which it had been
talking about since April 25, 1974. It insisted that the
political parties of the working class sign a pact, by which
the latter recognised the pre-eminence of the Armed Forces
Movement at the head of the state, and which took away
the sovereign powers of the Constituent Assembly.

Nevertheless, the whole of this structure rested, as
it still does, on shifting ground. The events which succeeded
the elections to the Constituent Assembly have amply
demonstrated this.

But what we have to do now is to examine the re-
lationship of the slogan of the sovereign Constituent
Assembly to the developing proletarian revolution, and the
significance in Portugal of the existance of such an Assem-
bly, composed, in the majority, of deputies of the workers’
parties.

At first sight, it might seem a paradox that, in an
imperialist country like Portugal, where the socialist rev-
olution has begun, the working class can use to its own
advantage the bourgeois-democratic slogan of a Constit-
uent Assembly. But the paradox is only superficial. In
Portugal, and in Spain, the imperialist bourgeoisie, who
have been in power for decades on the basis of having
crushed the toiling masses, has shown itself historically
incapably of realising certain tasks, which were carried out
in past centuries in countries where {as in England or
France) the bourgeoisie has been a revolutionary class,
that is to say, tasks of a historically progressive character.
Trotsky put the question in the following way in January
1931:

‘To counterpose the slogan of the dictatorship of
the proletariat to the probiems and slogans of revolution-
ary democracy (for a republic, for an agrarian revolution,
for the separation of Church and State, the confiscation
of church properties, national self-determination, a rev-
olutionary constituent assembly) would be the most steriie
and miserable doctrinairism. Before the masses can seize
power, they must unite around the leading proletarian
party. The struggle for democratic representation in the
Cortes, at one or another stage of the revolution, can im-
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measurably tacilitate the sotution ot this problem’.

{The reader will be interested to refer to the writings

by Trotsky which are collected in ‘The Spanish Revolution:
{1931 — 1939)’, Pathfinder Press, New York. This quo-
tation comes from page 79. The quotation which follows
comes from paae 89 of the same collection.)
- Agrarian revolution, confiscation of church property,
the broadest democratic rights and liberties {including
independance of workers’ parties and trade unions in re-
lation to the state): these are the democratic tasks for the
realisation of which the people of Portugal are fighting im-
placably. Marxists know that, in the epoch of decadent im-
perialist bourgeoisie, and especially, the portugese imperial-
ist bourgeoise, has no historic capacity, no energy of its
own. The reason for this is simple. The exercise of the
broadest democratic liberties, on the ruins of the Salazar-
Caetano state, gives the industrial proletariat and the rev-
olutionary peasantry the greatest opportunities to rally as
a class and to impose their own solutions. Thus the con-
crete realisation of democratic slogans immediately opens
up to the masses the road to exercising their own power.
For agrarian reform to liberate the mass of the Portugese
peasantry, in the south as well as in the north, from the
domination of the big landowners linked to finance-capital,
it is necessary for the proletariat to take the leadership of
the nation. It is because it can only rule in_such countries
by stifling the masses in the strait-jacket of the corporatist
state that the Portugese bourgeoisie is directly opposed to
the complete resolution of democratic tasks, that it strives
to hold back the autonomous organisation of the worker
and peasant masses at every level.

The proletariat, in order to take power by leading
the majority of the toiling population, in this way takes
up as its own the slogans of political democracy which the
bourgeoisie opposes, whiie it develops its own independ-
ant programme. In a letter to Andres Nin of February 1931
Trotsky refers to this question as follows:

‘... | think that you will hardly be able to cast aside
the slogan of the revolutionary constituent Cortes. Peasants
accounts for more than 70% of Spain’s population. How
will they understand the slogan ‘workers’ republic’? The
socialists and the republicans, on the one hand, and the
priests on the other, will tell the peasants that the workers
want to wrap the peasants around their little fingers and to

‘command them. What will you reply to this? | know of

only one reply under the circumstances: we want the work-
ers and the peasants to drive out the officials appointed
from above and, in general, ‘all their oppressors and. their
accomplices, and to express their own free will on the basis
of universal suffrage. The peasants may be led to the work-
ers'republic, that is, to the dictatorship of the proletariat,
in the process of the struggle that will take place for the
land, etc. But it is impossible to propose to the peasants a
dictatorship of the proletariat as a priori formula’.

The ‘constituent Cortes’ was elected in Portugal on
April 25, 1975. The masses opened up for themselves an
independant road within the framework of the elections.
They clearly declared themselves against one year of the
Armed Forces Movement in power and against the co-
alition government, by refusing to abstain from voting
(as advised by the Armed Forces Movement) and by giving
a clear majority to the workers’ parties, the Socialist Party
and the Communist Party of Portugal.

Is it a coincidence that all the political forces which
since March 11 have proclaimed themselves to be for
‘socialism’ and ‘revolution’ fight against the sovereignty of
the Portugese Constituent Assembly? For the exercise of
this sovereignty would immediately mean: since the work-
ers’ parties have a majority, the government to be consti-
tuted must be that demanded by the will of the people,
that is, a government of the Socialist Party and the Com-
munist Party of Portugal under the leadership of Mario
Soares, excluding any alliance with the parties of the bour-
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geoisie and the Armed Forces Movement.

Whatever its policy, a government of workers’ parties,
which comes to power lifted on a revolutionary wave, with
no ministers representing bourgeois organisations and par-
ties has a tremendous revolutionary significance: the pro-
letariat can bring to power a government of the parties
which it considers to be its own. The satisfaction of its
of its demands, therefore, is possible. Power can pass into
the hands of what before were the oppressed masses. The
oppressors can be driven out. The proletariat is ready to set
up its own committees at all levels, to federate and cen-
tralise them nationally, its committees in which its own
organisations all take their place, which function as rev-
olutionary parliments, the structure of working-class power,
carrying out the political tasks of expropriating the ex-
ploiting classes. Such a government is in itself a powerful
appeal for the establishment and organisation of ‘soviets’

Today the commissions of workers’ elected delegates
are atomised. They are born, disappear and are re-born to
disappear again. They still cannot find the road to central-
isation. This is because the Stalinists fight them head-on,
and because there is a split between the two great workers’
parties. In the north, the independent leagues of small
peasants, which have been set up to carry out the ‘agrarian
reform’ which Lisbon promises to the peasants in words,
are attacked by the Stalinists, who defend the old-estab-
lished agrarian order, that is, the domination of capital in
the countryside.

In any case, what does the sovereignty of the Con-
stituent Assembly signify strictly from the veiwpoint of
the principles of democracy, which the leaders of the Port-
ugese Communist Party and the Armed Forces Movement
claim to supwort while actually trampling them underfoot?
We have the historical example of the convention. The
French Revolution of 1789— 1793 was able to overthrow
the old political relations bequeathed by the Ancien Re-
gime, and to impose new ones which allowed the pro-
ductive forces to develop, only by means of the dictator-
ship of the convention. In May 1793, the convention did
not hesitate to sacrifice the party of the Girodins, who
supported a compromise which would have proserved the
foundations of the Ancien Regime. It was the revolutionary
energy of the sansculottes, of the toiling masses of that
time, in the towns and countryside, which struck the de-
cisive blows, allowing the old aristocratic state machine to
be completely destroyed, using, among other means, those
of terror.

In Portugal the sovereign Constituent Assembly
would open up for the broadest masses, the road to the
complete destruction of the bourgeois state bequeathed
by Salazarism. Specifically, it would mean the complete
liquidation (not the partial liquidation, as up till now) of
the police forces, the P.I.D.E. and the G.N.R. (which latter
still exists}, the complete overthrow of the army regime and
their replacement by the power of the majority, taking de-
cisions as a sovereign power in the framework of the.Zon-
stituent Assembly. Thus, under the banner of the most res-
olute struggle for democracy, the masses would take great
strides towards constituting their own organs of power.
This is the reason for the savage determination of all those
who are fighting against the sovereign Constituent Assem-
bly in Portugal today, against the political axis of the P.S.P.
—P.C.P. government.

The counter-revolutionary politics of the leaders
of the Portugese Communist Party

The revolution goes deep enough to lift up all the
toiling masses of the country. It has very quickly led all
the defenders of the bourgeois state to form a bloc round
the officer-corps, that is, the Armed Forces Movement, the



military hierarchy. In the first days of the revolution, the
working masses, in Lisbon and throughout the country,
deliriously acclaimed Alvaro Cunhal and the Portugese
Communist Party, which called for ‘the alliance of the
popular forces with the Armed Forces Movement’ It was
in the name of this policy that the leaders of the Portugese
Communist Party vehemently opposed the strike wave
which began in May 1974, and which they managed to
block for a time, in June, having got the postal workers
back to work.

About the revolutionary explosion which immed-
iately followed the coup d’etat of April 25 — which was
intended, let us recall, to forestall the revolution — readers
may refer to ‘La Verite’, Nos. 564 and 565, and espicially
to the brochure of the O.C.I. published by S.E.L.I.O. in
December 1974, ‘problems of the Portugese Revolution’,
142 pages, 8 francs. Readers may be interested to note
that ‘informations Quvrieres’, No. 713, of July 23, 1975,
wrote: ‘The Portugese Communist Party was obliged at
that time (May — June 1974) to obstruct directly the
toiling. masses and contain ail the con tradictions of the
bourgeoisie. The first results of this were to be that in
June 1974 the postal workers were driven back to work
by a campaign of slander and violence orchestrated by
the Stalinist leaders of the Intersyndical and were to
turn their backs en masse on the Portugese Commuinist
party. Militant postal workers, who had been Communist
Party Cadres under the dictatorship, tore up their party
cards and joined the Socialist Party’. See ‘problems of the
Portugese Revolution”, Part 111,

The Portugese Communist Party has been obliged,
therefore to throw itself totally into a policy of defence
of the bourgeiois state since the begirining of the revo-
loution. At the same time, the ‘alliance of the people and
the Armed Forces Movement’ was presented as a stage
towards ‘socialism’, in order to deceive the masses. This
involved persuading the masses to see in the Armed Forces
Movement, the initiator of . April 25, 1974, the authen-
tic bearer of the revolution, its real representative, and
and that the masses should submit to its ‘wisdom’ and the
politics of the coalition government, over which presided
Spinola, let us not forget,

The great battle which the Armed Forces Movement
and the leaders of the Portugese Communist Party led
mounted against the proletariat was about the decisive
guestion of the independance and unity of the trade
unions. The revolution carried the workers en masse to-
wards the political parties, the Portugese Communist
Party and the Socialist Party, and towards the trade unions
in even greater numbers. At the same time, the first com-
missions of elected workers’ delegates were set up in the
largest plants, such as the Naval ship-yards at Lisnave.
Cadres of the Portugese Communist Party, who, along
with other militants, had taken control of many of the
corporatist trade unions in 1969, were able, in the months
following April 25, 1974, to occupy all the key posts in
the trade union movement. Then the provisional govern-
ment of the Armed Forces Movement, supported by
the Portugese Communist Party, proposed a bill on ‘trade
union unicity’. This met with immediate opposition from
the Socialist Party. We should recall the reason for this.
Article 6 stipulates:

‘The state has the right to dissolve all trade union
associations which it considers to be illegal, and will de-

cide on any revision of the rules’. And article 37 says:
‘The control of the legality of the activity of the
trade unions is within the province of the courts’.

This bill (which became law on April 30) seeks to
prohibit all independance of the trade unions in relation
to the state. The workers expressed resistance to this in-
iquitious bill through the Socialist Party, which denounced
the return to corporatism which the bourgeoisie was
attempting to impose, with the total, unreserved support
of the Portugese Communist Party. {We should not for-
get that the Portugese Communist Party and the Inter-
syndicicale which it controls organised a demonstration
in support of the bill and the Armed Forces Movement
against the opposition of the workers who used the Social-
ist Party as a channel to show their opposition to the bill
which instituted corporatist unions. ‘Rouge wrote on this
subject: ‘Our comrades of the L.C.1. had issued their own
call to join these demonstrations’. Seven months later, the
Pablo-ites did not hesitate to constitute, with the Stalinists,
a front of popular unity in support of the corporatist plan
of the Armed Forces Movement).

As we know, March 11 could not succeed, because

the masses paralysed the country. They fraternised with

the soldiers and deprived the putschist officers of every
possibility. On March 13, the Lisbon correspondent of
L'Humanite congratulated the Junta, in the heart of which
the Spinolist officers operated. ‘Yes, decidedly’, wrote a
Mr. Aquaviva, ‘the democratic Junta has reached a new
stage. The reaction has not had its revenge’. On March,
20 Cunhal declared in an interview with the London
Times:

‘The Portugese Communist Party firmly supported
the institutionalisation of the Armed Forces Movement,
which was necessary both before and after the elections.
In the present situation in Portugal, an alliance between
the people and the Armed Forces is essential to main-
tain liberty and build democracy”:

In the same interview, Cunhal declared himself in
favour of Portugal remaining in N.A.T.O.

Cunhal declared to Agence-France-Presse on March

21: ‘Here, there will be no bourgeoisie democracy, that
is to say, democratic tights or one side and the power
of the monopolies on the other’. The reference to the
‘power of the monopolies’ which is to disappear, is pure-
ly formal. In reality, the Portugese Communist Party
participated in the coalition government with the bour-
geoisie. This government had not the slightest intention
of suppressing the ‘monoplies’. On the other hand, the
orientation which the Stalinist apparatus openly advocated
day after day was to flout the principles of political dem-
ocracy and to deny ary, real power to the Constituent
Assembly, with the aim of reconstructing the bourgeoisie
state.
On the eve of the elections, in which everyone feared that
the bourgeois parties would br defeated, the Armed Forces
Movement got itself given plenary powers, which it could
do only by a ‘voluntary renunciation’ on the part of the
workers' parties. Thr leadership of the Portugese Commun-
ist Party justified on April 7, its signature of the pact im-
posed by the Armed Forces Movement on the 11th, stipu-
lating ‘ the institutionalisation of the the Armed Forces
Movement and its intervention in Portugese political life,
at least for a period of three to five years’,

The Socialist Party in its well-known communique
of January 13 declared its opposition to ‘trade union
unicity’, the negation of trade union unity.

The Socialist Party said: ‘No! to trade union plurai-
ism of the bourgeois origin!’ and ‘Yes! to unity built by
the workers!’. None the less, the Socialist Party also signed
the pact imposed by the Armed Forces Movement against
the revolution which was preparing to bring off a victory
on the electoral plane (however unfavourable the electoral
plane might be to the workers), though the Socialist Party
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signed the pact with reservations. But before we examine
the place and role which the Socialist Party is playing
today in the class struggle in Portugal, let us go further
in our examination of the relations between the Stalinist
apparatus and the masses.

The Stalinists lash out at the
Revolutionary movement of the masses

One of the first declarations by Mario Soares after
the elections was to stress that the combined votes of
the Socialist Party and of the Portugese Communist Party
gave a majority to the proletariat in the Constituent Assem-
bly. But the Socialist Party vacillated. 1t kept its place
within the coalition government and did not denounce the
pact which the Armed Forces Movement imposed on
Aprit 11 binding the workers'parties to the policy laid
down by the army.

L’Humanite hastened to write, on April 28, under
the head-line ‘The complex meaning of the Electoral Re-
sults’:

‘Spokesman of~the Armed Forces Movement are try-
ing to minimise the significance of the result of the voting
which you get if you add together the votes cast respect-
ively for the Socialist Party, the Communist Party and
the Democratic Popular Movement (M.D.P.). Is this an
artificial operation? Are the calculations of the Armed
Forces Movement based on solid ground, taking account
of the distribution and origin of the votes which the three
parties have gathered?

One question arises immediately. To what is the
performance of the Socialist Party due? Are all its two
million voters devoted to Socialism? To answer in the
affirmative would be to overiook that the Socialist.Party
had the advantage of support from abroad, from sources
alien to the ‘family of Socialism’. It is true that the Social-
ist Party channelled the votes of workers, peasants and
office-workers who are sincerely attached to the ideal of
Socialism. To challenge this would be to omit an import-
ant dimension in the reality of the country. It is every
bit .as true that the anti-communist tone of its campaign
earned for it the suupport of sectors of opinion hostile and
opposed to the Socialist perspective. How otherwise can
we explain the high percentages in the North of the
country in constituencies where the right is still influential?

Its supporters are mixed, and therefore heterogenous,
and animated by contradictory motives’.

The idea to be inculcated here is that those who
voted for the Socialist Party are ‘backward’, like the pic-
ture of the ‘Northern Peasants’ whom the Stalinists wish
to pass off as a ‘reactionary mass’. The leadership of the
Portugese Communist Party is clear. It intends to present
the following, radically false;, political picture of the coun-
try that, on the one hand, there are bearers of the rev-
loution, the Armed Forces Movement and the Portugese if
Communist Party, and, on the other hand, there is the
Socialist Party with its reactionary electorate. (In trade
union meetings the Stalinists lash out against the Social-
ist Party members, treating them as facists). Therefore,
you see, there can be no question of a Socialist Party -
Communist Party Government, no question of a united
front of the two big workers’ parties! The Armed Forces
Movement and the Portugese Communist Party must be
kept in power at all costs.

(After this article had been written, the leaders of
the Portugese Communist Party had still not taken a
position ‘in principle’ against the P.P.D., as they did at
the time of the negotiations by Admiral Azevedo for the
constitution of the sixth provisional government. Besides,
this is not the first time that the Portugese Stalinists have
formally come out, in words against the P.P.D., which
is effectively a party of the Portugese bourgeoisie. It
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fights for the restoration of the corporatist order, and
would not hesitate to support a reactionary coup, if the
means were forthcoming. On the morrow of the Spinol-
ist coup of March 11, Cunhal replies to workers, who
were shouting, ‘only one solution: shoot the reaction:
down with the P.P.D.V", by saying, ‘Comrades, | can hear
a chant: ‘shoot those responsible!’. It seems we are not
in agreement here’. L'Humanite wrote on March 18, dot-
ting the i's: ‘The Communists do not ask for the P.P.D.
to be thrown out of the coalition. They ask that the P.P.D.
declare itself clearly, that it cease being the Trojan Horse
of the reaction within the Government’. The Stalinists
have no hesitation today about sitting in a government
of national unity with the same P.P.D., despite their ‘res—
ervations’ with regard to it. This is what they call’knowing
how to compromise’. Every conscious militant knows that
such compromises are dictated by the same counter- rev-
olutionary policy. Despite all, the Stalinists have, therefore
not in any way renounced the same policy of alliance
with the bourgeois parties, including the most discredit-
ed.)

" Yet despite the conclusions drawn by the Stalinists,
the elections radicalised the situation. The leadership of
the Portugese Communist Party therefore decided to
provoke the workers directly, to erect the obstacle of
their. counter-revolutionary policy against the movement
of the masses who were heading for power, to pass over
brutally to the offensive.

Since May1, the target has been the Socialist Party.
On that day, Intersyndicale refused to allow Mario Soares
to speak at the Lisbon meeting. This provocation was
to be thoroughly foliowed up. The attack on the Sociai-
ist daily ‘Republica’, began on May 2. The pretext was
simple: the ‘workers’ commission, controlled by the Com-
munist Party, and by certain ultra-lefts, refused to allow
the reports to be published of the May 1 meeting which
raised the question of the responsibilty of the leader-
ship of Intersyndicale. Then on May 19 the Socialist Party
was deprived of any possibility of daily expression. The
Portugese Communist Party had a pirated edition printed
of the Socialist daily paper, sequestered its editor and
had the army occupy the offices.

The reason for this policy was clearly pointed out
in L'Humamite for May 9. It waxed indignant that:

‘The pact of April 11 is being called once more into
question. The Socialist daily Republica states that this plat-
form does not resolve all problems. It announces that the
moment has come to ‘capitalise upon’ the result of the elec-
tions, by seeking new economic, political and social
equilibria’. Having sequestered Republica, the Armed
Forces Movement issued a warning to the Socialist Party.
In the eyes of thehigher officers, ‘The Communist Party
really engaged is in the popular mobitisation for pro-
duction’, whereas the Socialist Party’ ‘ill conceals its
mistrust of the acceleration of the revolutionary process’,
since ‘it is not really committed to the mobilisation for
increasing production’.

Obviously, they have to lash our at the Socialist
Party, first by muzzling it and loosing a torrent of slander
against it, for the simple reason that the working-class
is rallying behind it to make its voice heard, and to try
to impose its will. Already the Stalinist apparatus has a
near-monopoly in practice in the news media. Most of
the editors of big dailies: ‘Diario de Noticias’, ‘O Seculo’,
‘Diario de Lisboa’, etc. support its policy, which co-incid-
es with that of the Armed Forces Movement. It is the
same in radio and television. In this context the seques-
tration of Republica was felt by the masses and militant
workers as an affront, as an attack on one of its most
important rights, the freedom of the press. The Portuqese



Communist Party has given proof of its zeal in mobil-
ising ... tor production, in condemming strikes, break-
ing them when it can, dissolving the workers’ committees
(as at T.A.P.), taking control of the trade unions, or hang-
ing on like grim death to their leading positions by every
possible means; (slander and violence against militants
are the rule in the trade union meetings, especially against
Sacialist Party militants).

{The international press, which fully understands
what an enormous service the policy of the Stalinists
renders to the drifting Portugese bourgeoisie, has refrain-
ed from reporting what goes on in trade union meetings.
For example, on May 28, 1975, the P.C.P. leaders of the
professional unions at Assurances de Porto put forward
a plan for insurances to be controlled in three sectors,
i.e., nationalised, mixed and foreign-owned. The outcome
of the plan was to transform the union into a transmission
belt for the state. In Lisbon, the Stalinists wanted to get
the plan adopted within 24 hours, in the course of a meet-
ing to which only delegates were invited (out of 3,000
insurance workers in the capital). By means of motions
and petitions the workers condemmed the methods of
the P.C.P. union leaders. It forced the consideration of a
counter-plan, drawn up by Socialist militants, proposing
that the organs of management be elected by ‘the workers
and placed in the charge of a commission of elected work-
ers, without any intervention by the trade union or the
state, in order to avoid the intergration of the unions and
to guarantee their independance. The workers approved
the Socialist Party plan in their offices between June 9
and 16. When the Stalinists called a general meeting in a
hall seating 250 people, the mass of the workers defeated
the manoeuvre: 3,000 workers asserted their prescence
against the P.C.P. leadership. The latter insulted the work-
ers by shouting, ‘down with reaction’! The workers yelled
back, ‘down with the leadership'!. Though the vote on
on three plans (one from the minister, one from the Social-
ist Party and one from the ultra-lefts) took place at 4a.m.,
the Socialist plan recieved over 1,000 votes against scarce-
ly 500 for that of the minister, which the Stalinists sup-
ported. The next day in ‘Avante a leader of the Portugese
Communist Party denounced the insurance workers’ vote
saying: ‘We shall not let the counter-revolutionaries think
that they have won’. The L.C.I. denounced the vote in
a manifesto and accused the majority, which had approved
the Socialist plan, of being ‘counter-revolutionaries’.
This was on June 17, 1975. On June 24, the L.C.I. and
the Portugese Communist Party called a meeting with the

object of ‘crushing the Socialists’. The workers were insult-

ed and treated as fascists. Everything was organised to
prevent the Socialist workers from getting the floor. There
were physical attacks and the military Police, COPCON
were sent for. 700 workers were present at the end of
the General Assembly, out of 1,300 at the beginning. The
chairman, who was not elected, took a vote against the
Socialist plan, and even without counting declared it a
defeat. A motion was then presented accusing the Social-
ist plan of being ‘self-management’. This motion was
approved, along with the decree of the minister, slightly
changed. The ‘progressive’ chairman then asked that the
union leadership which had resigned a week earlier, reverse
its decision. This was done. A statement was then presented
demanding the apoiogies to the working class for our earlier
attitude’. Such is the regime to which the Stalinists subject
working class meetings. From. a written private source).

Since April 25, 1974 the Stalinists and their M.D.P.
satellites have installed themselves in numerous town-
halls abandoned by the fascists, with the help of the army,
in order to preserve the bourgeois state and to prevent
the masses from taking over the municipalities. In the
countryside the Stalinists openly oppose the independ-
ant organisations of the small peasants and defended the
big landowners, the ‘notables’ from the Salazar-Caetano

days. They come out categorically against municipai
elections, when the masses are aspiring to govern them-
selves. The Stalinists passed over to the offensive after the
elections, against the toiling peasants, just as they did
against the working-class, against worker militants in the
trade unions, against the Socialist Party where the work-
ers’ wishes were being expressed.

The mass of the workers
against the Stalinist Apparatus

This is not the first time that the Stalinist apparatus
has played the role or spearhead of the bourgeois counter-
revolution when the mobilised masses have threatened, in
the proletarian revolution, the class domination of the
bourgeoisie. In Spain in 1936-39 especially from the
workers’ uprising of May 1937, (in Barcelona), it was the
Stalinist apparatus that made itself the decisive instrument
of the reconstruction of the state apparatus which the
revolution had destroyed. After having exhausted the
combativity of the masses, who were delivered to the
republican bourgeoisie by the Stalinists and enchained in
the Popular Front, the republican bourgeoisie capitulated
beneath the blows of the fascist counter-revolution. The
victory of Franco could not have happened except for the
political disarmament and brutal repression of the working-
class, the assassination of thousands of worker-militants
of the P.O.U.M. and the C.N.T., etc., for the murder of
Andres Nin, for the destruction of the workers’ organis-
ations which opposed the Stalinists. The victory of Franco,
for which the whole policy of the Kremlin bureaucracy
against the Spanish revolution prepared,ended at the same
time with the destruction of the Spanish Communist Party.
In Germany, too, it was the policy imposed by the Stalinist
bureaucracy on the most powerful Communist Party in
Europe after the Russian Communist Party, which ended in
the catastrophe of 1933 and the advent of Nazism. The
basis of this policy of division, which Stalin imposed on
the German Communist Party, was the characterisation of
Social Democracy as a ‘left wing’ of Fascism, as‘social-
fascism’. In 1973 in Chile the policy of defending the
bourgeois state, with the army remaining intact, allowed
Pinochet’s coup d‘etat to be victorious, at a time when the
bourgeoisie had the opportunity to go over to the offensive
against the proletariat, which the policy of the Popular
Front, of subordination of its movement to the bourgeoisie
and its parties which claimed to be ‘democratic’, had ren-
dered impotent.

The Portugese Communist Party is a Stalinist party.
It is heavily dependant on the Kremlin bureaucracy. Its
policy, like that of all the Stalinist parties, is entirely
determined by the interests of the parasitic caste which
has usurped power in the U.S.S.R. This caste fears above
all that the revolution, in whatever country, shall call into
question the world order of relations between the classes,
and shall lead to liberating the dammed-up forces of the
Soviet proletariat, which will take back political power on
the ruins of the bureaucracy. This is what the ultra-left
organisations, equally the Pablo-ites such as the L.C.I.,
in France and Portugal alike, constantly ‘forget’. In their
eyes, the policy of the Communist Party is ‘sectarian’ full
of errors, of ‘opportunist deformations’. The ultra-lefts and
the Pablo-ites recognise a ‘Communist’ quality in the Stalin-
ist parties which usurp the name of communism to fight the
revolution in all circumstances. The Portugese Communist
Party openly approve the military intervention of the bur-
eaucracy against the political revolution in Czecho-Slovakia
in 1968. It is very heavily subordinated to Moscow. In Port-
ugal the bourgeoisie commands less and less resources for
acting independantly but the Communist Party does not
hesitate, in the interests of defending the bourgeoisie order,
to clash directly with the movement of the revolution, to
strike at ‘the workers of the cities and the countryside, and
to try to impose the reconstruction of the bourgeois state
which demands that the revolution be driven back.
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To be sure, if eventually the bureaucracy acheives
its aims in Portugal, that is, if it creates a situation in which
the bourgeois state can be restored and the revolution
strangled it is no less probable that the Portugese Commun-
ist Party itself as a workers’ party, will be destroyed, like
the other workers’ organisations, by the counter-revolut-
jon. Such is the price which the counter-revolutionary
bureaucracy of the Kremlin would not hesitate, once again,
to make the workers of the world pay, and the militants of
the Portugese Communist Party.

The place of the Portugese Socialist Party
in the class struggle

All the forces in the camp of the Armed Forces Movement
and of the bourgeoisie want it to be believed that the Socia-
list Party is to the right of the Communist Party, through
its very nature as a social-democratic party, since as a ref-
ormist party it respects the bourgeoisie state. This political
geography is much in question today in Portugal. To pre-
tend that the Socialist Party is to the right of the Comm-
unist Party is entirely contrary to the truth. It is true that
the Socialist Party is not a revolutionary party. It is a work-
ers party, which remains within the framework of bour-
geoisie society and its state. Nevertheless the difference
between these two parties is fundamental. The Communist
Parties have no precise policy, no programme, but a func-
tion — that of defending on every occasion the interests
of the Kremlin bureaucracy, cog-wheels in the international
apparatus of the Kremlin. The Stalinist bureaucracy has on
many occasions sacrificed Communist Parties on the altar
of peaceful. co-existence and of the counter-revolution,
when that is necessary to maintain the world equilibrium
between the classes which is essential to its existence.

It is not the Socialist Party which, in Portugal, is
waging a bitter struggle against the masses for the benefit
of ‘the restoration of power of the bourgeoisie under the
form of corporatist regime. It is the Stalinist Party, the
Portugese Communist Party. But the revolution is defend-
ing itself against the Stalinist offensive. Today, after Six-
teen months, the great mass of the workers is opposed to
the counter-revelutionary apparatus of the party which
the small peasants of the North reject as ‘the party of Mr
Cunhal’ {while claiming that they do not condemn the
Communist Party as such). The masses have thus in large
measure unmasked the counter-revolutionary, Stalinist
character of the leading apparatus of the Portugese Comm-
unist Party. How can they struggle to advance politically
from that point? By trying to make use, certainly with
some new illusions and indeed in a halting manner, but
nevertheless with a sure class instinct on the fundamental
questions, of the framework offered by the Socialist Party.

As opposed to the Communist Oarty, a Stalinist
Party, the Socialist Party comes out clearly against a re-
turn to corporatism, against making the trade unions the
vassals of the bourgeois state, for respect for democrat-
ic liberties. It demands that account be taken of the results
of the elections to the Constituent Assembly. lts policy
does not put at risk the organisational independence of the
proletariat and the toiling masses. This policy of the Port-
ugese Socialist Party is not due to chance. In 1931, with
regard to Germany. Trotsky explained as follows what are
the fundamental relations between a social-democratic
party, the proletariat and the bourgeois society:

‘A contradiction does exist between democracy and

fascism. It is not all ‘absolute’, or putting it in‘the language

of Marxism, it does not at all denote the rule of two irre-
concilable classes. But it does denote different systems of
the domination of one and the same class. These two sys-
tems: the one parliamentary-democratic, the other fascist,
derive. their support from different combinations of the
oppresed and exploited classes; and they unavoidably come
to a sharp clash with each other.
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The Social-Democracy, which is today the chiet
representative of the parlimentary-bourgeois regime, der-
ives its support from the workers. Fascism is supported by
the petty bourgeoisie. The Social Democracy without the
mass organisations of the workers can have no infiuence.
Fascism cannot entrench itself in power without annih-
ilating the workers’ organisations. Parliament is the main
arena of the Social Democracy. The system of fascism is
based on the destruction of Parliamentarism, For thermon-
opolistic bourgeoisie, the parliamentary and fascist regimes
represent only different vehicles of domination, it has re-
course to one or the other, depending on the historical
conditions. But for both the Social Democracy and
the choice of one or the other vehicle has an independant
significance; more than that, for them it is a question of
political life or death’. (L. Trotsky, ‘What Next?’, in ‘The
Struggle Against Fascism in Germany’, Pathfinder Press,
New York, p. 1564 — 155.)

Social Democracy is therefore essentially a parli-
mentary workers’ party. Doubtless its links with the bour-
geoisie lead it to subject the principles of parliamentarisir
to severe strains, principles which are themselves elastic.
Examples of this abound: in 1958 in France Guy Mollet
was the architect of the coming to power of De Gaulle, who
installed a bonapartist-type regime, emptying Parliament:
arism of its content. In Portugal today the Socialist Party
is very discreet on the subject of the full sovereignty of
the Constituent Assambly. Yet Social Democracy can exist
only on the basis of the organisational independence of the
proletariat, of its trade unions and political organisations.

Let us quote another extract from ‘‘What Next?",
which illuminates the question very clearly:

. “In the course of many decades, the workers have
built up within the bourgeois democracy, by utilising it,
by fighting against it, their own strongholds and bases of
Proletarian Democracy: the trade unions, the political
parties, the educational and sports clubs, the co-opera-
tives, etc. The proletariat cannot attain power within the
formal limits of bourgeois democracy, but can do so only
by taking the road of revolution: this has been proved both
by theory and experience. And these bulwarks of workers’
democracy within the bourgeois state are absolutely necess-
ary for taking the revolutionary road. The work of the
Second International consisted in creating just such bul-
warks during the epoch when it was still fulfilling its pro-
gressive historic labour.

“Fascism has for its basic and only task the razing to
their foundations of all institutions of proletarian democ-
racy. Has this any ‘class meaning’ for the proletariat, or
hasn’t it? The lofty theoreticians had better ponder over
this. The pronouncing the regime_ to be bourgeois, — which
no one questions —

Class war takes place on the soil of history, and not
in the stratosphere of sociology. The point of departure
in the struggle against fascism is not the abstraction of the
democratic state, but the living organisations of the pro-
letariat, in which is concentrated all its past experience
and which prepare it for the future’. (What Next?), p.158-
159.

In this respect the policy of Guy Mollet dealt a mor-
tal blow to the S.F.1.O. and Guy Mollet himself had to
break with and fight against De Gaulle when the latter
sharpened the bonapartist character of the fifth republic
by getting a plebiscite to approve the election by plebis-
cite of the President of the Republic in 1962. There you
see the basis for the attachment to bourgeois parliamentary
democracy, which conditions its existence as a party im-
planted an and basing itself upon the masses. But parlia-
mentary democracy implies the maintenance of democratic
liberties which are elementary but are also necessary funda-
mentals for the proletatiat to organise itself and fight as a
class.

The relations and links of the Stalinist parties with



bourgeois society are not identical with those of the Social-
ist Party. {t is true that they establish direct relations
with the bourgeoisie, utilising parlimentary forms. It is
true that the suppression of democratic liberties, of the or-
ganisational independance of the proletariat, endangers
their own existence. But what defines these parties as
Stalinist parties is their dependent and subservient relation-
ship to the Kremiin. They are the cog-wheels of the inter-
national apparatus of the Kremlin, through the selection
of the apparatus. Their relation with parliamentarism is
not therefore the same as that which binds Social Democ-
racy to it. According to the circumstances and needs of
the Kremlin, they declare their attachment to parliament-
ary democracy (for instance, in Italy and in France), or,
on the contrary, they denounce parliamentarism {Portgal).
in Portugal today, respect for the rules of parliamentarism
would mean the sovereignty of the Constituent Assembly,
where the majority belongs to the Socialist and Communist
Parties, and, consequently, poses the problem of a govern-
ment of these parties alone.

In such a situation as this, the Stalinists reject “‘bour-
geois democracy”, in favour of a policy of support for the
Armed Forces Movement, which denies all sovereign power
to the constituent assembiy with the avowed object of re-
instating a corporatist order.

Since the elections of April 25, the fundamental
political line of the Communist Party has consisted of
trying to strike at the proletariat so as to demoralise it
and make the revolution flow back. To acheive this end
the Stalinist apparatus. has not hesitated to do its utmost
to ensure that the results of the elections to the Constit-
uent Assembly are annulled by a military government
coming to power,

The Portugese Communist Party : For A Military
Sovernment: For A Return To Corporatism

After having succeeded in getting seais put on the premises
of the daily paper of the Socialist Party, the leadership
of the Potugese Communist Party, beginning in the month
of May 1975, put forward its positions. On May 11, Cun-
hal declared on television “The P.C.P. conceives of sol-
utions adapted to the conditions and the possibilities
of the country. Neither bourgeois democracy nor people’s
democracy, but a democracy appropriate to the peculiar-
ities of Portugal, grafted on to a unique situation”. Let
us recall that Congress of the P.C.P. at the end of 1974
had formally repudiated the dictatorship of the proletariat.
In fact, the P.C.P. had not only repudiated the ““dictator-
ship of the proletariat”but was resisting the march of the
proletariat towards the dictatorship of the proletariat, as
all the Communist Parties have done since the Communist
International died as a revolutionary international and be-
came an instrument in the hands of the Kremlin, its .inter-
national apparatus, that is, from 1933, This solemn renun-
ciation, introduced just at the time when the Portugese
revolution was developing, carried the weight of a political
proclamation: for the defence at all costs and by all means
of bourgeois society and the bourgeois state.

The regimes of so-called “popular democracy”’ are
those which were born at the end of shortly after the war,
in the countries which the army of the U.S.S.R. occupied.

The bourgeois states of these countries had collapsed.
Their exploiting classes were ruined. The Kremlin excer-
cised effective political power by means of its army, the
N.K.V.D. and the Communist Parties of these countries,
which were themselves gear-wheels in its international ap-
paratus: in the end, it finished up by expropriating the
bourgeoisie. There could be no question of “popular de-
mocracy”’ in Portugal. But, according to Cunhal, there
could be no question in Portugal of bourgeois democracy.

On May 11, Cunhal was already letting it be heard
that the ‘peculiarities’ of the country, that is, the form of
government which corresponds to the necessities of the
maintenance of capitalism, require the imposition of ‘a

military dictatorship against the masses, against their or-
ganisations, their committees, their trade unions and their
parties. This is what he spelled out clearly on May 29 in an
interview with ‘Le Monde”: ‘A military government is not
on the horizon at the moment. (Prudence) But, in any case,
I affirm that such a government would not be incompatible
with the excercise of liberties in Portugal. It is in fact the
Armed Forces Movement which has set the country free
and has defended its liberties up to the present time. It
is a slander to try to identify the eventual roie of the
Armed Forces Movement, that is to say, the placing in
power of a military government — Editor's Note) in the
process in which the country is living, with a military
dictatorship. With or without the Socialists, with or with-
out a military government, the forces which are trying to
brake the march towards socialism will fail"".

Says Cunhal: “the enemy is the Socialist Party”’. But
behind the Socialist Party the working class is regrouping.
Cunhal knows this. He goes on: ‘“We have said: if the par-
ties of the government coalition break the pact which they
have signed with Armed Forces Movement and leaves the
government, then the Constituent Assembly, which has
been elected on the basis of this pact will have no further
reason to exist. If there is a coalition government, there
will be a Constituent Assembly. But without a coalition,
there will be no Constituent Assembly. That is my opinion.

What does this kind of talk mean except an appeal to
the Armed Forces Movement to dissolve the Constituent
Assembly? In June, the P.C.P. continued to put forward
a series of propositions which the Armed Forces seized
upon in their entirety and which it published on July 9,
in the well-known ‘guide-document’, which had the pur-
pose of replacing the Constituent Assembly with a “Pop-
ular National Assembly” supported by a whole network of
assemblies, (local, municipal, district and regional). The
document defined in the following way ““The principles
of orientation and popular organisation” which were to
be at the base of the future Portugese state: “All levels of
popular organisation should and can be unitary. This con-
cept of unity is defined in the following way: independ-
ance in relation to parties”. (Footnote: the “guide”’ of the
Armed Forces Movement has been published in full in
“Tribune Socialiste’’, the weekly organ of the P.S.U., No.
666 of July19, 1975, from which the above quotations
have been taken).

If we may use a term which is frequently used in the
political language of Portugal, the organs of the future
state must be “non-party” (“‘apartidaires”). The parties,
and in particular the workers’ parties, must have no place
in a state which aspires to having a “popular base’’. On the
contrary, in all these assemblies, there will be present at all
levels alongside the delegates of the army, the delegates of
the trade union organisations whom the law instituting
“trade union unicity” is attempting to subordinate to and
integrate into the state (chapter “‘on the constitution”,
point d.}. What is such a state but a bourgeois state of a
corporatist type? A “national assembly without parties’’
would mean, in the end, destruction of the mass organis-
ations. Such an assembly could be installed only on the
basis of pulverising the working class into isolated indi-
viduals. If the Stalinists and their leftist supporters suc-
ceed in imposing it, against the organised working-class
that would result in the factual dissolution of the work-
ers’ organisations, the National Assembly providing the
legal justification for their .devolution. The ‘new’ state,
therefore, which the Armed Forces Movement projects with
the total support of the Stalinists (at least until the turn
which the P.C.P. effected in the middle of August) con-
tains strona stenches of Salazarism.

It is by chance that L’Humanite on July 1U-con-
gratulated itself on the ‘““precision of the structures, tormis
and methods of the alliance of the people with the Armed
Forces Movement” defined in this way. Behind the Stalinist
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the leftists and most particularary the Pablo-ite L.C.l. gave
their political support, in the name of the ‘revolution’ and
of ‘Trotskyism’ to the guide-document of the A.F.M.
(Footnote: Let us limit ourselves to quoting a ““free opin-
ion” published by A. Krivine in ‘Le Monde’ for August 2:
“It is against the project, whichis sure to be confused, of
the A.F.M. envisaging that the structures of self-organis-
ation with which the workers and soldiers have provided
themselves, that the Portugese Socialist Party has declared
war, thus permitting the whole reaction to find a pole on
which to converge’. Here is the policy of the Pablo-ites,
which has to be called counter-revolutionary, because it is
exactly the same at the bottom as that of the Stalinists
(support for the project for a corporate state of the A.F.M.,
by using the existing commissions of the workers in oppo-
sition to the parties and subordinating them to the army,
and frontal attacks on the Socialist Party). Now we can
grasp the political logic which has led the Pablo-ites of the
Portugese L.C.l. to enter a “popular united front” with
the Stalinists and the other leftists on the basis of the
corporatist “guide” of the A.F.M. Ernest Mandel, the
eminent representative of the Pablo-ite ““United Secre-
tarist, wrote, none the less, in Rouge No. 311 of August
31: “Basing itself on the document-guide of the alliance
of the people and the A.F .M., the agreement of the L.C.l.
with the P.C.P. places the workers’ commission, the com-
missions of moradores and the popular assemblies in a
project of intergration which is opposed to the real auto-
nomy of the mass movement in relation to the institut-
ions of the bourgeois state’”’. Thus Mandel contradicts
Krivine, another eminent member of the "“United Sec-
retariat’’, the destroyer of the Fourth International).

The Socialist Party Condemns the
Corporatist Plan

Alore of all the workers’ mass organisations, the
Sociaiist Party formally condemned the corporatist plan
of the Afmed Forces Movement, which the Stalinists and
the ultra-left and centrist groups supported. We shall quote
here the essential points of the important communique
published by the Socialist Party, which decided on July 11
to leave the coalition government, under the pressure of
the proletariat and of the most feft-wing militants.

From the outset the communique of the Socialist
Party condemned the plan: )

"“While the document protests that it does not intend
to militarise’ the people, it proposes in practise a militarisat-
ion of political life. What does ‘the physical participation of
the Armed Forces Movement in the municipal , district,
regional and national assemblies’ mean, when it is known
that the organs (i.e. military organs defined in the doc-
ument — Ed.) are, or result from, assemblies of units of
the Armed Forces. .. .?

It is very serious that the document should propose
to institutionalise the local committee in their present form
and should claim to be perpetuating elections by show of
hands. Equally disturbing is the pre-occupation with put-
ting under military tutelage, not only these tenants’ com-
mittees but also the commissions of the workers. . .

On the other hand, it is becoming difficult to hide the
contradiction between recognising the political inter sention
of the parties and theses, according to which the fundamen-
tal and final object is that of “socialist construction’. . .
“only possible in unity”, whereas this unity is defined as
the independence of parties” of the assemblies in question”’

(Indeed, we should stress that the Portugese Social-
ist Party does not go through to the end with its critique
of the Armed Forces Movement's document; it re-affirms
its confidence in the Council of the Revolution, the
Majority of which initiated the “guide-document”. It also
wrote, ‘the solutions proposed do not correspond to its
popular ctaims. This reduction of the country to ahyborid
organism definitively serves only as a cover for a military
dictatorship. By definition, and by the nature of things,
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this could never be a dictatorship of the Armed Forces
Movement. But we understand that this could be imposed
by minority military groups. This dictatorship would rather
resemble what emerged from the Russian Revolution of
1917, which also was born of Soviet power, and led to the
destruction of the Soviets and dissolved the Constituent
Assembly”’.

We repeat, the leadership of the Portugese Socialist
Party, which opposes the corporatist plan of the Armed
Forces Movement, in the name of the organisational inde-
pendence of the workers’ parties and organisations (trade
unions and workers commissions) is not a Marxist party,
not a revolutionary party. The way it identifies Bolshevism
with Stalinism is typical of a reformist party. Precisely be-
cause we do not confuse Communism with Stalinism we
cannot overlook that the Stalinist plan is a corporatist
plan, and that, at the present moment of the Portugese
Revolution, the question is to defend the independence,
against this plan, of the organisations of the proletariat,
and to fight the attempt to install a military dictatorship).

When the Socialist Party left the government on July
11, it spoke out against the “‘militarisation of political
life”’, which the application of the decision of the Armed
Forces Movement would imply. It equally refused to play
any part in the government as long as it was deprived of
its daily newspaper, Republica, and as long as no account
was taken of the results of the elections to the Constit-
uante and as long as it commanded only a minimum of
power. On this plane, the Socialist Party responds to the
interests of the working-class, irrespective of its hesitat-
ions (for instance, the Socialist Party never questioned
the “pact’”’ of April 11 with the Armed Forces Movement).

We must go further: The masses found in this re-
sistance by the Socialist Party a means to act and to ex-
press their will. They strikingly demonstrated this at
the time of the big demonstrations, which they undertook
and organised, for which the Socialist Party called at
Oporto on July18, and in Lisbon on July 15 and 19,
The Opposition of the Masses results in the
Disintegration of the Armed Forces Movement

More than 30,000 workers demonstrated in Lisbon
on Tuesday, July 15, and 100,000 on July 19. In these
enormous demonstrations the masses said what they want-
ed. The mass of the militants chanted a slogan, which was
taken up throughout the length of the demonstration:
“The people is not with the Armed Forces Movement”.
When the speakers quoted statements in which the Armed
Forces Movement claimed to fight for the Socialist revo-
lution, the masses. replied: “It is a lie”’, “The people have
been deceived’’, ‘‘Soares for Prime Minister”’. When the
representative from Lisnave asked the question, “What
government do we need?’’, the mass of the demonstrators
answered unanimously: “‘Socialist, Socialist. The people’s
will must be respected”’.

The central slogan of the immense workers’ gather-
ring on July 29 was directed against the Armed Forces
Movement, in the person of the head of the Government:
“Down with Goncalves’: “The people is no longer with
the Armed Forces Movement”.

When the Socialist Party withdrew from the coa-
lition government, it left the Goncalves government hang-
ing in the air. The Armed Forces Movement began to fall
apart when it faced the strength of the proletariat, which
was concentrating all its forces by means of the Socialist
Party. This movement had indeed only just begun, and the
different tendencies in the Armed Forces Movement, which
are openly polemicising among themselves, are all in agree-
ment on the essential: to rebuild the bourgeois state, re-
establish disipline in the army, in production and in the
country, against the revolution. For over a month the
Armed Forces Movement and the Portugese Communist
Party were to try to resist the pressure of the masses. They
decided totally to support the Goncalves government. It



was precisely the tenacity with which the Stalinists defend
this government, which the masses had rejected throughout
the country, which was to lead them to run head-on into
the fury of the masses, particulary that of the small peas-
ants in the North and centre of the country.

Thirty thousand workers organised behind the Social-
ist Party on July 15 in-Lisbon had already shouted: ‘‘Social-
ist Party, Marxist Party’; “Inter-syndicale, Cunhal’s play-
thing”; "“Right of tendencies Yes"”, "Repression, No".

There is happening in Portugal today what did not
happen on a mass scale in the Spanish revolution: the
working masses, clashing with the counter-revolutionary
offensive of the Stalinists are regrouping against it, within
and around the Socialist Party. In the trade unions, socialist
militants who defend the principles of trade union inde-
pendence and democracy are followed by enormous major-
ities of the workers. In the banks, in Oporto and also in
some other sectors such as, quite recently, the pharmaceut-
ical industry, the Stalinists leaders who had installed them-
selves at the head of the unions after April, 1974, have been
thrown out by the majority. In many trade unions the Stal-
inists are maintaining themselves at the cost of repeated
provocations against general meeting and militants. But the
workers everywhere have shown that they are determined
to defend themselves. This explains why the portugese
Communist Party is now reduced to the status of very
much a minority party, after over a year of anti-working-
class. There are large numbers of militants who came to i+
in the enthusaism of April 25, who have drawn up a balance
sheet, and have gone over to the Socialist Party.

After the Socialist Party withdrew from the Gon-
calves government, the movement of the working-class
against the Stalinists was joined, in an even more spectac-
ular manner, by that of the small peasants in the North and
Centre (and even in the South, the fief of the Stalinists).
they sacked a succession of offices of the Portugese Com-
munist Party and its satellite the M.D.P.

The leaders of the Portugese Communist Party then
made a first turn in their line. They ceased to call for a
military government, now that the political disintergration
was beginning to affect the Armed Forces Movement it-
self. They continued, none the less, to hit out at the masses
and to attack the Socialist Party, which they accused of
handing over the country to fascism, and to maintain
themselves against the peasant masses at the head of the
local municipal councils. The Lisbon press, most of which
is controlled by the Communist Party with the Armed
Forces Movement, lashed out at the small peasants, slan-
dered them, and accused them of being fascists, as they did
the trade unionists who support the Socialist Party in meet-
ings of workers. This is the real reason why the Communist
Party’s premises were sacked in a series of small towns and
villages. In such a situation, the appeal by the Archbishop
of Braga, which followed the sacking of the Communist
Party’s office in that town, curiously coincides with the
appeal of the Communist Party’s leaders. On both sides,
they are both striving to create an atmosphere of civil war,
a troubled situation. But the masses do not stop. The Ar-
med Forces Movement must be sent to restore order,,
against the small peasants, against the masses. The
homily of the Portugese prelate signifies the same thing,
with its sinister content. It also announces that there are
forces still around, which are awaiting the moment to pass
on to the counter-offensive, on the day when the revolu-
tion is in danger of ebbing back, for want of perspectives
and having been struck impotent from within by those who
are fighting against it. But it is not the fascist danger which
threatens Fortugal in the present situation of upswing of
the revolution. The Archbishop of Braga did render an ex-
cellent service to the Portugese and international Stalinist
apparatus. They hold up this bogy of a fascist threat, so as
to continue their policy of division, to continue to strike
out at the mass movement, to try to scatter the forces of

the proletariat and the poor peasantry, even though this
policy must eventually lead to the destruction of the
Portugese Communist Party itself under the blows of the
reaction,

A First Balance Sheet

The undertaking for which the Stalinists have had
to face the rage of the masses, that is, the establishment
of a military government in order to reconstruct a state
of a corporatist type — this undertaking failed. The lead-
ers of the Portugese Communist Party made a second turn
at the end of August. They called upon the leaders of the
parties, including the Socialist Party, to ‘“resolve’ the
crisis. Everything indicates that the most probable out-
come will be the constitution of a government of national
unity, a coalition government of the Armed Forces Move-
ment, the bourgeois parties and the parties of the work-
ing-class, the Communist Party and the most important
of them, the Socialist Party.

It is clear that such a government will be able to
resolve nothing for the proletariat, though the sharpness of
the situation may be attenuated for a short time and a
semblance of political unity may be affected. The demands
of the proletariat, and of the toiling masses in general, can
only be fully satisfied if the question of power is resolved,
if the Portugese revolution not only gives a forward im-
pulse to the class struggle but is linked to the revolution
in Spain, France and italy. To expropriate capital totally
and completely, the proletariat must conquer political
power. The solution to the economic problems of Portugal
cannot proceed without the same problems finding. a
solution in Europe. Nevertheless we cannot put an equals
sign today in Portugal between a so-called government of
national unity and a military government,

We must know how to make a distinction. The
first type of government would be a coalition of the work-
ers’ parties, the bourgeois parties and the Armed Forces
Movement more or less patched up. But such a government
would be the result of the defeat of the plans to install a
military government, to build a corporate state.

Millions and millions of workers would be clearly
aware that they had safeguarded their democratic liber-
ties, their rights to organise, and had inflicted a stagger-
ing defeat, not only on the officer-caste represented by
the Armed Forces Movement, but also on the Stalinist
apparatus of the Portugese Communist Party. It would
be wrong to think, however, that even on this plane every-
thing would be resolved. The Portugese Communist Party
will continue its policy simply to changing the way it
applies it in the changed circumstances. This can be seen
even now. After Cunhal had suddenly changed his line to
calling for a government ot national unity (a tormuta wnici
the Socialist Party had advanced), and had dropped the
Goncalves government, he continues to fight for control
of the state apparatus and to try to place Goncalves at the
head of the army. He is fighting to hold under control of
the Communist Party the trade unions, numerous muni-
cipalities, a large part of the means of communication,
and to isolate the Socialist Party from them as much as
possible. We can expect new provocations and new at-
tempts to divide the proletariat, to drive back and smash
the mass movement. At the same time the masses continue
and will continue to regard the Communist Party as one of
their parties, and to demand from it a united and demo-
cratic policy. They will be ready to acclaim the Stalinist
leaders i they seem to be taking a step on“the road to
untiy and respect for democratic liberties.

~ Yet nothing is settled. A government of national
unity will be able to take no important measures in favour
of the masses. The unemployment which is growing, and
which can only increase in face of the growing economic
chaos and return of large numbers of Portugese from
Angola, leads us to expect new movements of the pro-
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letariat to develop. Strikes will take place. They will be
accompanied by attempts to install real workers’ control
over the economy. In short, the masses will be attentive
and critical. They no longer wanted the Goncalves govern-
ment and they have managed to bring it down. Even if
the Socialist Party occupies a good place in the government
of national unity, they will place only limited confidence
in that government. New .contradictions will arise on old
bases. Sooner or later they will raise the demand for their
own government, the basis for which exists in the Con-
stituent Assembly, i.e. a Socialist Party — Communist
Party government, headed by Mario Soares, with no bourg-
eois ministers from the Armed Force Movement — a per-
spective feared by the whole of the bourgeoisie, the Armed
Forces Movement and by the Stalinists, together with all
the parties tied to the bourgeoisie.

For the latter the essential problem will again be to
contain the masses. and under the cover of a government of
national unity, to strive to regenerate the Armed Forces
Movement, to re-unify the officer-corps, and preserve the
cohesion of the army. This is the immediate object of all
those who are fighting the proletarian revolution, in par-
ticular the Stalinists, who, with the ultra-left groups and
the Pablo-ites, have made.an agreement along the lines of
the corporatist plan of July 9, in the name of the so-called
“Committees’” which are tightly subordinated to the army.
The “Front” of ultra-lefts, Pablo-ites and Stalinists has
shown in this way ever since it was formed that it sup-
ports: the Armed Forces Movement on the slogan of
“Dissolution of the Constituent Assembly”. (It is true
that at the time of these demonstrations the Communist
Party repudiated this slogan, rather discreetly. They have
just broken formally their agreement with the ultra-lefts.
They have made the ultra-lefts accept responsibility for
their policy, and used them to acclaim Goncalves. For the
moment they no longer need a formal agreement with the
ultra-lefts. They want to leave their hands free for eventual
negotiations with the Socialist Party, the P.P.D. and the
Armed Forces Movement. At the same time it is in their
interest to have the ultra-lefts going on issuing slogans
against the Constituent Assembly and for Corpor'atism).

Question of the Constituent Assembly
and the Government: The heart of all
the Problems

Once again, we have to come back to the question
of democratic slogans, which are all concentrated in the
question of the powers of the Constituent Assembly. We
must point out from the first that it was not the revolu-
tionaries, the Marxist, the re-builders of the Fourth In-
ternational in Portugal and internationally, who put for-
ward the question of the Constituent Assembly.

The necessity for the Constituent Assembly flowed
from the process of the classes in struggle, from the actions
of the organisations and parties which represent these
classes or speak in their names. It is this process, formed by
the class struggle, which imposed the election to the Con-
stituent Assembly, which was desired neither by the bour-
geoisie (this was the reason why Spinola attempted his
coup of March 11), nor by the Armed Forces Movement,
nor by the Stalinists. After March 11, the bourgeoisie was
forced to organise the elections, which could work onlt
to its disadvantage in the face of the new rise of the
revolution. These elections then gave the majority to
the workers' parties, despite the pact which these par-
ties signed with Armed Forces Movement, and despite
the campaign of the latter in favour of abstention from
voting. Beyond any question, the revolution is trying to
use the slogans of political democracy to turn them against
the bourgeoisie itself, a reactionary bourgeoisie, united in
its hostility to applying the principles of democracy, for it
has no great historic design to bring into being, its oniy pro-
gramme being to return to corporatism on the ruins of the

22

revolution. The Marxists, the partisans of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, can in no case counter-pose the finished
programme of the proletarian revolution as an ultimatum
to the concrete movement of the masses towards their own
power, with the immediate means at their disposal.

“When the ultra-lefts and Pablo-ites make a bloc with
Stalinists, they are fighting bitterly not only the perspec-
tive of a Socialist Party-Communist Party government
based on the sovereignty of the Constituent Assembly,
but the very existence of the Constituent Assembly it-

self. They are doing so, what is more, in the name of

“workers’ commissions’”’, the function of which is ac-
cording to the ‘guide’ of the Armed Forces Movement, to
“participate” in the exercise of power, that is, in fact, in
the reconstruction of the bourgeois state under the tute-
lage of the Armed Forces Movement. Is that a revolution-
ary policy? Is that a policy in defence of Communism in
Portugal? Not at all! We must say clearly; it is the policy
of reaction. It is a policy contrary to everything which
Marx, Lenin and Trotsky have taught. Trotsky, for example
traced the question of relations between the Constituent
Assembly and the proletarian revolution in the following
way at the beginning of the Spanish revolution, in July
1931, after the elections to the Cortes has given a strong
minority to the Spanish Socialists of the time (The Span-
ish Communist Party, for its part, had no deputies):

“There must be a clear political slogan, correspond-
ing to the character of the present stage of the Spanish
revolution. The results of the elections make that slogan
absolutely clear: the workers must break the coalition
with the bourgeoisie and force the Socialists to take power.
The peasants must help the workers if they want to get
the land. . ..

1f the Communists, at this stage, turn their backs
on the Cortes, opposing to it the slogan of the Soviets and
the dictatorships of the proletariat, they would only de-
monstrate that they cannot be taken seriously. There is )
not a single Communist in the Cortes, according to the
press. Of course the revolutionary wing is always stronger in
action, in the struggle, than in parliamentary: representation
Nevertheless, there is always a certain relationship between
the strength of a revolutionary party and its parlimentary
representation. The weakness of Spanish Communism is
fully disclosed. Under these circumstances, 1o speak of the
overthrow of bourgeois parliamentarism by the dictator-.
ship of the proletariat would simply mean to play the part
of imbeciles and babblers. The task is to gather strength for
the party on the basis of the parliamentary stage of the rev-
olution and to rally the masses to us. That is the only way
that parlimentarism can be overcome. But precisely for
that purpose it is indespensable to develop a fierce agitation
under the most decisive and extreme democratic slogans”'.
(L. Trotsky: “The Election Resuits and the Tactics They
Indicate”, “The Spanish Revolution: (1931 — 1939)"

Pathfinder Press, New York, p.148).

These phrases apply precisely to the Portugese
situation today. “The task is to strengthen oneself on the
basis of the parliamentary stage of the revolution and to
gather the masses around’’, explained Trotsky to the
Spanish revolutionaries of the time. The same task faces
the Portugese revolutionaries, the Trotskyists, today,
with one supplementary factor, of major importance.
The workers’ parties are a majority in the Portugese Con-
stituent Assembly. These parties cannot therefore plead
that they are a minority, as the Spanish Socialist Party did
in 1931, as an excuse for not breaking with the bourgeoisie.
They can form a government themselves, and the masses
are demanding that they do so. That is the “most advanced
democracy”’ in Portugal. This is the policy which opens the
road to soviets, to the struggle for the full and complete
power of the proletariat, on the basis of the complete des-
truction of the bourgeois state and the building of a work-
ers” state. Trotsky went on in the same article in this way:



“In reply to the workers' delegations, the Socialist
will say that they do not have a majority yet. The answer is
clear: with truly democratic suffrage and an end to the co-
alition with the bourgeoisie, a majority is guaranteed. But
that is indeed what the Socialist do not want. Their sit-
uation places them in conflict with bold, democratic slo-
gans. f we simply counter-pose the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat or soviets to the Cortes. We will succeed only in
driving the workers to the Socialists, for both will say: The
Communists want to order us about. But under the slogan
of democracy and of an end to the coalition between
tween the workers and the Socialists and prepare the next
stage of the revolution.

“All the considerations mentioned above would
remain a dead letter if we were to limit ourselves only to
democratic slogans in the parliamentary sense. There can be
no question of this. Communists participate in all strikes, in
all protests and demonstrations, arousing more and more
numerous strata of the population. Communists are with
the masses and at the head of the masses in every battle. On
the basis of these battles, the.Communists first put forward
the slogans of the soviets, and at the first opportunity build
soviets as the organisations of the Projetarian United Front.
At the present stage, the soviets can be nothing else. But if
they emerge as the combat organisations of the proletarian
united front, then under the leadership of the Communists
they will inevitably become, at a certain stage, organs of
power”., (L. Trotsky: ‘“The Spanish Revolution:
1939)", Pathfinder Press, New York, p.149-150).

We should make clear that the Communists to whom
Trotsky addressed himself in 1931 were fighting to reform
the Communist Parties, which the Stalinist bureaucracy
was trying to destroy at that period as revolutionary parties
of the proletariat. After 1933 Trotsky drew the conclusion
that the bureaucracy and the Communist Parties which it
controls had definitively passed over to the side of the
maintenance of the bourgeois order — this was the moment
~hen the policy imposed by the Kremlin on the Commu-
1ist Party of Germany, together with that of the Social-
Jemocratic leaders, had led to the defeat of the proletariat,
ind all the Communist Parties in the world had submitted
to Stalin on this decisive question’ It follows that in Port-
igal it is in no way a case of recommending or advising
‘he Stalinist apparatus to adopt a Bolshevik policy. For
‘he Portugese working-class to take power and build a
workers state, it will not be able to spare itself the build-
ing of a new revolutionary party, which will be the Port-
Jgese section of the workers’ International, now being re-
sonstructed, and the programme of which can only be that
of which has preserved the gains of Bolshevism betrayed by
Stalinism and its agencies in every country.

It is the masses who have demonstrated ,in their
movement and by their real struggles, that the question
of the Constituent Assembly today could not be an arb-
itary one in Portugal. All the problems of the proletarian
revolution are concentrated on it and on the position which
all the parties claiming to support democracy adopt on the
question of its sovereignty. The ultra-lefts who reject the
Constituent Assembly and call on the'Armed Forces Moye
ment to dissolve it in the name of the struggle against
bourgeois parlimentarism, are disguising the fact they insist
on leaving in power the Armed Forces Movement, the
army and the bourgeoisie, in opposition to the Constituent
Assembly and the working-class which utilised the elections
with the results we know so well. More serious, such a
policy joins directly with that of the Stalinist apparatus. To
be against the sovereignty of the Constituent Assembly and
against democracy .in Portugal today is to support those
who want to destroy the independent framework of the
workers’ organisations (the bourgeoisie and the political
resources of which it disposes, especially the Armed Forces
Movement and the Stalinist apparatus. As we have shown,
it is to place oneself in the camp of reaction.

Conversely, to come out resolutely in favour of it,
and to fight with the masses for the sovereignty of the
Constituent Assembly, does not mean entertaining any
illusions whatever in the virtues of the parliamentary re-
gime. On the contrary, this central demand is linked in an
indissoluble way with that of a break of the workers’
parties with the bourgeoisie. Since the two workers’ par-
ties, the Socialist and Communist Parties, have a majority
in the assembly, and since they both claim to support de-
mocracy and socidlism, then why should they not form a
government which would have the confidence of the im-
mense majority of the toiling nation, a Socialist-Communist
government under Mario Soares, having full powers and re-
sponsible to the majority of workers’ deputies in the Con-
stituent Assembly?

Let us come back once more to the place which the
Socialist Party occupies in the class struggle in Portugal,
today. Against the Stalinists and the Armed Forces Move-
ment, the Socialist Party is defendmg the principles of
democracy. It has a direct interest in doing so, as we have
seen, since, as a parliamentary workers’ party, a return to
corporatism would destroy it as surely as it would destroy
the Communist Party. In the present situation it is the
Communist Party which is the spear-head of the counter-
revolution. . . not the Socialist Party, which, without be-
ing a revolutionary party is at least defending democratic
rights and the organisational independance of the prole-
tariat. The proletariat and the militants of the vanguard,
who have come forward in the course of the revolution
itself, expect a great deal from the Socialist Party in the
present period. They expect in particular that the Social-
ist Party will open up clearly the perspective of Social-
Communist government, on the basis of the sovereignty
of the Constituent Assembly. But such a policy is possible
only of the basis of the clearest break by the leaders of the
Socialist Party from the Armed Forces Movement,
P.P.D. and the bourgeoisie in all its-forms. It is along this
line that all political demarcations will be made in the com-
ing period following the fall of the Goncalves government
and the defeat of the corporatist plan.

Tuie Stake: The Proletariat Revolution in Europe
The stake in this battle is the very life and death of
the proletarian revolution in Portugal and the extraordinary
encouragement which its advance gives to the class struggle
of the proletariat throughout Europe. In this battle the rev-
olutionaries are fighting on the full revolutionary pro-
gramme of the proletariat. They do not oppose the slogans
of the socialist revolution. They intergrate them in the
most resolute struggle for the ““most extreme democracy”’,
as Trotsky put it. They are preparing for the next phase of
the revolution, that of a re-grouping of the vanguard and
the masses around the full programme of the revolutionary
proletariat. In this sense, the study and understanding of
the road that the Portugese revolution is taking and the de-
fence of the militant workers of the whole world. The fate
of the Portugese revolution concerns us all directly. Its de-
fence of the workers organisations in this country is the
concern of the militant workers of Europe and of the
whole world. The fate of the portugese revolution concerns
us all directly. Its defence today passes by way of the clear-
est political break from all those who are fighting against
the forward march of the Portugese proletariat for the
benefit of the bourgeoisie and imperialism.
The Portugese revolution has a long journey ahead of
it. The absence of a revolutionary party implies that the

ebbs and flows, which every revolution experiences, will be .

more numerous and profound in Portugal. But we must
never lose sight of the epoch in which the Portugese rev-
olution is taking place. Its development will meet with an
enormous echo in Europe. This is quite natural. The Port-
ugese revolution is an integral part of the international
class struggle, and is felt directly by the proletariat of all
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Europe as an element which today is decisive in its own
struggle against each national bourgeoisie. In fact, the
proletarian revolution which began in Lisbon on April
25, 1974 opens up the road to revolution in Europe, with
the social revolution in the West fusing with the political
revolution in the East.

The ebbs and flows of the revolutionary movement
of the proletariat do influence and will influence the whole
course of the class struggle in Europe. The bourgeois state
in Spain is doomed to suffer, within a short time, the same
fate as in Portugal since April 1974. The Italian bourgeoisie
can no longer rule as before, with its bankrupt party, the
Christian Democracy; it notes with terror that it is slowly
but surely slipping towards the abyss. In France the Vth.
Republic is moribund, its present survival due only to the
division of the workers. Its collapse will ineluctably open
up a revolutionary crisis.

The Portugese revolution is subject to fluctuations. A
tragic defeat in the near future, like that suffered by the
Spanish revolution in 1936-1938 is excluded, and, even
more so, the tragic consequences which this defeat had on
the European proletariat. That was the final touch to a

whole series of defeats suffered by the European prolet-
ariat since 1919, and set the seal on its rout. In the years
1974-1975, however, there has risen the dawn of a new
period of the world revolution. In the present situation,
the line of political developement in Portugal is charact-
erised by the repeated defeats of all the reactionary att-
empts by the bourgeoisie and the Stalinists. It is this
which constitutes an extraordinary factor of acceleration
and maturation in the Portugese revolution. One of the
decisive questions of the Portugese revolution is its linking-
together with the revolution bursting out in other coun-
tries of Europe. That is the reason for the sharp political
battle now taking place in Portugal and Europe for or
against the Portugese revolution.

September 4, 1975
Jaques Meyrand.



Portuguese
Revolution ......

THE DEVELOPMENT of the Pertugese Revelution
has epened up a diseussion in the 'United Sesretariat of
the Fourth International.’ This dissussion, besause it is 66P-
serned with the highest peint of the werld elass struggle
teday, reveives areund the fundamental preblems fasing
the working elass = hew to establish its pelitieal inde:
pendanee and unity as a elass against the beurgesisie =
and sueeessfully ascemplish the fevelutionary struggle for
pewer, everthiow the bourgesis state and im 965€ its eWn
elass rule through the means of a Seviet Republis.

The British seetion of the 'United Seeretariat’, the
International Marxist Group (IMG), takes a pesitien in sup-
pert ef the Mandel - Maitan - Frank majerity. In this ar:
ticle, we will begin to leek at the way in whieh the IMG
has viewed the unfelding revelutien in ertugal, as express:
ed in its paper, 'Red Weekly’.

We will begin with the peried leading up to the

glestions te the Censtituent Assemply en April 25th,
1976. The reason for this starting peint is Aot Beeause there
1§ ASt Mueh to be said abeut the pesitiens taken by the
IMG before that date, but is a preblem ef practiealities.
Unfertunately we do net have to hand a file ef the publi-
eations of the IMG dealing with the Pertugese events until
this time. The material we do have available hewever is
eneugh to demenstrate that the pesitions of the I.M.G.
stand tetally to the pregramme of revelutienary Marxism.

The IMG and Stalinism

_ In_the Transitional Pregramme, Trotsky eharaetsr:
ises Stalinism as having _definitively passed sver te the side

the beurgeeis erder, Further, he states that "‘Seeial Dem:
ofacy, prostituting Marxism, and Stalinism — the any-
thesis of Belshevism = are Beth mertal enemies ef the
preletarian revelution and its merals.” We éan find ne:
where in the Transitional Pregramme AeF iR any ether
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writing of Trotsky since the time the Third International
was thus characterised, any assertion that either Stalinism
or Social Democracy are superior, the one to the other,
from the point of view of the working class. The Trans-
itional Programme is unambiguous. Both are reactionary,
counter-revolutionary agencies within the workers move-
ment. It was not untill the development of revisionism in
the Fourth International itself that this viewpoint was

called into question by M. Pablo. Pablo saw a new role for

the bureaucratic apparatuses which, under certain circum-
stances would find themselves forced to take up the leader-
ship of the revolutionary struggle of the working class. A
special place was reserved in Pablo’s scheme for the Stalin-
ist apparatus. lts misuse of the name “Communist’ was ac-
cepted by Pablo and the Pablo-ites, who in the 1950’s
talked in terms of “the World Communist Movement’’ as
if Stalinism and Trotskyism were two trends or tendenc-
ies within the same fundamental movement. As an example
of this policy, the so-called Fifth world Congress of the
Pablo-ites in 1957, issued a manifesto containing the fol-
lowing demands:

“Demand that freedom of discussion and freedom for
tendancies to be re-established within the Communist Par-
ties. Demand the reconstruction of a Communist Inter-
national within which, on a basis of strict equality, all
commiunist parties would work together the joint line
that would lead to the world triumph of communism!”’
Pabloism destroyed the Fourth International as a world
party through an adaption to Stalinism in 1953, when
Pablo and Co. supported the Kremlin against the insurrect-
ion of the East German workers. .

When we look at todays lineal descendants of Pablo
in Britain therefore, it comes as no surprise to see them
adopt a position which places Stalinism on a special level,
which imparts to the Portugese Communist Party (PCP),
a superior role, from the point of view of the working class,
to that played by the Socialist Party (SP).

The IMG's evaluation of the political situation and
the state of the Portugese workers movement in the period
leading up to the elections demonstrates this clearly. They
see the PCP as their main expression of the Portugese
working class. On the other hand, all the RED WEEKLY of
6th March can find to say about the PS led by Mario Soares
is that it is a “catspaw of imperialism”. RED WEEKLY
paints a picture of the “reformist” PCP as being constantly
to the “left’’of the SP, as being the main framework of the
struggles of the working class, which the SP, is regarded as
being outside of. Not only is a question mark placed by the
IMG in this period over the nature of the SP as a workers
party (it is simply dismissed as ‘not a party with long
standing or deep roots in the Portugese working class.”
“The fascists considered them sufficiently harmiess. . '),
but C. Balfour states on June 6: . . the PSP has graduated
from serving the interests of the Portugese capitalists to
being a spokesman for the views of international imperial-
ism in Portugal.” Balfour finds as one of his reasons for
such a characterisation of the PS, the fact that it is a mem-
ber of the “so-called Socialist International’’ and that it is
in receipt of funds and political support from parties such
as the British Labour Party and the German SPD.

The IMG’s view of the PCP on the other hand would
lead us to suppose that it is a purely Portugese ‘‘reformist”
phenomenon. The SP’s position as part of international
Social Democracy is enough to damn it. Yet the IMG
never once analyses the position of the PCP in relation to
the international apparatus of Kremlin Stalinism. Under-
neath this fact is not simply a question of ommision, what
lies underneath is a view of Social Democracy as the worst
of the two by its very nature. This Stalinophile outlook,
not blindness alone, dominated the IMG view of the im-
pending elections to the Constituent Assembly. Balfour,
writing in the IMG paper projects this view of the possible
election results;
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“In the forthcoming elections the Socialist Party will
be one of the main hopes of the Portugese capitalists. Tf\ey
hope that it and the capitalist parties to its right can gain @
clear majority of the votes cast. The capitalists will then try
to boot the CP out of the government, and use the prest-
ige of the PSP to split the mass movement and draw a sec-
tion of it to support the new government, which can then
get on with the job of making Portugal a safe place for cap-
italists to exploit workers.”

On April 24, we find Balfour continuing in sim-
ilar vein: “With the ‘pact’ that has been signed in Portugal
between the ruling Armed Forces Movement (MFA) and
all the countries leading political parties, the elections
which are to be held on 25th April will have little direct im-
portance. lrrespective of what happens on April 25, the
MFA intends to continue to hold the political strings for
the next three to five years.

“The MFA, as part of its class collaborationist scheme
to meet the crisis of Portugese capitalism, has already pro-
posed to draw up a common platform that will unite all the
signatories of its pact — from the far right central demo-
crats to the far left FSP. There is even talk of trying to fuse
all of these groups into a singie organisation whose job
would be simply to back the MFA leaders.”’

“But the outcome of the elections will have an im-
portant indirect effect on what takes place in Portugal over
the next few months. If the right wing supporters of the
MFA pact — the bourgeois CDS and PPD parties and the
Socialist Party — win a sweeping victory it will strengthen
the right wing of the Armed Forces. This will lay the basis
for manouevres designed to block any further measures that
cut into the interests of Portugese capitalists and to lay the
ground for a right-wing counter offensive.”

“1f the ‘left’ pact (the CP, its front group the MDP,
and the FSP) do well, then the present policies of the MFA
will be given a boost in the short term. But at the same time
the combativity of the masses movement will be spurred on
and the workers will feel encouraged to continue their de-
mands for forthright anti-capitalist measures. At the same
time, the right will be discouraged from pursuing any fur-
ther its policy of compromise with the regime, and turn
once more to plots and schemes for a future counter-coup’’.

“These two passages are such gems that it is worth
our while to dwell upon them briefly, and compare the
assertions made by Balfour.with the reality of the elections.
The first quotation assumes that the elections will provide
the basis, if there is a large vote for the SP, for the form-
ation of a new government on which the bourgeoisie can
rely more directly. Note that the SP, PPD and CDS are
jumped together as the “Right” as opposed to the PCP
and its satellites which are presently “left”’. The words
substitute for class criteria and blur over the awkward
reality that the SP is a workers’ party.

In the second passage quoted, Balfour asserts that the
only possibilities opened are either a shift to the right with-
in the MFA, resting on the support of the SP—-PPD-CDS,
or the continuation of the policy of the MFA at that time
i.e., continuing to speak in the name of ‘socialism’ and
‘revolution’ while the mass movement will be given a
“boost”.

However, reality confounded this scheme. The SP and
PPD between them received 66% of the votes cast but the
CP was not removed from the government. On the con-
trary, while the SP emerged as the largest workers party,
the CP revealed in its 12% vote the fact that it was be-
coming isolated from the masses, and under these con-
ditions what we in fact saw, was a campaign conducted
jointly by the Stalinists and the MFA, against the legit-
imacy of the election results. Precisely what we did see as
a result of the elections, was not the formation of a large
bloc in the Constituent Assembly of these parties of the
“right” on which the “right wing of the Armed Forces”
could rely, but instead the MFA began joudly to decry, in



the name of “socialism” and the “revolution”, the demo-
cratic rights of the masses, in the guise of opposition to
“‘bourgeois democracy”’. Instead of being ejected, the CP
became the mouthpiece of the military caste in its cam-
paign against democracy.

The situation which according to Balfour the bourg-
eois would most favour, came about. The CP received a
derisory vote. Why then did the MFA feel compelled to re-
ject the election results? The answer must surely be that the
vote did not have the content that the IMG ascribed to it.

To understand the real significance of the election
we have to return once more to that yardstick that the IMG
so loves to blur over; the evaluation of election results as
with all other social phenomena by class criteria. If we do
away with the confusion created by Balfour with his use
of above-class concepts of “right’” and “left”’, and talk in-
stead of the class nature of the CP and SP alike as counter-
revolutionary but workers’ parties nonetheless, we can
begin to understand that the results, through the majority
given to the workers parties, expressed the desire of the
majority of thr Portugese people for a government of the
workers’ parties.

Red Weekly had already stated that the election re-
sults would be “‘of little direct importance”’, due to the ex-
istence of the pact with the MFA. The importance of the
composition of the Constituent Assembly resulting from
the elections, is here totally ignored. Nothing is made of
the majority of representatives put there to represent the
exploited masses. Surely the very creation of the pact and
the determination of the MFA before and after the election
not to let power pass out of its hands shows that the bour-
geois order, was afraid of the elections and expected large
votes for the workers’ parties. This raises the very question
that Red Weekly was unable to see — the replacement of
the MFA dominated coalition set-up by a government of
the workers’ parties. Such a government would be expected
by the masses to govern in their interests. Such a perspect-
ive of the elections in which Trotskyists could raise the
question of a break by the workers organisations with the
bourgeoisie, would open up a real channel through which
to struggle for working class unity and raise the question of
a workers’ government,

In the IMG's view, how should the portugese masses
have voted? Balfour tells us. “A significant vote” for —
“. . . the ‘centrist’ movement of the Socialist Left, the
Trotskyist International Communist League and the Mao-
ist groups. . ."”. Such a vote we are told *. . . would show
that the most politically aware sections. . . remained
pledged to creating socialist solutions based on workers’
power as the way out of the crisis”.

Let us take note of the phrase used by Balfour- “the
right will be discouraged from pursuing any further its
policy of compromise with the regime’. In this phrase is
summed up the IMG’s view of the nature of the ruling
MFA. It is not the bulwark of reaction, but on the contrary
according to Balfour the “right”, including the SP, are un-
happy with the MFA and are only compromising with it
until they can prepare their forces for a counter-coup. The
MFA is therefore, in this picture, standing in between the
masses and reaction.

Ignoring the fact that a ‘counter-coup’, presumably
to re-establish corporatism, could not be conducted with
the participation of the SP, since such a coup would have ag
its goal the destruction of such workers’ parties, we have
here presented before us the political core of what was to
be the policy of the IMG after the elections. Before pro-
ceeding to look at this next period, let us return to what
the Transitional Programme says about the mass workers
parties, and how Trotskyists relate to these parties in
terms of their policy, electoral policy included:

"“The central task of the Fourth International con-
sists in freeing the proletariat from the old leadership,
whose conservatism is in complete contradiction to the

catastrophic eruptions of disintergrating capitalism and
represents the chief obstacle to historical progress. The
chief accusation which the Fourth International advances
against the traditional organisations of the proletariat is
the fact that they do not wish to tear themselves away from
the political semi-corpse of the bourgeoisie. Under these
conditions the demand systematically addressed to the old
leadership: “Break with the bourgeoisie, take the power!”’
is an extremely important weapon for exposing the treach-
erous character of the parties and organisations of the
Second, Third and Amsterdam internationals".

"“Of all parties which base themselves on the workers
and peasants and speak in their name we demand that they
break politically from the bourgeoisie and enter upon the
road of struggle for the workers and farmers government.”’

As for the elections to the Constsiuent Assembly:
they were important because they were the focus of polit-
ical activity of the masses. The fact that the Constituent
Assembly is an element of political life in the framework
of bourgeois society, does not mean it is outside the class
struggle. The fact is that the elections were part of the class
struggle. As such a perspective of advancing the interests of
the working class through a class solution to the elections is
a duty for Marxists.

In Portugal the leadership of the masses is in the
hands of the SP and CP. Concretely, the demand, “"break
with the bourgeois”, could only be posed in terms of a
break with the MFA by these parties. As we have seen, be-
cause the MFA was not seen at the centre of the interests
of the bourgeoisie, but reaction was seen as incarnated in
the “right” including the SP, the IMG was unable to pre-
sent this perspective. The Transitional programme says
nothing about the strategy of fighting for a workers gov-
ernment, by creating the illusion that a vote for one of the
two apparatuses is better. It talks of “all the parties which
base themselves on the workers and peasants”’. Thus the
IMG turned their face away from the masses, away from a
fight for the unity of the class and towards petty-bourgeois
left-ist sects. They make no call for a government based on
the expressed will of the masses. Instead they hope that a
large vote for the Stalinists will "“encourage the workers"’.

The IMG were forced by the 38% vote for the SP to
recognise on the 8th May “. . . the undeniable emergence
of the Socialist Party as the chosen spokesman for an im-
portant section of the working class.” and that it “recieved
a massive vote in the most important proletarian areas.”
Yet there is no reapraisal of their perspective which would
take this fact into account, and begin to get to grips with
the illusions and aspirations of these sections. Instead, in
the introduction to an interview with a member of the LCI
under the title ‘Portugal after the elections’, they can only
pin their hopes on “a politically advanced vanguard layer”’
which voted for the so-called “revolutionary left”,

The Republica affair and the MFA/PCP
offensive against Democracy.

From the elections, the MFA turned onto the offen-

sive against democratic liberties, against the sovereignty of
the Constituent Assembly and against freedom cf the press.
In this it used, as its main mouthpiece in the workers’
movement, the PCP,
In this it used as its main mouthpiece, in the workers’
movement, the PCP. The MFA’s aim was at all costs to stop
the establishment of an elected government, preserving in-
stead its bonapartist military dictatorship with the support
of the apparatuses, in order to prepare the conditions for
a re-introduction of corporatism.

The’'vanguard” leftists played a key part in this
offensive through their attack on the press of the SP.
The ‘Republica’ affair found the IMG lined up once more
with the MFA, PCP and the leftists. The common thread to
the ploitical statements of all of these is summed up in
RED WEEKLY 12 June:

““The Socialist Party, however, has organised -ts cam-
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paigh areund the theme ef 'press freedem’. But what is this
'freedom ef the press’ at present? Freedem eof information?
Net exaetly. Rather, it is the freedom of the ewners to
maintain_their held ever the means of infermatien and
eemmunieation.” 'Republiea’ is net the efficial paper of
the Sesialist Party” . . . . "It is a private newspaper’’:

At the same time as the MFA and the Stalinists were
attaeking the demeeratic liberties of the masses as "'beur:
gesis”, The IMG give a sever te this offensive by oppesifg
ene of these basie liberties:

Justifying the elesure of Republica as a question
of werkers sontrol besause Republica was et an effisial
PS paper, RED WEEKLY fergets that traditienally man
seeial-demeeratie parties have expressed themselves thf@eigz
papers net under their erganisational eentrel, sueh as the
DAILY HERALD in Britain. If the mass werkers parties are
judged by abstrast eriteria of their resemblanee en a formal
level te a Belshevik party in matters sueh as sentrol of the
press, eontrel ever parlimentary fraetions, trade umien
frastiens ete, it is Ao surprise that the IMG s incapable of
sesing the equally esunter-revelutionary rele of beth the
Stalinist and Seeial-demoeratic apparatuses: In astual faet
the tight diseipline of the Stalinist apparatus ties it to the
beurgeoisie threugh the Kremlin, an agensy ef the bour:
geeisie, just as surely as the relative freedom of the soeial-
demeratic apparatuses allews them to put themselves at
the service of their 'ewn’ beurgesisie. .

That we have an issue of prineiple invelved Rere is
amply peinted eut by the article ‘The Werking Class and
Freedom of the Press’ by Leen Tretsky which appeared
in Marxist Bulletin Ne 1. _

In sase anyene has deubts abeut the IMG's glib talk
abeut the ‘werkers demesrasy’, we only have te read fur-
ther in the same artiele to reveal the sentent of the pesition
they toek ever Republisa: o

 The IMG ealls fer "immediate Rationalisation’ ef the
media By the MFA regime: This we are told weuld be a

"neceessary pre-eondition’’ te the distribution of the means
of sommunieation and infermation amengst ‘werkers' and
sultural erganisations’: The MFA is asked to de something
which enly the werking elass, through its eenstitution as
the fuling elass san do, free the media from the straight:
jasket of sentrel by the beurgesisie! Again we are present:
ed with a perspestive that the MFA ean take progress:
ive measures, when what eharasterises the MFA mest of
all is the faet that it will fight te the death against the will
of the masses, expressed in the elestions, for elested govern:
ment, for the exiensien of freedoms. Besause the MFA
Reeds to prevent these advaness If it is to fulfil its ene and
enly aim, gathering the forees of reaction:

- The same article semplains: ““The 8P . . . . has used
the Republica affair to extend its pest-slesteral offensive:
to eall inte gquestion the munisipal seuneils set up after
April 26th 1974, and te challenge the trade unien lsader:
ships elested by a shew of hands: _

The SP is enly eondusting a maneuvre when it talks
abeut demesrasy we are led to believe. It is updeubtedly
true, that Seares’ is metivated by the need to preserve the
pesition ef the SP apparatus, but that dees net invalidate
the struggle for demecraey, ner the mevement whish Fe:
§g@ﬁd§ to Seares’ werds. Let us remember alse that in beth
the Munieipalities and in the Trades Uniens, the Stalinists
gained their pesitions threugh anti-demesratic metheds
aetions, mstude against the SP apparatus itsel, and et
just with the blessing ef the MFA te beet, but as the
ghesen representatives of the efficer caste and thus the
beurgeeisie, within the werkers mevement: _

The resgeﬁse of the SP to the effensive against dem-
geraey, was that en July 18th, they withdrew from the gev-
ernment. Net enly this, but the SP organised a mebilis:
atien of the masses in the ferm ef mass demenstrations en
the theme of defense of demeeratic liberties: Here surely
was a magnifieent eppertunity fer Trotskyists to explain to
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these "imnertant sestions of the werking-elass’’, that enly
threugh werking 6lass unity and independanee frem the
MFA and beurgesis parties, can the detense of demeeratie
freedom be assured. Put the SP leadership on the spet!

But ne, the IMG, Balfeur enee mere, have this to say
o 17th July: First he asserts that "the Seeialist Party has
left the Pertugese gevernment for good:" A rather sweeping
statement. Dees it imply that the SP had breken with the
bourgesisie irreveecably, and thus there is Ae further basis
for its partisipation in beurgesis gevernments? @bwsugg
pet, for in the next sentanee, lumping them together wi
the PPD, Balfeur tells us that they are the 'main defenders
of imperialist interests against the struggles of the Portugese
werking elass.”’ Nete the use ef the qualification ""main’’:

Leaving the geverAment "for good’” must surely mean
that there is semething gualitative abeut the goverAment
whish prehibits the SF frem participating in it as a Means
to defend the beurgesis erder. Here again, the reastionary
gevernment, the means through whieh the Werking elass s
tied down by its leadership within the framewerk ef eap:
ialist §@§i@§&/, is painted up 16 be semething OppasHE, enee
?gam the IMG implies that it is in between the main 61ass
orees:

Elearly the IMG den't see the break With the govers:
ment as & ,enin? epperiunities for the werking elass 18
sarFy the Tight for a break with the beurgesisie: The SP
meve is regarded as reastionary! The IMG eppesed it!
Listen to Balfour: “But what was really g@fﬁﬁ%UB Marie
Soares’s nese was the resent desision of the MFA te sst up
'pepular assemblies’ based en elested factory and resi:
dents sommitiess, co-ordinated eveptually at national level
through a natienal Popular Assembly. This weuid elearly
shallenge the autherity of the Constituent Assembly glest:
ed earlier this year, whish the SP and the Pepular Beme-
srats sentrel and which they hepe o use te back up their
pre-imperialist pelisies.” )

The scheme for Popular Assemblies, the nature of
which is explained elsewhere in this issue of MARXIST
BULLETIN is here given suppert epenly by the IMG. Sup-
pert for a reastionary plan to attempt 10 stifle the werkin
class in the name of 'peaples power'! Here, elearly, the IM
gives suppert to the military regime against the severeignt
of the enly elested bedy in the seuntry! Yeu see, the M
ispt all bag! Its contradistery! :

"Fhe AFM plan was first intredused twe weeks
as part of a compremise between the left wing and the right
wéng”imie@ the AFM. As sush it has twe eentradistory
sides’’.

Here the MFA is presented as something Whish ex:
presses the interests of the working elass, ven if enly With:
in a "wing”, the ebjestive contradistion between the MFA
rule, and the establishment of demeeratic liberties, whieh
inelude free elestions, and whish it is unquestionably in the
interests of the werking class 1o fight fer, is depied in the
IMG ssherme. Instead of the ebjestive eonflist between the
slass interests of the werkers and an unelested military Fule
which is bidding its time 9 prepare a bloodbath we have
onee mere the senflict between "'right’’ and "left’’ in the
MFA whieh determines the IMG perspestive:

The pesition taken by the IMG during the summer
weuld have led them t9 b€ on the eppesite side of the barri-
sades to the werkers whe marehed in the great SP deme:
nstrations, as indeed were their ce-thinkers in Pertugal: OA
[ ublica, and en all the majer
guestiens eenfronting the Periugese Werking elass in the
peried of pelitical upheavals in the summer, the IME found
itself in fundamentally the same camp as the Stalinist ap-
paratus, giving baeking from the ‘left’ te the plans of the
military 1n defenee of beurgeois erder. That is the measure
of the distance between the IMG and the Transitienal
Pregramme, it is a guif whieh is unbridgeable. A gulf whieh
is graphieally represented by the Military-Stalinist barri-
cades against the werking elass set up in the menth ef July:

demesratis fights, ever Re
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introduction

THE IMPORTANEE and role of demeeratie demands

in the preletarian revelution has been dramatisally under: eth

scored By the esurse of the elass struggle in Portugal sings
the fall of the faseist regime in Apri| 1974, But the preblem
i$ 8 6ld as the Marxist mevement itself, and i fast played
a key part in germipating and fertilising the pelitical sut:
losk of its iwe pioneers. These ulira-lefis whe today S66FR
the slogan 'freedom of the press’ a5 a FeaEtiOnary bourgesis
demand should knew that the first pelitical artisle Written
Y Marx was a passienate defense of the fresdem of the
press against the censorship laws of the Prussian MBRarehy
Eemments on the Iatest Prussian Eensership Instrustion,

arx-—ﬁgnigek Eollested Werks, Vel. 1). Fer unlike the sest:
grans of today whe falsely speak in his name, the yeuthful
Marx had already grasped the basis truth that a sesial meve:
MEAt oF iftellectual eurrent that takes it stand oA the
grounds of seience ean enly develop 19 maturity in g6Rdit:
16Rs of an unfettered press, and fresdsm of expression
assembly and erganisation. Tlhaf 1§ 8§ trus of Pertugal 1975
as 1t was of Prussia in 1842. This axiem finds its PFEgFamm-
atie expression in the Communist Manifests, where it is
stated that 'the first siep in the revelution by the werking
6lass is to raise the Fre!etanaf 16 the pesition of ruling elass,
6 Wi the battle of demeeracy’. _

Active participants in the great revelutionary strug:
les of 1848, the Manifeste’s authors understosd the pre-
6und strategie, as well as tastieal, imporianee of deme:

eratic demands and esnquests for the proletariat in its
struggle for emancipation. The rights and freedems trad:
itienally assoeiated with the bourgesisie in jts revelutionary
aseent were and are in ne sense gifts handed dewn by the
expleiters of the proletariat, éﬁ?/ MerFe than they are traps
to divert it from the struggle for the werkers' swn 6lass
demands. In all its sfe?rewve histerie Battles, the bour:
gesisie "sees itself compelied to appeal 0 the preletariat, te
ask fer its help, and thus, te drag it inte the pelitical arena:
The beurgesisie itself, therefore supplies the proletariat

With its oWR elements of palitieal and general edueation, in
ther Werds, it furnishes the proletariat with weapens foF
fighting the é@ufg@@m@”.- (emphasis added)

Today we withess the lamentable spesiacle of net
enly Stalinists (of whem we sheuld expest sueh treach:
ery) but seif-styled Trotskyists voluntarily handing bask
these priseless Weapens to the beurgesisie. Constituent
Assembly, freedom of the press, the independense of
trade uniens, freedsm of religion = all these conquests
6f the prolstariat seeured at tremendeus eost in the peried
of eapitalist aseent, and defended with sueh tenasity, des:
pite treacherous leadership, in the epeech of its desay, are
AOW in Pertugal seorned as reactionary diversions from the
struggle for werkers' pewer. Ard net snly in Peiiugal. Ali
8yes are AGW rightly fixed on Spain as the central arena for
the next stage in the unfelding preletarian revelution in
Europe. There, even mere than in Pertugal, demesratic
demands will play a eentral part in the siruggle of the
workers, and the:exploited peasantry and urbap middle
elass, against the faseist regime. For in Spain, unlike Pert:
ugal, there is the question of the menarshy, and therefsre,

ihe burning need 1o raise the demand for beth the Con:
stituept Assembly and the Republic, combined With agi-
tation for a government of werkers' and peasants that will
implement and advanee the demands and struggle of the
M

8888:
Naturally, the spee:sie weight of demeeratic demands

and slegans, and their rels:ienship With econemic demands
(altheugh here 106, as in the case of workers' eontrol, there
is 8 democratic aspest) eannet be determined a prioFi. It
flews from the living esurse of the elass struggle in a given
eonerete historieal setting: Thus in the epening phase of the
Spanish Revelutien, Trotsky insisted e et enly the im:
pertanee, but the primacy of demeeratic demands, and re:
peatedly referred 19 a distinet demeeratie stage Within the
6verall presess of the proletarian revelution in that eaunégv




Thus in January 1931 he writes that ‘the masses of the city
and countryside can be untied at the present time only
under democratic slogans’, while later the same month,
returning to the issue of democratic demands ignored by
the Stalinists, he insists, ‘the more courageously, resolute-
ly and implacably the proletarian vanguard fights for
democratic slogans, the sooner it will win over the masses
and undermine the support for the bourgeois republicans
and socialist reformists.” Then, in April, Trotsky again em-
phasises, ‘it is necessary for the communists at present to
come forward as the party of the most consistent, decisive
and intransigent defenders of democracy.” And in May of
the same year: ‘the immediate task of the Spanish commu-
nists is not the struggle for power, but the struggle for the
masses (emphasis in original), and furthermore, this struggle
will develop in the next period on the basis of the bourgeois
republic and to a great degree under the slogans of dem-
ocracy, and as if to anticipate the metephysics of the pre-
sent day sectarians and Leftists, “rotsky adds, ‘to counter-
pose the slogan of Soviets as crgans of the dictatorship
of the proletariat to the realities of the present struggle
means to convert the slogan of Soviets into a supra-historic-
al divinity, into a superrevolutionary icon, which individual
saints may worship (Saints Pierre, Ernest and Livio per-
haps?) but which the masses will never follow.

Not that it was a question only of Spain. Around the
same time, Trotsky was drawn into a discussion on the
problems facing revolutionaries in ltaly, where there
loomed the twin dangers of Marxists either subordinating
the proletariat to a pseudo-democratic, liberal wing of the
bourgeoisie after the downfail of the fascist regime; or, al-
ternatively, of minimising or ignoring altogether the impor-
tance of democratic demands and slogans in the transition
period between the break-up of the Mussolini regime and
the establishment of the proletarian dictatorship. ‘The
question is posed’, ‘wrote Trotsky, of a series of battles,
disturbances, changing situations, abrupt turns, constituting
in their entirety the different stages of the proletarian rev-
olution. These stages may be many. But in no case can they
contain within them a bourgeois revolution or its myster-
ious hybrid, the “popular” revolution.” Then having de-
marcated himself clearly from any revived or revised version
of the old pre-1917 ‘democratic dictatorship’ formuia of
the Bolsheviks, or the ‘two-stage’ revolution of either the
Mensheviks, or Stalin-Bukharin in China, Trotsky goes on:

“But does this mean that we communists reject in advance

all democratic slogans, all transitional or preparatory slo-
gans, limiting ourselves strictly to the proletarian dictator-
ship? (emphasis in original). That would be a great display
of sterile sectarianism. We do not believe for one moment
that a single revolutionary leap suffices to cross what sep-
arates the fascist regime from the proletarian dictatorship.

In no way do we deny a transitional period with its
transitiona! demands, including democratic demands. But
it is precisely with the aid of these transitional slogans,
which are always the starting point on the road to the
proletarian dictatorship, that the communist vanguard will
have to win the whole class and the latter will have to unite
around itself all the oppressed masses of the nation.'(Writ-
ings, 1930). Trotsky met stubborn resistance to this
approach from the Bourgists of the Promenteo group, for
we find him resuming the debate with even more veheme-
nce the following year:

‘These doctrinaires refuse to understand that we
carry half, three quarters, or in certain periods, even 99%
of the preparation of the (proletarian) dictatorship on the
b...is of democracy, and in doing this we defend every inch
of democratic positions under our feet.’

As Marxists, we of course have a duty to constantly
warn against illusions in the stability of democratic pos-
itions gained under capitalism, and of the ability of any
wing of the bourgecisie, however radical, to defend them
30

against the attacks of reaction. But, as Trotsky pointed in
this same article, ‘democracy serves the bourgeoisie, but
within certain limits it can also serve the proletariat against
the bourgeoisie The unfortunate thing is that the Bord-
igists do not grasp democracy and the dictatorship of the
proletariat as historical institutions which can replace one
another dialectically, but as two naked principles of which
one embodies good, the other evil.” (Writings, 1930-31).

Does this mean that because the working class is
the only class able not only to defend democracy under
capitalism, but to supplant it with the highest form of
democracy — the dictatorship of the proletariat — Marx-
ists stand aside (or worse) when the democratic rights of
other classes are violated by reaction? Here too Trotsky
{following in the traditions of Lenin) is adamant:

‘Let us imagine, . . . that the fascists tomorrow begin
to storm Free Masons’ lodges . . . Can we support the Free
Masonry? Never! But we can and must defend its right to
exist against the fascists, if necessary with rifle in hand. To
be able to do this the working class must be revolutionary
and remain effective in struggle. The People’s Front makes
this impossible. Therefore, to be able to defend eventually
also the Free Masonry, the radical bourgeoisie must be
driven out from the-People’s Front. Herein exists not the
slightest contradiction. ' {The Church Struggle under Fasc-
ism, “Writings 1935-36").

This methodological approach also underlies the
article by Trotsky that we reproduce below. Directed
against the ultra-lefts and sectarians of his day — not
only the Stalinists of. the third period and ‘social fascism’,
but also those episodically drawn to the International

‘Left Opposition (the Italian Bordigists) as well as the

centrist Brandler current — it not only retains all its old
force, but has even gained in theoretical stature with the
passage of time. Could not these lines had been written in
answer to those who in Portugal today, counterpose non-
existent ‘Soviets’ to an elected Constituent Assembly in
which the workers’ parties have a clear majority?:

! . in the revolutionary awakening of the masses,
democratic slogans will inevitably constitute the first chap-
ter. Even if the further progress of the struggle chould in
general not permit, even for a single day, the regeneration
of a democratic state — and this is very possible — the
struggle itself cannot develop by the circumvention of
democratic slogans! A revolutionary party that would
attempt to jump over this stage would break its neck.’

“Quite a few necks are being broken in Portugal,
and not only those of the Stalinists, who naturally regard
the democratic demands of the workers and peasants with
the same contempt as do their masters in the Kremlin and
its satraps in Hungary, Poland, Czechosiovakia, E. Germany
and the other East European states. In attempting to im-
pose their pseudo-radical, anti-democratic schemas on to
the living process of the Portugese revolution, the Mandel
faction of the United Sectariat, and all those who in any
sense share its reactionary stand on the role of democratic
demands, has run full tilt into a revolutionary upsurge of
the masses which has its immediate goal the extirpation
of every last vestige of fascist rule. Thus the entirely legit-
imate thirst for democratic freedoms, for the right to a
free press, for the workers'own parties to claim their
tight to shape Portugal’s political, social and economic
future Ninety years separate Marx's first literary thrust
against the enemies of democracy, and Trotsky’s scien-
tific elaboration of its essential elements. Since then, the
rise to power of German fascism, the triumph of Franco
in Spain, and the continued degeneration of Stalinism from
centrism into a system of bureaucratic repression of the
most modest of demands by the workers and intelligentsia,
have lent even greater force to this component of the Marx-
ist programme. Marxist Bulletin takes its stand full square
in defence of the tradition and methods embodied in this
article.



fascirm B

democratic
slogans

The following article is from Writings of Leon
Trotsky 1932-1933 (New York: Pathfinder Press,
1972). Reprinted by permission.

1. Is It True That Hitler Has Destroyed
“Democratic Predudices’'?

The April resolution of the presidum of the Exec-
utive Committee of the Communist International ‘“‘on
the present situation in Germany” will, we believe, go
down in history as the final testimonial to the bankruptcy
of the Comintern of the epigones. The resolution is crown-
ed with a prognosis in which all the vices and prejudices
of the Stalinist bureaucracy reach their culmination. “The
establishment of an open fascist dictatorship’, the reso-
lution proclaims in boldface type, “accelerates the tempo
of the development of a proletarian revolution in Germany
by destroying all democratic illusions of the masses and
by freeing them from the influence of the Social Democ-
racy.”

Fascism, it seems, has unexpectedly become the loco-
motive of history: It destroys democratic illusions, It frees
the masses from the influence of Social Democracy, It
accelerates the development of the proletarian revolution.
The Stalinist bureaucracy assigns to fascism the accomplish-
ment of those basic tasks which it proved itself utterly in-
capable of solving.

Theoretically, the victory of Fascisin is undoubtedly
evidence of the fact that democracy has exhausted itself;
but politically the fascist regime preserves democratic
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" That's hew far bae

- prejudices, recreates them, ineuleates them inte yeuth,

and 1s even eapable of imparting 1o them, for a shert time,
the greatest strength. Pregisely in this cansists ene of the
mest impertant Mmanifesiations of the reastionary Risterie
rele of faseism: _ _ _ _

Beetrinates think sehematically: Masses think with
faets. The WErking 6lass peresives events net as experi:
ments With this er that "thesis’, but %,livagggehang’eg iR
the faie of the peeple. The vieisry of fassism adds a million
times mere to the seale of pelitical develepment than the
prognesis for the indefinite future which flews frem it.
Had a preleiarian state grown eut of the bankruptsy ef
demeoeracy, the development of seeiety, as well as the
develepment of mass conseiousness, weuld have taken a
great leap forward. But inasmueh as it was astually the
vietory of fassism that grew eut of the bankruptey of
demeerasy, the sonseiousness of the masses was set far
bask = of esurse, only temperarily. The smashing of the
Weimar demeeracy by Hitler ean ne mere put an end 8
the demgeratie iliusions of the mass:s than Geering’s set:
ﬁgg the Reichstag on fire &an BuiR oyt parliamentary
EFELIRISH:

2. The Example ef Spain and italy

For four years in suseession we heard that dem:
ocracy and fassism do not exelude But supplement eash
other: How then can the vistery of fassism liguidaie dem:
o6racy enes and for all7 We weuld like t8 have some ex:
gjanaﬁem 6R this sesre by Bukharin, Zineviey, F by

anvilsky "Rimsel’. _ _ ,

The military-pelise dictatorship of Prime de Rivera
Was declared by the Comintern 1o be fascism. But if the
vietory of fascism signifies the final liquidation ef deme:
Eratie prejudices, RGW 6an it be explained that the diet:
éi@fQﬁi?B of Prime de Rivere gave Way 18 a beurgesis re:
publie? I is true that the regime of Rivera was far from
being fassism: But it had, at all events, this mueh in eom:
MER With fassism: it arese as a result of the Bankrupisy
of the parlimentary regime. This did net prevent it, hew:
Ve, atter its OWR bapkruptey was revealed, frem giving
way to dsmesratic parliamentarism: _ _
~ One may attempt 10 sav that the %g?nagg;ev lution
is proletarian in Hs tendencies, and that the Sesial Dem:
eerasy in allianes With ether republisans has sucseeded in
arfesting its development at the siage ef beurgesis parlia-
mentarism: But this ebjestion, earrest in itself, proves ol
meFe Elearly our idea that if Bourgesis demecrasy sueseed:
&d in fara!wmg the revelution of the preletariat, this Was
8nly due e the faet that under the yoke of the "'fassist’
distatorship, the demeeratie illusions were Ret weakened
but besame sirenger. _ ,

_ Have ‘demeeratic illusions’ disappeared in Italy
during the ten years of Musselini’s despetism? This is
hew the fassists themselves are inelined o pisture the
state of affairs: In reality, however, demeeratie llusions
are acquiFing a new foree. During this peried a Pew gen:
gration has been raised up. Pelitically, it has net fived
in the sonditions of freedem, but it knews full well what
faseism is: this is the raw material for vulgar demeerasy.
The organisation Gustizia e Liberta (Justiee and Freedem)
is distributing illegal demeeratis literature in Haly, and At
Witheut suesess. The ideas of demesrasy are therefere
finding adherents Whe are ready 1o sacrifice themselves:
Even the flabby generalisations of the liberal menarehist,
€eunt Sferza, are §Efead in the ferm of illegal pamphlets:

i Italy has been threwn 8uFing these
years! o _

Why fassism in Germany is ealled upen te play a
rele entirely eﬂgsﬂt_e to that whieh it played in Haly re:
mains incomprehensible. Beeause "'Germany is Aot Ialy”’?
Vietorioys fassism is in reality pot a lecemetive of Ristory
but its gigantie brake: Just as the pelisy ef the Seeial Dem:
gsfaey prepared the triumph ef Hitler, so the regime ef
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Natienal Seeialism inevitably leads to the warming up of
demeeratie illusions:
ate Hself?

3 Can the Secial Demnesracy Regener _
German eomrades testify that the Seeial Demeeratis
werkers and even many of the Seeial Demesratie bureay:
&rats are 'disillusioned’ with demeerasy. We must extrast
all we ean eut of the eritisal meeds of the refermist werk:
&rs, in the interests of their revelutionary edueation: But at
the same time the extent of the refermists 'disillusien:
ment’ must be elearly undersiesd. The Sesial Demeeratic
high priests seold demeeracy $6 as 18 justify themselves:
Unwilling te admit that they shewed themselves as eon-
temptible eewards, incapable of fighting for the demee:
Fasy which they ereated and for their seft berths in it,
these 'geﬁﬁémeﬁ shift the blame from themselves 18 in:
tangible demeerasy. As we see, this radicalism is net enly
6heap but alse spurius threugh and threugh! Let the
beurgesisie anly besksn these 'disillusioned’ enes with its
little fin?gf and they will esme running on all feurs t6 a
new eealition with it: W is true, in the masses ef Seeial
Bemeeratic werkers a real disgust with the betrayals and
mirages of demeerasy is being berA. But 1 what extent?
The larger half of seven te eight millien Seeial Deme:-
6Fatic Werkers is in a staie of the greatest senfusien, glum
passivity, and eapitulation 18 the vieters: At the same time,
a Rew generation will Be ferming under the heel of fasesism,
a generatien 1 whish the Wiemar Censtitutien will be a
historie legend: What line then will the Tpe!meal srystaliz:
atien within the werking class fellew? This depends upen
many eonditions, ameng them, of course, alse upen ur

elisy : ,

_ Histerigally, the direst replacement of the faseist
regime By a werkers' state is not exeluded. But for the
realisation of this pessibility it is nesessary that a pewer:
ful illegal €emmunist party ferm itseH in e precsss of
struggle against faseism, under the leadership of whieh the
preletariat could seize pewer. Hewever, it must be said
that the ereation of a revelutienary party ef this sert in
illegality is net very probable; at any rats, it is net assured
by anything in advanes. The dissonteniment, indignation,
agitation ef the masses will, from a eertain mement epward
grow mueh faster than the msgal,fsfmaﬂan of the party
vanguard: And every laek of elarity in the 6ORSEIOUSHESS
of the masses will inevitably help demesrasy. _

This dges net at all mean that after the fall of fassism
Germany Will again have 18 g6 threugh a leng sshesl ef
parliamentarism: Fassism Will net eradieate the past pelit:
1eal experiense; i is even less eapable of shanging the sesial
strusture of the nation. It weuld be the greatest mistake 1o
8xpest a new lengiRy demeeratic epech in the develep:
ment 6f Germany. But iR the revelutionary awakening ef
the masses, demeeratis slegans will inevitably senstitute the
first ehapter. Even i the further pregress of the struggle
sheuld in general net permit, even for a single day, the
regeneration ef a demeeratie state = and this 1s very pess:
ible = the struggle itself eannet develep by the eirsum:
vention of demecratic slegans! A revelutionary party that
weuld_attempt 16 jump ever this stage weuld break its
Reek: The question of the Seeial Bemaesrasy is slesely eon:
nested with the general perspestive. Will it reappear 6 the
stage? The old erganisation is irrevesably lost. But this dees
et at all mean that Secial Demesrasy eannet be regener:
ated under a new Risterie mask. Oppertunist parties whieh
fall and desompese s easily under the blews of reastien
come baek 18 hife just as easily at the first pelitieal revival:
We ebserved this in Russia in the example of the Menshey:
iks and the Seeial Revelutionaries: German Sesial Bemes:
Fagy €an net Bnly regensrate itself, but even asquire great
influenee if the revelutionary preletarian party sheuld set
up a destringire ''negation’” of the slegans of demesrasy

ainst a dialestical attitude teward them. The presidium
the Cemintern in this field, as in s many ethers, remains
the gratuiteus assistant of refermism.



4. The Brandlerites Improve on the Stalinists

The confusion on the question of democratic slo-
gans has revealed itself most profoundly in the program-
matic thesis of the opportunist group of Brandler-Thal-
heimer on the question of the struggle against fascism.
The Communist Party, the theses read, “should unite the
manifestations of discontentment of all (!) classes against
the fascist dictatorship”” (gegenden Strom, p.7. The word
“all” is underlined in the original).

At the same time, the theses insistently warn: ““The
partial slogan cannot be of a bourgeois-democratic nature”’.
Between these two statements, each of which is erroneous,
there is an irrecocilable contradiction. In the first place,
the formula of the unification of the discontentment of
“all classes” sounds absolutely incredible. The Russian
Marxists did at one time abuse such a formation in the
struggle against czarism. Out of this abuse grew the Men-
shevik conception of the revolution, later on adopted by
Stalin for China. But in Russia, at least, it was a guestion of
the collision of the bourgeois nation with the privileged
monarchy. In what sense can one speak in a bourgeois
nation, of the struggle of “‘all classes” against fascism,
which is the tool of the big bourgeoisie against the pro-
letariat? Lt would be instructive to see how Thatheimer,
the manufacturer of theoretical vulgarities, would unite
the discontentment of Hugenberg — and he is also dis-
contented — with the discontentment of the unemployed
worker. How else can one unite a movement of “‘all classes’’
if not by putting oneself on the basis of bourgeois dem-
ocracy? Verily, a classic combination of opportunism with
an ultraradicalism in words!

The movement of the proletariat against the fascist
regime will acquire an ever-greater mass character to the
extent that the petty bourgeoisie becomes disappointed
with fascism, isolating the possessing summits and the gov-
ernment apparatus. The task of a proletarian party would
consist in utilising the weakening of the yoke on the part
of the petty-bourgeois reaction for the purpose of arousing
the activity of the proletariat towards the goal of winning
over the lower strata of the petty bourgeoisie.

It is true the growth of the discontentment of the
intermediary strata and the growth of the resistance of the
workers will create a crack in the bloc of the possessing
classes and will spur their “left flank” to seek contact
with the petty bourgeoisie. The task of the proletarian
party in relation to the “liberal” flank of the possessors
will consist, however, not in including them both in a bloc
of “all classes” against fascism, but, on the contrary, in
immediately declaring a decisive struggle against .it for
influence on the lower strata of the petty bourgeoise.

Under what political slogans will this struggle take
place? The dictatorship of Hitler grew directly out of the
Weimar Constitution. The representatives of the petty
bourgeoisie have, with their own hands, presented Hitler
with the mandate for a dictatorship. If we should assume
a very favourable and quick development of the fascist
crisis, then the demand for the convocation of the Reich-
stag with the inclusion of all the banished deputies may, at
a certain moment, unite the workers with the widest strata
of the petty bourgeoisie. If the crisis should break out
later and the memory of the Reichstag should have had
time to obliterate itself, the slogan of new elections may
acquire great popularity. It is sufficient that such a road is
possible. To tie one’s hands in relation to temporary dem-
ocratic slogans which may be forced upon us by our petty-
bourgeois allies and by the backward strata of the pro-
letariat itself would be fatal doctrinairism.

Brandler-Thalheimer believe, however, that we should
only advocate “democratic rights for the labouring masses:
the right of assembly, trade unions, freedom of the press,
organisation, and strikes.” In order to emphasise their rad-
icalism more, they add: “these demands should be strictly

(1) distinguished from bourgeois-democratic demands of
universal democratic rights.”” There is no person more
wretched than the opportunist who takes the knife of
ultraradicalism between his teeth!

Freedom of assembly and the press only for the
labouring masses is conceivable solely under the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, that is, under the nationalisation
of buildings, printing establishments, etc. It is possible that
the dictatorship of the proletariat in Germany will also have
to employ exceptional laws against exploiters: that depends
upon the historic moment, upon international conditions,
upon the relation of internal forces. But it is not at all
excluded that, having conquered power, the workers of
Germany will find themselves sufficiently powerful to
allow freedom of assembly and the press also to the ex-
ploiters of yesterday; of course, in accordance with their
actual political influence, and not with the extent of their
treasury — the treasury will have been expropriated. Thus
even for the period of the dictatorship there is in principle
no basis for limiting beforehand the freedom of assembly
and the press only to the labouring masses. The proletariat
may be forced to such a limitation; but this is not a quest-
ion of principle. It is doubly absurd to advocate such a de-
mand under the conditions of present-day Germany, when
freedom of the press and assembly exists for all but the pro-
letariat. The arousing of the proletarian struggle against the
fascist inferno wili take place, at least in the first stages,
under the slogans: give also to us, workers, the right of
assembly and the press. The Communists, of course, will at
this stage also carry on propaganda in favour of a soviet
regime, but they will at the same time support every real
mass movement under democratic slogans, and wherever
possible will take the initiative in such a movement.

Between the regime of bourgeois democracy and the
regime of proletarian democracy there is no third regime,
“the democracy of the labouring masses.” True, the Span-
ish republic calls itself the ‘“‘republic of the labouring
classes” even in the text of its constitution. But this is a
formula of political charlatanism. The Brandlerian form-
ula of democracy “only for the labouring masses,”’ par-
ticulary in combination with the “unity of all classes,”
seems to be especially designed to confuse and mislead
the revolutionary vanguard in the most important question:
“When and to what extent to adapt ourselves to the move-
ment of the petty bourgeoisie and the backward strata of
the working masses, what concessions to make to them on
the question of the tempo of the movement and the slogans
on the order of the day so as more successfully to rally
the proletariat under the banner of its own revolutionary
dictatorship?”’

At the Seventh Congress of the Russian Communist
Party in March 1918, during the discussion of the party
programne, Lenin carried on a decisive struggle against
Bukharin, who considered that parliamentarism is done
for, once and for all, that it is historically exhausted ‘‘We
must,” Lenin retorted, “write a new programme of the
Soviet power, without renouncing the use of bourgeois
parlimentarism. To believe that we will not be thrown
back is utopian. . . . After every setback, if class forces
inimical to us should push us to this old position, we shall
proceed to what has been conquered by experience — to
the Soviet power. ... "

Lenin objected to a doctrinaire antiparliamentarism
with regard to a country which had already gained the
Soviet regime: we must not tie our hands beforehand,
he taught Bukharin, for we may be pushed back to the
once-abandoned positions. In Germany there has not been
and there is no proletarian dictatorship, but there is a dic-
tatorship of fascism: Germany has been thrown back
even from bourgeois democracy. Under these conditions,
to renounce beforehand the use of democratic slogans
and of bourgeois parliamentarism means to clear the
field for a new formation of the Social Democracy.
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“WRITINGS OF LEON TROTSKY 1930 Path-
finder Press, New York, 1975.

The year 1930 found Trotsky grappling simultaneous-
ly with several distinct, though inter-related political prob-
lems. From his new exile home in Prinkipo, he kept a
close watch on the convulsive course of Stalin’s vain bid
to build ‘socialism in one country’ through the techniques
of state planning emptied of their democratic and inter-
national content. Trotsky demonstrates in this, as in later
volumes -in the series, the inner unity between Stalin’s
adventurist policies unleashed by the grain crisis of 1928,
and the policy of the preceding four years, a period of
concessions to capitalist elements in town and country
alike (Nepmen and Kulaks) and merciless baiting of those
who, like Trotsky, advocated an offensive against the rich
peasant and the adoption of central long term planning
methods to modernise Soviet industry. Both in his right
phase, when in a bloc first with Kamenev and Zinviev.
and when they went over to Trotsky in 1926, with Buk-
harin: and then during the period of ultra-leftism and
economic adventurism, the strategic goal (first enunciated
by Stalin in Autumn 1924) was that of building a fully
developed socialist economy and society unaided by the
extension of the October Revolution to the industrial-
ised and culturally advanced nations of central and west-
ern Europe. Equally important was the fact that this goal
was to be achieved over the heads of the Soviet workers
and peasants, and if necessary, against them. The privileges
and political monopoly of the Stalinist apparatus were
jealously defended against any incursions from ‘below’
where the masses who made the October Revolution were
now, under the rule of Stalin, being transformed from the
subject of history into its object.

Trotsky’s articles on the problems of the Soviet
economy, and the permanent crisis that racked the party
revolve around these themes. it must always be remem-
bered, however, (and this applies with equal force to his
writings on the policies of the Communist {nternationa!)
that up to the victory of German fascism, and the fail-
ure of the Stalinist leadership either to acknowledge it as
defeat or effect any change in the course that made it
possible, Trotsky saw as his central task the reform of both
the Soviet Party and the Communist International. Stalin-
ism he regarded as a centrist tendency of a new type, a
centrism resting on state foundations established by a
victorious proletarian revolution. For this reason, it po-
ssessed a stability which no centrist current arising within
capitalism, and expressing the oscillation of workers and
leaders between refprmist and communist organisations
and programmes, couid exhibit. Did this mean that Stal-
inism, in the period between its birth and its transform-
ation into a counter-revolutionary agency, experienced no
vacillations? On the contrary. Its base was more stable
than that of its counterpart on the left flank of reformism,
or the right wing of communism. But the very solidity of
its base — the conquest of a planned economy and the
consciousness of tens of millions of workers and poor
peasants enriched and strengthened by participation’ in a
victorious revolution — had come into violent conflict
with the rise of the bureaucracy to its positions of power,
and the false orientation both nationally and internation-
alty that-the Stalin faction projected from 1924 onwards.
Hence the wild zig-zag to Left (1924), to right (1925-27)
and back again even further to the left. (third period,
‘social fascism’, ‘liquidation of the Kulaks’, ‘five year
plan in four years’}.

This brings us to the second component of Trotsky'’s
work contained in this volume — his analsis of the ultra-
left course being pursued by the Comintern leadership.
In 1930, this line (one of refusing united fronts with social
democratic parties in favour of the ‘united front from be-
low’ with random individual workers of the same oraanis-
ations) had been under way, after a hesitant beginning,



for two years, being officially inaugurated by the Sixth
Comintern Congress in the summer of 1928.

Here too we should place Trotsky’s critque in its
concrete historical setting, not to speak of the false poli-
cies against which he was polemicising. In the period .1925-
1927, when in Britain and China, the mass movement had
been in the ascendent, the Stalinist leadership had pro-
claimed a period of ‘stabilisation’, and pursued policies
in those two countries which in fact actively helped to
bring it about (i.e., blocs with the TUC in Britain, and
Chiang Kai-shek in China). It should also be borne in mind
that the German proletariat at this time was still only slow-
ly recovering from its disastrous defeat of 1923 (also the
consequence ot a centrist policy applied by the Brandler
leadership of the KPD under the tutelage of Zinoviev and
Stalin). In France, the workers movement was at its lowest
ebb. Everywhere the parties of the Comintern, reflecting
this trough between the spent waves of the past and those
still on the distant horizon, were either declining or stag-
nating. Yet now, in 1928, the Stalinist faction proclaims a
sharp, even brutal left turn in every party of the Internat-
ional without exception, irrespective of the national sit-
uation, the economic trends, the temper of the masses or
their communist proletarian vanguard. The problems of
the international working class were now to be solved by
the same methods that Stalin recommended for the Soviet
economy — commands from above, instructions to ‘beat
the plan’, which when transiated into the lanquage of the
Comintern, revolved around ‘capturing’ the majority of
the workers, ‘liquidating’ the ‘social fascists’ and winning
the ‘battle for the streets’. Calender days were artifically
concocted to breath life into this partly simulated battle
with retormism, 1ts most tragic truits being the criminal
adventure launched by the German Stalinists in Berlin on
May Day 1929, when the unarmed workers were hurled
into a suicidal confrontation with the armoured cars and
machine guns of social democrat Severing's Prussian police.

Trotsky subjects the method, strategy and tactics
of the ‘third period” to merciless criticism in this volume,
above all in his superb essay, Ihe "lhird Ferioa oT the
Comintern’s Errors. Yet were this article to appear anony-
mously today, many in not only the ranks, but the leader-
ships, of organisations that claim adherance to Trotskyism
would denounce its author as a ‘liquidationist’, a ‘rene-
gade’ from communism, a pessimist with no confidence in
the workers, an empiricist concerned only with the sur-
face appearances of politics, a centrist mesmerised by the
seeming stability of capitalism and social democracy —
and, no doubt, many other choice epithets from the
arsenal of the groups in question.

Who we have in mind can perhaps be gleaned from
reading the article in question. Taking issue with the empty”
headed radicalism of the French Stalinists, who in concert
with every other section of the Comintern were almost
daily predicting either a new world was, an economic
collapse, or a military or some other rightist coup, Trotsky
replies: ‘There is no doubt that when a crisis does develop,
the current leaders will declare that their prognosis’ was
fully justified, that the stabilisation of capitalism did not
occur, and that the class struggle took on sharper form.

Clearly, such a “prognosis” costs very little. One who pre-
dicted daily the eclipse of the sun like others who foretell
ever-impending military coups, coalitions or a combination

of both} would finally live to see this prediction fulfilled.
But we are unlikely to consider such a prophet a serious
astronomer. The task of communists is not to predict
crises, revolutions, and wars every single day, but to pre-
pare for wars and revolution by soberly evaluating the
circumstances and conditions that arise between wars and
revolutions. We can almost see the expletives leaping at us
from the pages of Workers Press. But even worse follows:

‘... it does not follow (from the convulsive nature
of the epoch) that it is possible to close one’s eyes to the
actual development and to- repeat three incantations:
“contradictions are sharpening”, ‘‘the working masses are
turning left”, “war is imminent” — every day, every day,
every day. If our strategic line is determined in the final
analysis(emphasis in original) by the inevitability of the
growth of contradictions and the revolutionary radical-
isation of the masses, then our tactics, which serve this
strategy, proceed from the realistic evaluation of each
period, each stage, each moment, which may be charact-
erised by a temporary softening of contradictions, a right-
ward turn of the masses (“’heresy’” will scream the sec-
tarians and empty-headed Leftists) a change in the rel-
ation of forces in favour of the bourgeoisie, etc. If the
masses were to turn leftward uninterruptedly, any fool
could fead them. Fortunately or unfortunately, matters
are more complicated, particularly under the present in-
constant, fluctuating, ““capricious” conditions.’

Brilliant and well directed though these shafts were,
Trotsky did not leave matters at the level of literary pole-
mic against the absurdities and criminal adventurism of
third period Stalinism. The third strand in this volume,
and one binding together the other two, was his constant
quest for a principled political foundation on which to
unite the various groups and individuals seeking a road
back to Leninism from the false path of Stalinism. Many
of the writings in the volume are concerned with securing
the organisational measures which made possible the for-
mation, in the summer of 1930, of the International Left
Opposition, which in the course of the next three years,
gathered around itself and educated the cadres that were
to lay the foundations of the Fourth International.

Although we tind ourselves in many ways in a very
different political setting, Trotsky’s analysis of the prob-
lems of the USSR (taking-.into account his later acknow-
ledged false use of the analogy of Thermidor and Bona-
partism) and of the Comintern retain all their force today.
Leftism, adventurism, sectarinism, scorn for the immediate
demands of the workers and the democratic demands of
the masses, empty, pseudo-radical and a-historical schemas
of the class struggle instead of tactics that express and
iluminate at each stage the strategic line all these and more
diseases still plague us today, but now masquerading as, of
all things, ‘Trotskyism’, Each of these departures frém and
substitutes for communist methods and programme feeds
on the betrayals of reformism and Stalinism, and yet at the
same time, draws its political inspiration from either of
these two counter-revolutionary currents in the workers’
movement. And precisely for this reason they provide no
viable alternative road ahead for those millions of workers
who continue to struggle through their existing organis-
ationsThis volume can play an inestimable part in not only
helping to reorient the best among this confused milieu, but
provide a source of strength to serious and theoretically in-
clined militants in the broader workers’ movement.
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I. Today some change their tune

Our first issue has aroused a good deal of discussion.
It was quite a surprise for many to learn that the traditional
strategy of British Trotskyism, for the present stage of its
growth, is expressed through participation, in a principled
way, in the Labour Party. This is what our documented
account established, and Trotskyists already have long
experience of this work.

For years past the leaders of the I.M.G. and the
S.L.L./W.R.P. have each in their own way taught their fol-
lowers to despise the Labour Party rank-and-file and the
workers who support it. |.M.G. said in 1970 “Let them
Bleed"'! The W.R.P. calls them “corporatists”’. In the last
few months, however, the tune has changed a little. The
question today is: ““What lies behind the new speculations
of the sectarians about the Labour Party? Are they moving
towards principled participation in it? Is their new tactic
any more soundly based than the old one?

Much ingenuity has been spent, by people who
know what Trotsky advised us about the Labour Party, to
pretend that he meant something else, to twist principled
participation in the Labour Party into meaning that a small,
“open’’ organisation outside the Labour Party “puts people
in”. Internal Bulletin No. 3 of the Workers’ Socialist League
is an awful example of this ""bogus entrism”’. It does not, of
course, speak for all the Workers’ Socialist League, but it
expresses in a developed form the thinking of the W.R.P.
leadership and that of several smaller groups. We do not
know who wrote it, so must make do here with calling him
“Malvolio”. Shakespeare created -Malvolio in his comedy
“"Twelfth Night”. He is a pretentious fraud. He gets above
himself, he dresses up in smart clothes that do not go with
his limited outlook and homely countenance. He talks non-
sense in a high-flown style.

The reader might well ask why we intend to spend so
much time dissecting the views of such a small tendency.
We will agree at once that ‘Malvolio’ himself is of no con-
sequence whatsoever, but we firmly believe that the argu-
ments he advances against the entry tactic will become the
stock-in-trade of all those groups, factions of groups and
individuals who are attracted by the upturn of opposition
to the bureaucracy- in the Labour Party, but are unable or
unwilling to discard their hardened sectarian conceptions.
A ‘bit of both’ will become the face-saving formula through
which the sectarians will adjust to the radicalisation in the
Labour Party without discarding the false political tactics
and strategy that placed them outside it.

Confronting and dissecting the falsehoods of Mal-
volio is therefore an essential preparation for the further
development of our own entry work. We will meet them
by the dozen and even hundred, both inside and at the
twilight frontiers of the Labour Party. We must know how
to detect them, to prevent them from derailing our own
work, from leading us and the entire Left current into blind
alley adventures— and to defend them when their own es-
capades land them in situations from which only a trained
entrist can extract them,

No one can be blamed for not knowing all about the
past history of our movement. They have to blame for that
the people who have hidden it, whose role we shall consider
later. There are hundreds of comrades who are taken in by
the confident tone which the Malvolio’s adopt. Workers
think that a chap who talks as if he knew all about it must
really know something. This article is not to score off Mal-
volio. It is to alert those whom he might misiead. This is
the only reason for bothering with him. His views are
neither original, profound nor correct, but they may be the
beginning of a new, centrist tidal wave. The Malvolio’s are
our targets because they mislead others by pretending to
knowledge which they do not possess and by distorting the
authorities.

He speaks for all those who want to cling on to their
sectarian conceptions of party building, while at the same

time claiming to be “entrists”, while tatl-ending the adv-
anced workers who are now joining battle with the Labour
Right Wing inside their traditional organisations,

Such people endanger the Labour rank and file.
Bringing into the Labour Party the same incorrect ideas and
methods as until recently enabled them to turn their backs
on it, they will alternately capitulate to the Right-Wing
and set themselves up to be trapped in Right-Wing provo-
cations. They will confuse and disrupt the movement which
they hope to lead, and, when the going gets tough, they will
change their minds back again, quit the fight, and run back
to their old sectarian haunts.

Drafting this article has meant going through the
reams of useless verbiage which the open sectarians and the
shame-faced sectarians, the "bogus entrists’’, have produced
in the last forty years. Malvolio’s is the most recent, but the
most abject is the work attributed to Gerry Healy, ““Prob-
lems of the Fourth International”, written in 1966, There is
a dreadful sameness about all this stuff. They all fancy
themselves as original thinkers, and you know what you are
going to find before you get there. One after another they
exhume the dreary cliches about the “independance of the
party”, muddling up politics with organisational inde-
pendance. Over and over again they slander the principled
workers in the Labour Party as "“capitulators” or "“liquid-
ators”. “Bogus entrism’’ is a form of sectarianism which is
catching on today. The need to be interested in what is go-
ing on in the Labour Party is obvious today even to the
naked eye of every impresionist. It no longer needs a
Marxist analysis of the history and development of the
Brtitsh Labour movement to -prove that there is a crisis
in the Labour Party. The sectarians ignored the crisis in
the Labour Party until it hit them out of the front page of
their daily paper. Now they wonder if there might not be
pickings there for them. Whichever way out they are,
there method remains the same. It is impressionism. It is
opposed to that of Marxism. It is all to justify maintain-
ing their little apparatus.

One last word before we break open Malvolio’s arg-
ument. Let us repeat: we would not criticise anyane for
not knowing what he had no chance of knowing. Mal-
valio pretends to know—talks big as if he knew—when he
doesn’t, while it is the W.R.P. leadéers who are really to
blame. They go back a long way. They have plenty of
historical documents in their archives. They have fabri-
cated a whole false history to justify themselves.

Now, however, time is leaving the falsifiers behind.
Most of what Malvolio and his like need to study in order
to correct their mistakes is in the public domain. It is in
libraries or archives where they can see it - if they try. The
material can be got at without a great deal of trouble now,
If Maivolio opens up discussion with us he may find his way
to knowledge which will save him repeating his mistakes.
Il. One example a warning to many

Malvolio starts with a sermon about the necessity for
a Marxist Party. It is not in order to offend him that we tell
him that, in this connection, the sermon js irrelevant. We
are laying the foundations for one, which requires more
than reciting the crimes of the Social Democracy. We
are attacking it in its stronghold, which is a lot more use-

ful, though more difficult, than trying to kill it with our-

mouths from outside. Malvolio tries an old trick. He guotes
the reasons for a politically independant party as if they
justified public, organisational separation from the Labour
Party. This has been the stock-in-trade of bankrupt sect-
arians from Cooper and James in 1936, though Haston in
the W.L.L. and the R.C.P,, to Healy in more recent times.
Nothing original, but how many comrades has it de-railed
down the years?

We speak frankly here, without any wish to distort
Malvolio’s ideas. Why should we? What have we to gain?
We want to make quite sure that he understands what he
is doing. We want him and those who rely on his ideas to

37




have no chance to pretend that they do not understand
our position. We want them to grasp what the argument
about “entrism’’ really is about. It is really about HOW
to build the party. To judge from his document, he has
simply missed the point.

Either talk about entry in terms of building the
party, or do not talk about it at all. Of course, there have
always been some incurable sectarians. Oehler and Ver-
eecken defied the eloguence even of Trotsky. They made
a fetish public organisational independence. Like those who
make a fetish of staying inside for ever, they could cling to
our movement for a time, often with great devotion, creat-
ing the greatest confusion and then announce that we are
hopeless and abandon the movement. We think this will not

be the end of Malvolio and his co-thinkers.
inevitably he belabours positions which the princ-

ipled workers in the Labour Party do not hold, possibly
on the Healy-ite principle that it always pays to throw
mud because at any rate some of it may stick. His docu-
ment lacks life precisely because he does not address him
self to the problems of the real world. The comrades want
to know HOW to undertake the hard and roundabout jour-
ney through our present stage, so as to emerge with the
basis for an organisationally independant, “‘open’ party.
The recital of general phrases, picked magpie fashion from
even Lenin and Trotsky, sends them empty away.

Year in and year out the sectarians have tried to
make out that Trotsky was not, of course, wrong, but
that what he said did not apply to their place and time.
In 1936 some of C.L.R. James’ people were honest {though
foolhardy) enough to come straight out and say that the
Old Man did not know what he was talking about. Mal-
volio, on the contrary, excels as a card-sharper.

There is a dirty little trick that he tries to use against
Lenin. He must break himseif of the habit of dishonestly
playing with words, or it will grow on him. He lifts a quo-
tation from Lenin, and tries to make it mean what Lenin
did not intend it to mean. Is this criticism “‘unfair’’? Are
these “‘Healy-ite methods''? Let us see. He argues for a
public, “independant” party now by quoting from “What
1s To Be Done’’? *Class political consciouness can be
brought to the workers only from without, that is, from
outside the economic struggle, from outside the sphere of
relations between workers and employers.” Therefore, the
W.S.L. should stay out of the Labour Party, and maintain
a public, independant organisation.

This kind of thing will not do for Marxists. It may be
all very well for those who learned their controversial meth-
ods in the W.R.P. We feel sure that Malvolio knows that the
Labour Party exists “outside the sphere of relations be-
tween workers and employers”, in the sense that it is not
concerned directly with relations at the point of pro-
duction. A few lines lower down the same page, Lenin ex-
plains that he was not talking about groupings in the La-
bour Movement at all. He is quite clear: ““The theory of
Socialism. However, grew out of the philosophic, histor-
ical and economic theories that were elaborated by the
educated representatives of the propertied classes, the
intellectuals. According to their social status, the founders
of modern scientific socialism, Marx and Engels, them-
selves belanged to the bourgeois intelligentsia”’.

From this quotation, it might not look as if the
Labour Party or entry came into Lenin’s argument at all,
but they do, though in a way which our friend Malvolio
overlooked or tried to conceal. He knowingly remarks:
“Lenin’s ‘What is to be done?’ was the basis of the split
(he underlined_the word) between Bolshevism and Men-
sF~vism, He is fighting opportunism — and polemicising
against Bernsteinism in France, which closely resembled
social-democracy as we know it today"’.

The split to which he refers, that between Bolshevism
and Menshevism, took place politically in 1903. After that
the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks remained together in the
same party for over eighty years. They did not separate

38

organisationally until the end of 1911. And they remained
in the same International as Bernstein right up to 1914.

Another point, while we are at it. It was the German
Social-Democracy of which Bernstein was a leader, not the
French Socialist Party. Read the entire section from which
Malvolio -quotes, and you will not find that Lenin mentions
either Bernstein or the French Socialist Party, even by im-
plication. And more: the French Socialist Party in the early
1900's when Lenin wrote “What Is To Be Done’’? was very
different from the German Social-Democratic Party, and
the British Labour Party had not yet come into existence.
Nor has it ever “closely resembled” either of them, if
Malvolio believes that, no wonder that he has never under-
stood the particular reasons which Trotsky gave in 1934
for the French Trotskyists to enter the S.F.1.0., the French
Socialist Party.

But what do little inaccuracies like this count with a
man who takes liberties with Lenin? As Lenin wrote, in
“What Is To Be Done’’? having someone like Malvolio in
mind: “One may become a demagogue out of purely polit-
ical innocence’’. Let us do Malvolio the kindness of hoping
that he wrote like this, not deliberately, but only through
having been badly trained and not knowing any better.

He shrewdly noticed that in the New Park edition of
“Trotsky on Britain”’ there are only five pages on “entrism’’
Aha! that obviously proves that the Oid Man did not think
entrism an important question for Britain. What a way
to argue! Does he think the comrades cannot read “‘Trotsky
on Britain"" for themselves, where practically everything
that the Old Man wrote about Britain is about the relations
between the Marxists and the masses who follow the ref-
ormists? .

This idea, incidentally, that entry is not an import-
ant question in Britain is an odd one to meet a document
the second sentence of which proclaims: ‘We consider that
the question of entry, non-entry or limited entry 4nto the
Labour Party poses much wider questions than are talked
of in . .. (the document against which he is polemicising)”’
Let Malvolio make up his mind.

A serious worker — not a mere smart alec — would
take advantage of his polemic to encourage his readers to
study Trotsky’s writings. Note how this good, insular Eng-
lishman, full of British insular bulls. . . handles his literary
sources. The international discussion on entry is to be
found in “Writings: 1933 - 34", “Writings 1934 - 356", and
“Writings: 1935 - 36”. Pathfinder Press fortunately took
their responsibilities seriously. Judging even by column-
inches, any comrade who takes the trouble to look will
find plenty about entrism there. He will find several diff-
erent entries, discussed each in the setting of its own nat-
jonal peculiarities - all different. Why did Malvolio not
mention these? Purely political innocence?

But, perhaps, after all, Trotsky was writing forty
years and more ago? Of course, only a simpleton, or a
deliberate confusionist, could argue that we can directiy
and mechanically apply today what our movement wrote
in the 1930's about, for example, the S.F.1.O. or the Brit-
ish Labour Party. None the less, he would be a bold man
who rejected today what Marx wrote about extended re-
production and the falling rate of profit, in Capital, over
a hundred years ago, on the ground, as the silly social-
democrats argue — that “‘things have changed’’. To avoid
confusing his readers’ minds, Malvolio has the duty of ex-
plaining (having cleared his own mind first) just what it
is of the “old Trotskyism’ he wants to junk. What does he
think of the immortal words of Brian Behan, about 'rattl-
ing the dead' bones of Trotsky"'?

One bShishes to read him. There is his pitiful little
tale: *“. . . the Transitional Programme makes no mention
of any form of entry work — and certainly does not lay it
down as a principle. . . " Ha! Ha! he has got them there!
It seems that Malvolio does not know that it was only Pablo
who ever tried to lay down entry as an immutable com-



mandment. At the same time, there is at least one aspect of
the Founding Conference which his eye has missed. Let him
look at the Statutes of the Fourth International: Statute 1|
reads: “in all countries the members of the Fourth Inter-
national are organised into parties or leagues {our emphasis)
which constitute the national sections . . .’ Why the dis-
tinction between ‘‘parties”’ and “‘leagues’’? Because the
prospect of entry — in the right places and the right times—
was in everyone's mind in 1938, for the future as well as
for the past. Had anyone suggested at the Founding Con-
ference that there were to be no more entries, he would
have been looked at in wonderment. Even C.L.R. James,
an inocrigible opponent of entry did not so much as raise
the question.

Nearly two years later, the Emergency Conference
of the Fourth International (held in U.S.A.) mentioned
entry specifically in the British context. “The official
British section of the Fourth International, the Militant
Labour League, achieved substantial progress by its work
in the Labour Party”, and makes not the slightest suggest-
ion that this work should be terminated. But then it would
never have occured to the Emergency Conference to quest-
ion entrism in Britain, where we were merely applying the
traditional tactic developed by Trotsky during the 1920's.
The resolution of the Opposition on the Anglo-Russian
Committee, first published in March 1927, speaks of “‘the
necessity for the British Communists to enter the Labour
Party and to fight against being expelied from that organ-
isation, since the experience of the past five years fully
confirms what Lenin said on this question at the Second
World Congress of the Comintern and in his "Left-Wing
Communism: an Infantile Disorder’’. The amendments of
the Opposition to the E.C.C.I. resolution on the situation
in Britain, dated October 1927, speak of “‘the irreconcil-
able and relentless struggle against the left lackeys of im-

perialism, both in the trade unions and in the Labour Par-

ty. . . " both these documents are in “Trotsky’s Writings
on Britain” in the section of the lessons of the General
Strike. If Malvolio, has read them, why does he conceal
them? If he has not read them, what business has he to be
pontificating to others about the Labour Party?

The Transitional Programme did not mention “entry”’
It did not mention the United Front, either. It was not con-
cerned primarily with tactical questions. It dealt with the
political act of founding our movement. The process of
building our movement is a protracted and many-sided
one. Adopting the Programme did not conjure parties out
of the ground. Maivolio does not complain that the Found-
ing Conference failed to talk about the United Front. Does
1e think that Healy is right? Or has he just not noticed
what task the Founding Conference set itself?

Foolhardy kittens, full of their own cleverness, some-
timés rush in where older, more experienced cats hold back.
Boldly our Malvolio challenges the entrists: “The question
is: How do we make an assessment of the objective, histor-
ical situation in which the tactical question of entry is
posed”’? This is indeed the right question. Putting it frankly
like that simply shows up what a poor fist he made at an-
swering it. His answer consists simply of denunciations of
the reformist leaders. Now -anyone trained by the W.R.P.
can slaughter the Labour Rights and Lefts — with his
mouth. It is like the poem about ““The Jackdaw of Rheims’’
in which the bishop’s curse leaves everyone “not a penny
the worse’’. To go on repeating what was established in

1919 at the First Congress of the Communist Internation-

al, that the Labour and Trade Union leaders are counter-
revolutionaries — how does this shed new light on what we
need to do now? Whether or not we participate in a prin-
cipled way in the struggles within the Labour Party is not
determined by what Healy — or Malvolio — say about the
leadership. We are not infiltrators. We are in the Labour
Party because that is the right place to be, to place us in
the right alignment with the other militants whose day

to day struggles bring them into opposition to the counter
revolutionary leadership.

Malvolio would do better to address his mind to such
a question as: “Why did 11% million people vote Labour in
October 19747 “Why has the individual membership of
the Labour Party declined, in a series of waves, by 40%
over the last twenty years, while the affiliated trade union
membership stays almost unchanged at around six million?’
“What explains the present ferment in the Labour Party?”’,
These questions have to be asked and answered. They are
just part of the back-log of intellectual work, which the
sectarians have neglected, in their self-satisfied ignorance.
The Marxist Bulletin exists to tackle the living reality of
the Labour Movement, and is doing so.

So nothing came out of Malvolio’s “assessment’”’ of
the “objective, historical situation in which the tactical
question of entry is posed” but abusive phrases. So soon
after leaving Healy, he could not know the right questions
to ask, and for that he could not be seriously blamed. What
progress has he made since last autumn? His Internal Bul-
letin No. 3 did draw a conclusion from his “‘assesment”’. It
is a conclusion which does not follow from his argument,
but which we should not overlook. He phrased it as foll-
ows: “We are opposed to simply liquidating the Workers’
Socialist League and its paper in the name of “entry”’ into
the Labour Party on no programme other than joining the
‘masses’ who are supposedly already there’’

Did Malvolio really mean precisely what he wrote
there? To take seriously what he wrote, you would con-
clude that there evidently is some programme on which he
would turn the members of the W.S.L. into the Labour
Party, and liquidate the W.S.L. and its paper. That could go
a long way beyond what any Trotskyist has ever suggested.
That could be liquidisation for you, with a vengance. What
a pity he did not tell us the programme on which he would
be prepared to liquidate.

Possibly he wrote more loosely than he intended, be-
cause he thinks loosely. Let us be charitable. No one who
proposes to do principled work in the Labour Party has
suggested that the Workers' Socialist League should be
politically liquidated. Marxist Bulletin would be the last
to propose sending its members into the Labour Party
without -a programme or an organisation and without at
least the perspective of a paper. Let us accept that he did
not really mean what he said, though there is a warning in
the hint that there could be some programme, unspecified,
on which some kind of entry, unexplained, could be de-
vised. Under cover of all the talk about the counter-rev-
olutionary leadership and the independance of the party,
what is being cooked up here? Precisely what is the polit-
ical basis for entry which he has in mind? Precisely what
organisational consequences will flow from it? Will the
Socialist Press come out as an organ of militants inside the
Labour Party? How long must we wait for these concrete
questions to be cleared up?

We think that Malvolio and his friends are wanting
to ride two horses at once. They are flirting with the idea
of paying lip-service to Trotsky by “putting a few people”’
in the Labour Party and pretending that that is entry, while
they carry on their sectarian propaganda outside at the
same time, There are fifty-seven varieties of illusion about
“‘combining ‘open work’ with ‘entry”’ They all have a sed-
uctive ring, and they are all a trap. The people who pro-
pose them hope to eat their cake and have it. They are
not clear in their own minds about what they propose,
nor are they honestly bringing it into the open. The sooner
these iflusions are exposed the better, because they are once
again gaining currency among the sectarian groups which
the ferment in the Labour Party has caught unprepared.

Hi. “... Only a Tactic?"’

There are “entrists” who do not really want to enter.
We have met them. They hope to avoid having to make con-
tact with the rank and file members of the Labour Party.
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They make out that entry means no more than going as a
trade union delegate to a management committee— 1o
move resolutions. This notion is a model of how not to
think of principled participation in the Labour Party. It
is a variant of the idea that “entry”’ is to raid the Labour
Party_to win members out to an ‘“‘open’’ organisation. It
is an abstention from serious, systematic work to break up
the reformist apparatus and its grip.

Malvolio, the most recent re-inventor of this notion,
cobbles up some sort of ““‘theoretical” defence for it, from
what Trotsky said in his discussion with Robertson and
Alexander, the comrades who visited him from England,
in November 1935 (see Once Again the I.L.P.).

This was where the Old Man first raised the question
of our leaving the I.L.P. and undertaking systematic, prin-
cipled work in the Labour Party and he naturally wanted
to check his own opinion against that of the English com-
rades. Most of them still thought at the time that they
could win the |.L.P. They had been fighting for eighteen
months to turn the |.L.P. towards the Labour Party. One
of the ways in which they did this was to campaign for the
I.L.P. members to undertake serious trade union work in-
stead of mucking about with the Stalinists in phoney
“single-issue” meetings and “united front” activities.

Now Malvolio wants to twist what the Old Man pro-
posed. It is quite untrue that the Old Man proposed trade
union work as an alternative to entering the Labour Party,
as anyone can see who reads “Once Again the I.L.P.”

. He can only confuse himself and others if he tries to
make out that Trotsky did not consistently advocate turn-
ing our work towards the rank and file of the Labour Party,
and, in 1935, entering the Labour Party as a group. Trotsky
did not propose on that occasion to replace Labour Party
“entry"” by some otherwise unheard-of scheme counter-
posing trade union work to entry. Malvolio has still to léarn
not to jump at the first incident that seems to suit his fac-
tional requirements and tear it out of its historical setting.
That may be all right among centrists, but among Marxist
it will not do. His method is a model of how not to mobil-
ise the lessons of history for the guidance of the comrades
today.

Those who want to pass off as “entry” an occasional
appearance at the Management Committee meeting really
are thinking of spending their time running around in a
little “‘open” group and producing an “independant’’
paper. This is not’a proper entry at all, and, in any case,
is ultimately a waste of time. The trade unionists in such
a group can do their trade union work more effectively
today if they are known as militants in the Labour Party,
than if they are identified with some obscure and untried
sect. The existence of the open “independant’’ group sim-
ply compromises those of its members who are supposed to
be trying to influence the Labour Party rank and file from
within.They must either keep quiet about it, or get them-
selves marked as agents of an organisarion alien to the Lab-
our Party, when the very people whom they want to in-
fluence will help the bureaucracy to chuck them out.

Many years ago, a comrade in Yorkshire posed to us
this question. He was less sophisticated but more honest
when he asked, “Why not a bit of both”? This chap was
one of Healy's betes noirs at the timel

The Yorkshire comrade seems to have called “‘a bit
of both” what Malvolio calls “limited entry’” Malvolio has
not told us just what he means, perhape because, being a
clever chap, he likes to hold the cards close to the waist-
coat. However, we have met him before, under other
names. The notion of “a bit of both” has come up in many
f_rm, over the years, all related like bastard brothers, by
Sectarianism out of ignorance. Not one of them is genuine
“entrism’” — any more than ‘““deep entry’’ of those at the
other end of the spectrum, lost in the Labour Party, lost
to Bolshevisim, reciting their abstract principles and avoid-
ing the struggle with the apparatus. “Limited entry”, or
“A bit of both’ is a fig leaf It conceals a abstract, formal
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attitude to the rank and file of the Labour Party, taken up
from the outside. “Deep entry”’ also is a fig leaf. It conceals
the same attitude, but taken up from the inside. Fromout-
side, it means abstaining from taking part in the life of the
Labour Party. From inside it means adaption to the appar-
atus. Neither method faces up to the job of principled par-
ticipation.

Malvolio and the ““deep entrists’’ tell us, with feeling,
that “entry’’ is a tactic and not a principle, that what we
need is an “‘orientation’’ to the Labour Party. The problem
for us all is — just what does this phrase mean? To make
sure that no slick talker confuses our comrades, we use
Trotsky's principle: “The truth is always concrete”. We
challenge the Malvolio’s who spout these phrases. What
precisely do you mean by an “‘orientation’’ to the Labour
Party? Anyway, what do you know about the Labour
Party? What do you know about the past disputes and ex-
periences of our movement in relation to the Labour Party?
What right have you to talk? Show us all your credentials.
Then we may be able to judge whether your “‘entry’’ is
genuine or bogus.

Those who heel over towards sectarianism and pay
lip-service to a bit of “entrism’’ usually have at the back of
their minds that ‘‘real’”” revolutionary work consists of
“building the party” by selling papers in the streets, and
that “entry work’’ is some sort of diversion or soft option.
At the same time, those who in the labour Party heel over
towards opportunism usually think that the ‘‘real work”
consists of making contacts among M.P.s and ingratiating
themselves with people in the apparatus. Both kinds of
bogus “entrist’”’ feel that they must make verbal genuflec-
tions to Trotsky, neither kind understands him.

IV. What do we mean by our ““Tactics’"?

In the real world, tactics consist of the activities in
which our strategy, our programme and our principles come
to life, pass from words to deeds. Our principles, pro-
gramme and strategy can come to life in different activ-
ities appropriate to the stage of the class struggle at a
particular time. Our tactics are the only way by means of
which the vanguard relates to the class. Tactics, therefore,
are not clever ruses by which you get the workers to do
what you want them to do, while you abstractly preach
your programme and principles.

In the debates of little circies, of course, the day-to-
day activities can seem to aquire a life of their own, to get
detached from and float away from their reasons for ex-
isting as applications of strategy, programme and prin-
ciples. Much recent “single-issue’’ activity by the small
groups, much of what passes for “united front” activity
in which handfulls of people join each others’ demonstra-
tions, is done by people who have lost sight of the real
object of the exercise. Since their factical activity is not
anchored down in a strategy based on understanding the
British Labour Movement, they have no means of de-
ciding what are useful and what are useless things to
do. ““Tactics” become a metaphysical abstraction. That
is why we see so many enthusiasts dashing from one thing
to another at the command of the infalliable leader of one
or another of the sects, and, then, naturally wondering
what is being gained from all this expenditure of perspir-
ation, falling either into scepticism or a personal crisis.

In a Marxist organisation comrades of the rank and
file do not always have to wait to be told what tactics to
adopt, or to look over their shoulders at the General Secre-
tary and guess from his enigmatic jowl whether what was
right yesterday will still be right tomorrow. The rank and
file of a marxist organisation is educated in its programme
and strategy; they understand it and can apply it. The
strategy of a sect is not founded on the reality of the Lab-
our Movement. It is a metaphysical abstraction thought
up in someone’s head. It can be realised, of course; it shows
itself in the real world in whatever nonsense comes into the



head of the comrade with the loudest voice or the brassiest
neck. It is realised in the newest bright idea with. which the
General Secretary woke up this morning, or picked up in
conversation with somebody or from a newspaper head-
line.

Sometimes a good analogy can help to make a point
clear. Let us think about the tactic of the ““United Front”.
Like the “entry tactic”, it also is not mentioned in the
“Transitional Programme". It was expressed, in the form in
which Bolsheviks now accept it, in the latter half of 1921,
in the Communist International, when the first post-1918
revolutionary wave had been beaten back — and for that
reason. (The important texts are published in English, and
we also have what Trotsky wrote in ““The First Five Years
of the Comintern) Trotsky did with the united front in
1921 what he did with the “French Turn’’ in 1934 and
with entry into the British Labour Party in 1936. He ed-
ucated the whole movement when he explained how, as
tactics, they were the practical expression of Bolshevik
programme and strategy.

In 1921 many of the Communist Parties in Europe
were of substantial size. None of them, however, except
one, commanded a majority of the workers in its country.
The reason for developing the tactics of the “United Front
From Above” was s§imply to let everyone see that the
Communists maintain the unity in struggle of the working
class, prepare to win the majority and overcome the sectar-
ianism and propagandism with which the penetration of the
mass movement was opposed by certain leaders of the
German, French, {talian. . . . and British Communist Par-
ties.

So, when we say that “entry” is "just a tactic”, let
us keep the scorn out of our voices. Let us do it justice.
Remember: in Trotsky’s polemic against Shachtman and
Burnham in 1939-40, he argued that the defence of the
Soviet Union stands in a tactical relation to strategy . of
the world struggle for socialism. You can shout about
Socialism as long as you like, but you cannot get it if you
do not defend the Soviet Union. So, if the defence of the
Soviet Union is “only & tactic’’, was Trotsky wrong to make
such a fuss about it? Are all our debates with the ‘‘State
Capitalists” a minor matter? Tell us, comrade Malvolio!
Let the sectarnians, the strategists without tactics and the
impressionists without strategy, answer that one,

Trotsky’s various and different proposals for entry
in 1933-37 were the practical, tactical expression of stra-
tegical considerations. They put forward what had to be
done when we recognised how objectively weak and rela-
tively isolated the Communist vanguard was. These were
the same features, only vastly worse, as had made necess-
ary in 1921 the formulation of the tactic of the “United
Front from Above”, a tactic which will be of the greatest
use to us when we have organisations big enough to apply
it

Those who chatter today about "“entry as the only
tactic””, or “entry is not an important question’’, seem
to think that we enjoy the support of important layers
of workers, at least in the major capitalist countries. They
overlook that this goal has still to be reached, anywhere,
Malvolio and his like replace what is with what they would
like to have. Consequently, they reject the tactical means
by which Trotsky and the international leadership can
help us to lay the foundations for the independant, "open”’
parties of the future. The strategic aim, the building of par-
ties, requires in Britain that the tactic of entry must be em-
ployed. Our situation is determined for us by past history;
if we want to build a party there is no other way to do it.
The duty of principled participation in the Labour Party,
of developing a programme of action there to help the ad-
vanced workers to fight the reformist ieaders and dismantle
the apparatus which defends them, cannot be evaded with
mindless prattle about “the independance of the party”,
“liquidationism’’ or “a bit of both"".

What motivates these hopelessly disoriented people
who dream of conjuring up “there own”’ miniscule labour
movement as a substitute for penetrating the real one which
the workers have taken a century and a half to buiid? Hun-
dreds like them in the past have chanted the same ritual
incantations about “revolutionary intransigance’”, about
“liquidation in social-democracy’’ — like devout Catholics
shuffling their beads — and what has happened to them?
Can Malvolio cheat the laws of history, which were too
strong for Haston or Grant? Doesn’t he know what became
of them? Did their pathetic, sectarian credo save them from
the snares of social-democracy? Did they save anyone else
fron “liquidation’’ the Labour Party is dotted with middle
age ex-sectarians from the Revolutionary Communist Party
who turned their backs on Marxism and made their peace
with reformism. Inside the most muscle bound sectarian
there is a supple-spined opportunist waiting his chance to
spread his wings in the sun . .. . as usually in the end he
does.

There are few bold, out-spoken sectarians, especially
in Britain. Whereas in other countries sectarians can more
plausibly oppose their rostrums to the real movement of
the working-class, in this country they have to pretend to
be Marxists and pass themselves off as part of, rather than
opposed to, the Marxist movement. None of the sectarian
groups in Britain which claim some connection with Trot-
skyism dares say openly that they are approaching the
workers in the name of their own organisation because they
believe that they can build their party by winning the work-
ers’ support in actions undertaken independentiy of their
traditional mass organisations. We know, however, that
when we told Healy that that is what he is trying to do, we
had buckets of abuse poured over us about ““abdicating the
fight for leadership” etc. etc. Trotsky on the contrary
wrote with boundless scorn for the complacent idiocy of
those who thought they could resolve the crisis of prole-
tarian leadership by proclaiming themselves to be its sol-
ution. Answering the charge that entry into the S.F.1.0.
involved, necessarily, capitulation to the Second Inter-
national, Trotsky replied: ‘We merely admit honestly that
our organisation is too week to establish for itself a prac-
tical independant role in the struggles that are looming
ahead of us. At the same time, as good revolutionists, we
do not want to stand on the sidelines’. ‘(The league Faced
with a Turn) and to the question, does not the entry into

~the S.F.1.O. imply the danger of opportunist adaption

or of degeneration?’ Trotsky answered: ‘Undoubtedly. Yet
1t would be naive to think that one can escape this danger
through isolation” (Ibid) And unlike the advocates of bogus
“independance”’ today, Trotsky understood the distinction
between a league and a party, between organisational inde-
pendance itseif {(often confused with the independance of
the all-seeing and all-powerful apparatus) and the political
independance of the Marxist vanguard, which can take
many organisational forms. *‘But the proletarian party must
be independant’, insisted the opponents of entry. Quite so.
But the league is not yet a party. It is an embryo, and an
embryo needs covering and nourishment in order to dev-
elop” (lbid).

When Trotsky returned to this problem a little later
in the same month (June 1934), he had to deflate gently
those opponents of entry who imagined that a small group
became a party by proclaiming itself as such, and by up-
holding with unbounded intransigance, the principle of
‘organisational independance’:

‘Irreconcilableness of principle has nothing in com-
mon with sectarian ossification, which heedlessly passes
over the changes in the situation and the mood of the
masses. From the thesis that the proletarian party must
be independant at all costs, our english comrades conciud-
ed that it would be impermissable to into the {.L.P. Alas!
They forgot that they were far from being a party, but
were only a propaganda circle, that a party does not fall
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from heaven, that the propaganda circle must pass through
a period of embryonic existence before it can become a
party. Our English comrades (the majority) doubtlessly
paid dearly for their mistake in perspective, and we with
them.’ (The League Faced with a decisive Turn) This was
written 41 years ago. And still the Malvolios — and those
that mis-educated them — deliver their verbose sermons on
the evils of entry as a path to the liquidationist hell. With
the salutary examples of Haston and Grant in mind, we
ask Malvolio and his tutors to ponder these lines by Trot-
sky: ‘.. .. anyone who says "l never will belong to the
social democracy! Capitulation! Treason! etc.” is nothing
but a sentimental wretch who perhaps knows some green-
house Marxist formulas, but who is frightened by living
trees, and especially by a forest.” (The Stalinists and Or-
ganic Unity, July 1934).

What Trotsky writes here bears directly on our
present debate. For our Malvolio’s do not seem even to
have asked themselves whether the decision to found the
W.R.P. was correct. How can they, when they defend as
correct the turch which Healy took nine years earlier away
from the Labour Party, in the direction of illusions about
“strong, independant revolutionary parties’’, a path which
ended inexorably in launching the W.R.P. in November
1973.

V. Who has falsified our charts? Who has led us
off course?

Comrades who have given themselves the trouble of
grasping what Trotsky and the International Secretariat
taught the Marxist movement of the 1930’s about entry
may well wonder at the amount of time and effort which
the sectarians oblige us to devote to them, in the face of
the long history of the controversy and of our experience.
Yet the question needs answering: How is it that there are
hundreds of comrades around the Left, who have been rear-
ed in the school of “‘no entry’’, or “limited entry” or “‘deep
entry”’, but mostly nowadays are being confused with the
“bit of both’’, that is, the schoo! of shame-faced sectarian-
ism?

~ No doubt Malvolio, when he parted from the W.R.P.,
felt purged of all the wrong things he had been taught
there. Unhappily he still has the sectarian virus circulating
with his blood. Let us ask him to join us in a look at his
own political history, which, it seems, he has not yet fully
understood. He believes that the S.L.L. was right in 1964.
He believes Healy's mythology about the history of Trot-
skyism in Britain. To be sure, the witch-hunt against the
Young Socialists in 1964 was part of the preparation of
the Wilson leadership for office. What is untrue is that the
S.L.L. had to turn away from pentrating the Labour Party
towards “independance’’, or that it had no other course.
The S.L.L. teadership was already isolating itself from the
rank and file of Labour. It was already forgetting the prin-
ciples in defence of which it had fought Brian Behan a few
years before. Consequently, it could not extend the struggle
to defend the Young Socialists into the rank and file of the
Labour Movement. It made a virtue of the results of its own
mistakes. They should have been trying to retain their
footholds in the Labour Party, to put two people back in
for every one expelied, to train the young comrades in
trade union work in readiness for a new development of
the crisis in the Labour Party. Instead, they did Transport
House the kindness of hoisting the “independant’’ banner
and marching off into the blue horizon, soon to be foll-
owed by Tony Cliff, as well as by what is now the |.M.G.
and a host of smaller sects.

All this past history is coming out into the open now
and will be thrashed out, but there i1s one question which
Malvolio and his friends ought to face straight away. If
Healy was right in 1964, and if Malvolio agrees that he was
right in 1964, how come they fell out? How does Malvolio
come to be outside the W.R.P.? He may weil reply: “Don't
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you know? Healey is a BAD MAN. He treated us BADLY".
The leaders of every little group tell their tale of personal
squabbles in the last, last-but-one and last-but-two group
they were in; what they do not get to the bottom of is the
political reasons underlying the personal mis-behaviour of
the Healy’s, the Cliff’s and the rest, whose organisationsal
methods, let us agree, have nothing in common with Bol-
shevism. What is the political reason why Malvolio could
not live in the same organisation as Healy, Banda and their
cohorts — if Healy was right in 1964?

Let us give Malvolio a hint while he is scratching his
head. Sectarians always maintain an un-Bolshevik regime in
their own groups. Sometimes it is free and easy, based on
personal friendships and mutual tolerance. Sometimes it is
a reign of terror based on the oppression and destruction of
comrades who do not see it as an expression of anti-Marxist
politics. Maintaining a sectarian position, no matter how
you do it, means turning your back on reality. It means
that your tactics are divorced from your strategy and that
what you are doing does not square with what you are sup-
posed to be doing. Yet reality breaks in whenever the rank
and file comrades leave the office and try to sell papers to
workers. The contact with reality provokes an unseemly
personal brawl, in which what should be a political discuss-
ion of fundamentals turns into exchanges of slanders and
even blows, and is prematurely cut short by walk-outs or
expulsions.

if Malvolio had had a majority in the W.R.P., would
he have taken up a different attitude from Healy's towards
the Labour Party and “entry”’? it now appears that he be-
jieves that there was no principled difference between him
and Healy, since they agree on the basic, sectarian line.
They both have the same position towards principled par-
ticipation in the Labour Party: that is, they do not under-
stand it and they oppose it. Malvolio does not understand
that 1964 led implacably to 1974. But.there must be some
political basis for the split. Please tell us what you think it
was!

VI. “Entry and the National Peculiarities of
Different Countries”

Our international leadership was concerned in the
years 1933 to 1937 with no less than seven separate and
different applications of the tactic of “entry’’. Each was
carried out in a different political setting. Each took on a
different form. Yet all of them, Britain (twice, each time
different), France, Belgium. Poland, Spain and U.S.A.
were for the same underlying purpose. They were to fuse
the internationalist programme with the workers’ vanguard,
taking into account the national peculiarities of each coun-
try, and enabling the group to enter the stage through
which alone it had a chance of emerging as a genuine party,
and not a party in name only.

Many years later, however, the original mind of Arch-
bishop Gerry- Healy cleared away all these complications
at a stroke. He wrote, a polemic against Pablo, entitled,
“Problems of the Fourth International” We must admit
that he rather startled those who knew something about the
matter when he pontificated: “Entry cannot be satisfact-
orily carried out unless their is a strong, independant party,
functioning actively in the daily experience of the working
class”. And, just to make sure that there was no mis-
understanding: “The essence of thé entry tactic is that
the revolutionary party and its leadership must consciously
function within the working class independently of entry.
At the time of writing, in 1966, the Master was trying to
take up a position of “orthodoxy’ as against Pablo’s
notions of ‘“‘deep entry’”’, “entry sui generis”’ and so on.

Do the “limited entrists”, the ‘‘bit of both” mer-
chants, find fault with Healy's formulations? If they dis-
agree with them let them detail the grounds of their diff-
erences; let them say where and why. If they do not dis-
agree, let them come out of their holes and say so like men.

Contrast Healy’s ‘words with the historical record!



They are as absurd as they are pretentious. We know him
too well to hope that he will join in a principled discussion.
Slander is more his style. The comrades of the W.S.L., on
the other hand, are trying to get the W.R.P. indoctrination
out of their systems. They shouid think again about the
blind alley into which the “limited entry’”” will lead them.
Whatever be their minor differences from Healy, whatever
slanders he pours over them, they will commit themselves
to the same current as is sweeping the W.R.P. down its
suicidal course, if they agree with him on entry. They will
share with him the responsibility for destroying hundreds
more militants.

Healy's wording has at least the merit that it is suc-
cinct: he focuses all his errors in a few words. Here is not
the least of Healy’s services, that he here gives us a chance
to scotch, once and for all, his and all the other bogus
entry fantasies.

Two quick, practical points must first be made. What
he wrote against Pablo flatly contradicts his own exper-
ience! What short memories he must think people have, to
be sure! Where was the “’strong, independent, revolutionary
parties etc.”” when his Grace carried out the entry of the
Club into the Labour Party in 1949 - 1958? The Commun-
ist Party, perhaps? If that is what he means, why was he to
coy to say so? Again, in the 1930’s, we did not, of course,
have “strong, independent, revolutionary parties etc.”When
we entered, first the |.L.P. and later the Labour Party. Hea-
ly knows as well as the writers that he belonged, first, to
the “Militant Group’ and later to the “Workers’ Inter-
national League”, in 1937 - 1939. We concede that he may
have been slow to realise that the “‘Militant Group” was
developing, under Trotsky'’s inspiration, an entry tactic;
after all he only stayed there a few months. Possibly he
did not realise that the “Workers' International League””
also was trying to do 'so, as its documents show. We can
understand that he would not know that the Trotskyists
entered the I.L.P. in 1934 without the benefit of a “strong,
independant, revolutionary party, etc.”” After all he was not
in our movement at the time, so no doubt the I.L.P. entry
did not amotint to much without him. (he seems at that
time to still have been in the Y.C.L., but his own account
of his movements is obscure and confused, and their is little
independant evidence to go on).

But even if we leave ‘aside the 1930’s, his "“entry” in
1949 - 1958 was beyond dispute a success. Cannon congrat-
utated him on it. The S.L.L. came out of it. Where was the
“strong, independant, revolutionary party’ in 1949 - 19587
Are we to see in the S.L.L. the “strong etc, etc.” that he
speaks of? If so, why was it deliberately called a ‘League’’?
Why did it seek affiliation to the Labour Party? If the
S.L.L. was such a party, why did its leaders go through the
elaborate, highly dramatised charade of "transforming’’
what was already a ‘strong, independant revolutionary Par-
ty” into the W.R.P.? Since it is Healy and his shame-faced
pupils in the W.S.L. who have landed themselves in this
hopeless tangle of self-contradiction, let us hope that they
will sort it out in such a way as to make sense to the mili-
tants — without over-doing the “philosophy.”

But so deeply committed are the W.R.P. leaders to
their present sectarian course that they now find it necess-
ary to distort Marxism on an entire range of political que-
stions, a distortion which necessarily leads them to falsify
the history of our movement. This is nowhere better dem-
onstrated than in their approach to the question of the
nature of the Labour Party and, consequently, what tactics
Marxists should adopt towards it. This problem has been
with us since the very origin of the Communist movement.
We cannot therefore do justice here to all the complex ar-

guments and tendancies which have evolved on the quest-.

ion in the last half-century.

VII. Once and for All: Lenin and Trotsky on
the British Labour Party

The W.R.P. has taken a sectarian lurch on the quest-
ion of the Labour Party. Let us look once more at what
Lenin and Trotsky wrote about it and about the British
workers’” movement. Here we can exhume a controversy
in the fore-runner of the W.R.P., the S.L.L., and see Healy
attacking the position which today he defends with such
zeal.

We can best approach the problem by looking crit-
ically at the exposition by the W.R.P. of what it claims to
be the Communist position on the Labour Party. In “Work-
ers Press”, January 5 1975, Jack Gale (who cut his first
teeth as an entrist in the Leeds Labour Party) wrote what
passed for a reply to an old woman comrade M. who had
written a private letter to Gale, criticising formulations
which he had used on the nature of the Labour Party at a
public meeting of the W.R.P. Ironically, Gale and M. fought
on the same side against the ultra-lefts in the faction fight
of 1960, in the course of which it was Brian Behan who
developed the line that the Labour Party was not a workers
party, and that the S.L.L. should proclaim the “open
party”’. (One suggested name for this fore-runner of the
W.R.P. was ""Revolutionary Workers' Party).

Just before we go into Gale’s revision of the Marxist
position on the Labour Party, we may note that Gale de-
parts, or helps Healy to depart, from the traditions of
communist polemic. M’s letter was a private letter address-
ed personally to Gale. Gale is perfectly justified, as a W.R.P.
member, in showing it to the W.R.P. leadership. The Party
is quite within its rights to publish a reply. But in doing so
it should permit the readers of “Workers’ Press’’ to read the
whole of M’s letter, not to mention the vast majority of
members of the W.R,P, who had not seen it. All that “Wor-
kers’ Press allows them to see of M’s letter is one isolated
excerpt. Can it-be that Gale and Healy are frightened that
if they publish the whole letter their own untenable posit-

ion on the Labour Party will be exposed? This is more than
likely the case. Gale makes much more of the fact that M.

selects a quotation from Lenin on the Labour Party dating
from *1908. Gale asks ‘Why did she not choose to quote
Lenin on the Labour Party in 1920?’

Gale is understandably anxious to invoke Lenin’s
authority in his bid to prove that the Labour Party is in
no sense a workers’ party. We can appreciate this concern,
since following in the footsteps of Palme Dutt, John Stra-
chey and company, the Healy leadership has been denounc-
ing for the last two and a half years the leaders of the Lab-
our Party (most of all the Lefts) as ‘corporatists’. Clearly
a ‘corporatist’ (fascist) party cannot be in any sense a work-
ers party and certainly not a party one should do entry
work in

Let us look at the quotation preferred by Gale, and,
let us look at it in the spirit of its author, critically: it
comes from a speech made to the second Congress of the
Comintern, on 6th August 1920, the subject being ‘on
affiliation to the British Labour Party’. The excerpt selec-
ted by Gale runs:

“Whether of not a party is really a political party of

the workers does not depend solely (NB) upon a

membership of workers, but also (NB} upon the

men that lead it, and the content of its actions and
its political tactics. Only this latter determines wheth-
er we really have before us a political party of the
proletariat. Regarded from this, the only correct
point of view, the Labour Party is a thoroughly bour-
geois party, because, although made up of workers, it
is led by reactionaries, and the worst kind of reaction-
aries at that, who act quite in the spirit of the bour-
geoisie”’

That, for Gale, settles the matter of the class nature of the

Labour Party. But it did not for Lenin, nor the Comintern,

nor Trotsky, nor indeed Healy. Lenin made this speech —
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a polemical one directed against a British delegate — on bth
August 1920. On 4th July of the same year, in preparation
for the Comintern Congress, he drafted the ‘Theses on
Comintern’s Fundamental Tasks’, a section of which he
devoted to the vexed question of the British movement.
Lenin's Theses, while coming out clearly and firmly for
total organisational as well as programmatic and political
separation from the Second International, made a single
exception in the case of Britain, where he argued for the
embryonic Communist Party to fight on specific terms for
affiliation to the Labour Party:

“ _the second congress of the Third International

should declare in favour of Communist groups and

organisations, or groups and organisations sympa-
thising with communism, joining the Labour Party
in Great Britain, despite its membership in the Sec-
ond International. As long as this party ensures its
affiliated organisations their present freedom of crit-
icism and freedom to carry on work of propaganda,
agitation and organisation in favour of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and Soviet government, and as
long as this party preserves the character of a feder-
ation of all trade union organisations of the working
class, it is imperative for communists to do everything
and to make certain compromises in order to be able
to exercise their influence on the broadest masses of
the workers, to expose their opportunist leaders from
a higher tribune, that is in fuller view of the masses,
and to hasten the transfer of political power from the
direct representatives of the bourgeoisie to the "Lab-
our lieutenants of the capitalist class” so that the
masses may be more quickly weaned away from their
last illusion on this score.”
{Vol. 31, P.199)
We should note wwo things. Firstly, that Lenin saw in the
British - Labour Party features which set it aside from all
other parties of the Second International, namely that it
permitted freedom of tendancies: and secondly, that it was
a 'federation of all the trade unions of the working class’.
Now if we treat everything Lenin said and wrote as holy
writ (a distinctly non-Marxist approach) then we would be
hard put, in the light of Lenin’s considered opinion on the
trade union basis and nature of the Labour Party, to ex-
plain his remark-in the already quoted polemic against the
British delegate to the Second Congress, where he says the
following:

“ | should like to mention a slight inaccuracy on

the part of Comrade McLaine, which cannot be a-

greed to. He called the Labour Party the political or-

ganisation of the trade union movement, and later
repeated the statement when he said that the Labour

Party is ‘the political expression of the workers orga-

nised in trade unions’. | have met the same view sever-

al times in the paper of the British Socialist Party

{and we shall see it recurring —with, in the author’s

opinion, some justification, in the publications of

the Socialist Labour League, forerunner of the WRP).
it is erroneous, and is partly the cause of the opposit-
ion, fully justified in some measure, coming from the

British revolutionary workers . . . Of course most of

the Labour Party’s members are working men ... "

(Vol 31, P.257)
The quotation then continues with the extract cited by
Gale.

We are not waging a battle of quotations. It is necess-
ary simply to present a balanced evaluation of the method
which Lenin employed in order to understand the Labour
P-rty at different stages of its development. For example,
Lenin wrote in February 1913, in an article about the Lab-
our Party Conference of that year, that the "British Labour
Party . . . represents something in the nature of a broad
workers’ party. This is a compromise between the Socialist
party(the B.S.P.} and the non-socialist trade unions’’. This
is another quotation which Gale chooses to ignore. It does
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not “fit”" his sectarian model, so it has to be rejected, along
with Lenin’s dialectical method of analysis and programme
of action in relation to the British Labour Party.

The leadership of the Leninist Comintern had cause
to address itself on two occasions to the problem of the
class nature of the Labour Party. It did so in a way that
makes it yet more difficult for Gale to sustain his sectarian
line on that organisation. In December 1921, the Comin-
tern Executive circulated to all its sections a directive on
the application of the united front tactics elaborated at the
recent third congress of the Cl. Section 10 dealt with the
specific application of the tactics in Britain:

“In England the reformist Labour Party has rejected

communist party affiliation although other workers’

organisations are accepted. Under the influence of
the growing desire among the workers for the united
front, the London workers’ organisations recently
passed a resolution in favour of the affiliation of the

CPGB to the Labour Party. England is of course in

this respect an exception because as a result of the

peculiar circumstances the English Labour Party is

a kind of general workers’ association for the entire

country. It is'the task of the English communists to

beg_ﬁ-n & vigorous campaign for their acceptance by the

Labour Party’.

Four months later, in March 1922, the Executive Commit-
tee of the Comintern met to discuss the so-cailled ‘English
Question’, and formulated a resolution on the problem
guiding the CPGB in its work, especially towards the Lab-
our Party. Point 7 of this resolution contained the follow-
ing definition of the Labour Party, one that Lenin, had he
followed to the letter his' polemic against McLaine two
years earlier, would have been bound at least to modify:
“The Labour Party is the political organisation of
the trade unions. It includes various political ten-
dencies within the workers’ movement, such as those
represented by the ILP, the Fabians, the Guild So-
cialists efc. etc. But the defensive struggle of the
working class against the increasing oppression of
the bourgeoisie requires that the Labour Party should
include within its ranks all the political aspirations cf
the workers’ movement. The Labour Party cannot
claim that it unites the working class in the political
field if it does not also include the Communist Party”’

In this instance, the Labour Party is characterised as a trade
union party, imperfectly expressing the aspirations of the
working class by virtue of its exclusion of the CP. it is now-
where in this very important resolution characterised as a
bourgeois party after the manner of the August 6th 1920
speech by Lenin, nor anywhere else in Lenin's work that
we have been able to find.

Gale's purpose is clear. He wants to pluck an iso
lated citation from Lenin to boost his own sectarian line
on the Labour Party. He chooses to ignore all those state-
ments on the question by Lenin, Trotsky, the Leninist
Comintern and his own organisation which round out, and
in the author's opinion, correct the one-sided analysis of
the Labour Party quoted by Gale.

Let us move on a little to 1925, the year when Trot
sky wrote his short book, ‘Where is Britain Going?* Gale
and Healy, given their conversion to the Behan conception
of the Labour Party, will be hard put to explain how Trot-
sky came to write the following:

“The proletariat has forced the trade unions to create

an independent party. But the matter will not res

there. . . A great deal less time will be necessary to
turn the Labour Party into a revolutionary party than

was needed for its creation.”
(Ibid, P.35, 1960 edition)
Gale deduces from an article written by Lenin during the
first world war (The Collapse of the Second International’)
that in Britain it was from then on the task of Marxists to
‘destroy’ the Labour Party. Yet a decade later, Trotsky, in




a quotation studiously ignored by Gale, is saying that it is
the task of Communists to ‘turn the Labour Party into a
revolutionary party’! Was there a contradiction between
Lenin and Trotsky on this question? We think not, though
there existed obvious differences in the manner of their
presentation of the problem. Trotsky did not say that the
task of the communists in Germany was to transform the
SPD into a revolutionary party, nor any other section of
the Second International save the British. Gale fails to gra-
ppie with this side of the matter — the special nature of
the British Labour Party, and the consequent flexibility and
even uniqueness of approach towards it by the Comintern.
Trotsky did not of course argue that the Labour Party
would automatically evolve into a revolutionary party, (a
development which is, of course totally excluded today —
despite what the “deep entrists’” may claim — and has been
totally excluded since the defeat of the General Strike in
1926 at the latest.) Trotsky saw the role of the young Brit-
ish Communist Party as one of the decisive factors:

“In order to take power, the proletariat must necess-

arily have at their head a revolutionary party. In or-

der to make the trade unions fit for their future role,
they must be freed of conservative officials, of super-
stitious blockheads. . . A reformist, opportunist Lib-
eral-Labour party can only enfeeble the trade unions,
thus paralysing the activity of the masses. A revolut-
tonary Labour Party, based on the trade unions, will
together with them become a mighty instrument for
their restoration to health and their uplift . . . Of
course, for of a certain comparatively slowly, but
after that an inevitable change will take place: The

Communist Party will take the (leading) place in re-

lation to the Labour Party which at present is occu-

pied by the ILP.
(Ibid, pp  122-127)

Nowhere in this work did Trotsky pose the question
of “destroying” the Labour Party as such. Neither did Len-
in in any of his writings on the subject, despite the extreme
sharpness of his formulations. Only Gale employs this form-
ulation, revising as he does so the entiie heritage of Marxist
teaching and experience in relation to the British Labour
Party.

Gale also informs us, with evident glee, that ‘“‘no-
where in this report (the article of 1908 to which M. re-
ferred) does Lenin call the Labour Party a workers’ party”.
And then Gale adds: '‘Always precise, he refers to it as the
political representative of the trade unions’’.

In 1920, however, Lenin himself rejected this formu-
lation — in the very speech on which Gale seized in the
hope of proving that the Labour Party is a thoroughly
bourgeois party.

Because he is grinding Healy's sectarian axe, and not
attempting an honest balanced evaluation of what isa very
complex problem, Gale lends himself in yet another contra-
diction. He asserts that in 1908, Lenin refused to term the
Labour Party a workers’ party. Yet in his already quoted
war-time article, Gale cites Lenin where he says:

“In reality, the opportunists’ farmal membership in

WORKERS’ PARTIES by no means disproves their

objectively being a political detachment of the bour-

geoisie, conductors of its influence, and its agents in
the Labour movement’. (emphasis added)
In other words, these parties to which Lenin is referring —

the parties of the Second International — are workers’
parties with a bourgeois, opportunist, counter-revolutionary
leadership.

To stress either feature at the expense of the other is
to make a concession either to opportunism or sectarianism
By this highly selective use of quotations, Gale makes Lenin
appear as an ultra-left, as we shall also see when we turn to
the WRP’s distortion of Lenin on election strategy and tac-
tics.

There is a final quotation of which we cannot .resist
reminding Gale. He must know it since his own organisat-
ion has only recently republished it in the last of the three-
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volume collection of Trotsky’s writings on Britain. It occurs
in the article ‘Once again the ILP’:

"The war crisis does not alter the fact that the LAB—

OUR PARTY IS A WORKERS PARTY, which the

governmental 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”. (emphasis added)
As late as 1935, then, Trotsky held the Labour Party to be
a workers’ party. And, like Lenin, he grasped the contra-
diction between its worker base and the trade union origins,
and its treacherous, opportunist, bourgeois leadership. Gale
will have none of it:
.. ... the opportunists of 1974 want to stress that
the Labour Party is a ‘workers’ party’ (Gale finds the
suggestion so ridiculous that he has put the term in
quotation marks) in order to establish a link between
the Wilsons, Healys, Jenkins, Foots and the working
class. Aren‘t thev leaders of a workers’ party?

The notion is just too preposterous for Gale. Yet it
is true. That is precisely why Trotsky insisted that the cri-
sis of humanity is the crisis of leadership. Gale capitulates
to the Wilson, Healy and Foot by implying that they are
no longer a danger to the working class, since they are
supported only by the bourgeoisie.

Unfortunately for the day dreamers of the WRP,
there is a link between the Labour leaders and the working
class. It is one that six decades of imperialist crisis and war,
reformist betrayal and the persistent work of Marxixts have
as yet been unable to sever, or even seriously weaken. Or
does Gale believe, as the 1969 SLL conference resolution
so biithely put it, that no section of workers would ‘ever
again’ look to Labour for leadership? Is Gale arguing that
Trotskyists no longer have as their task the breaking of the
workers from their reformist leaders? He writes as if this
had already happened, spontaneously. Perhaps Gale stiil
does not support the resofution for which he voted in 1969,
and which was brutally refuted by the vote of 12 million
workers for Labour a year later. For he declares today:

“But the Labour bureaucracy does not draw its

strength and political outlook from the working

class. It draws it from its alliance with the bourg-
eoisie”’.

Such word play is highly dangerous. Fot the fact is
and only blind sectarians refuse to admit it — that the wor-
king class in considerable numbers does find its own illus-
ions and prejudices reflected in the reformist idealogy of
its leaders. To argue otherwise today implies that the work-
ing class is quite spontaneously evolving its own socialist
consciouness, and doing so without greatly disturbing the
domination of the bureaucracy, or without lending its
support in significant numbers to the ‘revolutionary altern-
ative’, the WRP.

Does saying that Labour is a workers party, (as Trot-
sky did in 1935) necessarily involve or imply an opportun-
ist outlook? Does saying that the Labour leaders derive
support (however critical) from the workers, and to a cer-
tain degree, reflect their reformist illusions, place one in the
camp of anti-Marxism? Gale obviously thinks so. Let him
then expose, in his inimitable style, the opportunist author
of the following lines:

“The contemptible, mercenary and servile bureau-

crats of the trade unions and the Labour Party ex-

press all that is humiliating, serf-like and feudal in the

British working class”.

Let Gale make hay with that one, and when he is fin-
ished, we might tell him who wrote it. Then he can try his
hand on this:

“Morrison, Clynes, etc. represent certain prejudices of

the workers”’.

Another case of an opportunist wanting to "‘establish
a link” between the working class and the Labour leaders?
If the bureaucracy owes its position solely to the support of
the bourgeoisie, then the reformists are already exposed,
and, and have been exposed for decades: 45



The crisis of leadership has already been resolved.

Do we have here, decked out in the language of what
passes Ii the WRP for Trotskyism, the third period Stalinist
theoty that the reformist parties (in Britain, the Labour
Party) have ceased to be in any serise workers' parties?
Paime Dutt, pioneer of the third period In the CPGB, ar-
gued that Lenin’'s analysis of the Labour Party no longer
applied after 1928, that the party had become a straight-
forward ‘third capitalist party’, and that the task of the
commurists was to smash it, After 1928, and then up to
1964, the Labbour Party was dubbed social-fassist, much
s the WRP today uses the term ‘corporatist’,

It was also argued, in a style that Has again become
fashionable amongst sectarians, that the Labour Party was
fast losing its hold on the workers, that its only support de-
rived from the ruling class, and that therefore, all that had
to be done to win the wotrkers to communism was confront
the ‘social-fascists’ as the ‘new leadership’ of the working
oclass. All this sounds familiar, as indeed it is, Qale is simply
attempting to smouoth the rough otlges of what is essentially
a policy derived from the third period, and from the ‘Left
Commuriism’ of a decade earlier.

Lenin vs. Gale on Elections.

The ‘Left Communist’ aspect comes through in Gale's
rathet lame apology for the eombination of sectarignism
and opportunism which served the WRP as an election
poliey.

This is how he petverts Lenin to protect the WHP
from M's criticisms!

“Thus he (Lenin) wrote — not having had the ad-

vantage of her advice gbout what ‘other parties claim-

ing to represent the working class’ should do: ‘We
should put up our candidates in a vety few but abso-
lutsly safe constituencies (a precept not followed in
the Swinden bye-election of 1969, when the vote for
the Young Secialists’ candidate Frank Willis was
greater than the Tory majority over Labour!) .. We
would take part in the election campaign, disttibute
leaflots agitating for communism, and in all constit-
ugncies where we have no candidates we would urge
the electors to vote for the Labour candidate against
the bourgeois candidate’. This is exactly what the

WRP has done.”

No, it is not, and the WRP leaders well krow it. For
they have quite deliberately omitted an entire section of
the quotation, where Lenin outlines what he thinks should
be the slection policy of the British Communists. The rel-
evant passsge from Lenin’s “Left-Wing Communism”
reads:

“I'he (British) Communists should propose the fol-
lowing ‘compromise’ election agreement to the Hen-
dersons and Snowdens: let us jointly fight against the
alliance between Lioyd George and the Consetvatives;
et us share parliamantary seats in proportion to the
numbet of workers' votes polled for the Labout Par-
ty and for the Communist (not in elections, but in &
special ballot) and let us retain complete freedom of
agitation, propaganda and political aetivity, . . If the
Handersons and tha Snowdens accept a blog on these
terms, we shall be the gainers, because the number of
parliagmentary seats is of no impertance to us, we are
not out for seats. We shall yeild on this point. . . We
shall be the gainers, because we shall carry eut our
agitation among the masses st 4 time when Lioyd
George has ‘insansed’ them, and we shall not only be
helping the Labour Party to establish its government
sooner, but shall alse be halping the masses sooner to
understand the communist propsganda that we shall
sarty on against the Hendersons, without any retle-
gnee of ommission.

“"1f the Hendersons and 8nowdons reject & bloe with

us on these terms, wa shall gain still more, for we
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shall at once have shown the masses. . . that the Hen-
dersons prefer their own relation with the capitallsts
to the unity of all the workars, . . If the Hendersons
and the Snowdens reject a bloc with the communists,
the latter will gain by winning the sympathy of the
masses and discrediting the Hendersons and Snow-
dens: if, as & result, we do lose a few parliamentary
seats, It 1s a matter of no significance,”

We have only now, a few pages of closely argued text,
reachied the point where Gale fegls it is safe to begin his
quotation from Lenin, which begins, ‘We should put our
candidates . . .’

Gale has ignored entirely the stages through which
Lenin saw communist election policy in Britain passing.
Eirst it was necessary t6 unify on a principled basis, &!l the
groups adhering to communism and the Third International
The next step in Lenin’s opinion, should have been to pro-
pose to the Labour leaders a bioc in the elections against
the two capitalist parties, the Tories and Liberals. This bloc
could, so far as the Communist Party was concerned, only
be concluded on the terms outlined by Lenin — complete
freedom of agitation and criticism.,

Then, and only then, after the CP had demonstrated
to the workers that it sincerely sought the unity of the
working class against capitalism, did Lenin raise the possi-
bitity of the CP running its own candidates, against Labour;
it the avent of the Labour leadars turning down the CP pro-
posal for an election bloc against the Liberals and Tories.
This is evidant from even a cutsory reading of the section
in question. For does not Lenin write, just before the para-
graph quoted by Gale, “If the Hendersons and Snowdens
reject a bloc. . . ‘7 When Lenin then goes on to propose
putting up candidates ‘in a very few but absolutely safe
constitugncies’, he is discussing the step that flows from the
rejection of the bloc proposal to the Labour leaders.

Lenin's initial plan was to have the seats divided be-
tween the two parties on the basis of their respective sup-
port in the chass. Both parties would then call on all work-
ars to vote for the selected workera’ candidate.in evety seat,
whether he be a Labout candidate or communist. Thus in
no tcase would the workers' vote have been split between
the Labour and Communist Parties. This was the essence of
Lenin’s bloe proposal. The second eventuality, the only one
considered by Gale (and for a very.good reason) invelved
the CP running syainst Labour, in safe seats. In this in-
stance, the workers’ vote would be split, but the prepara-
tory steps advised by Lenin (the bloc proposal to the Lab-
out leadars) would have demonstrated in advance that it
was not the CP, but the Labour leaders, who were.raspons-
ible for this division of the workers’ vote.

Gale quite shamelessly vulgarises Lenin's Highly so-
phisticated conception of commurntist glection tactics and
strategy, and reduced it to running in safe seats! Why does
Gals do this? He has, we can be surg, read the whole of
‘Left Wing Communism’. He knows what Lenin wrote on
this question. The relevant passages wére literally staring
him in the face as he scanned the pages looking for an 1so-
lated paragraph that-could turn Lenin into & posthumous
supporter of the WRP's sectarian, ‘Left Communist’ alec:
tion péliey.

The answer is quite simply. Had the WRP, as Gale
claims, done ‘exactly’ as Lanin recommended in ‘Left Wing
Communism’, then it would first have approached the Lab-
our leaders, and propesed a bloc with them against the
Tories and the Liberals, both in the February and October
slections in 1974, Gale knows it did net de this, neither on
the terms outlined by Lanin nor any others, Perhaps Healy
foared the outcome of a ballot of weorkers determining
whieh party they preferred to vote for in the General Elec:
tion. We just don’t know the reason, because the matter
was never discusied in the party, at any time. The WRP
announced its candidates, and that was that, Healy in fact
began his alection strategy whare Lanin’s entered its final



option ~ ths peint where the Party runs its own candidates
against Lsbour AFTER the Labour leaders have turnad
down the proposal of a workers’ bloc.

Galg, the old entrist and opponent of Bshan, has
now, under Healy’s tuiton, turned into Gale the ultra-eft,
Gale the distorter of Lenin.

But things were not always thus in the movement
that now bears the pretantious title of "Waorkers Rsvyo-
lutionary Party”’,

Vill. The Socialist Labour Lesgue on “Entry”,
Gale got his sarly training ss an entrist in the Leeds
Labour Party. Why is he so coy sbout his assential tactical
weapon in the arsensl of Trotskyists? Hers is what he §aY'S
about entry:
"Of course, this (i.e. the position which he alleges
Lenin to have held on running candidstes against
Labour) does not mesn that Trotskyists showld
nevar under any circumstances and conditions,
wark inside the Labour Party, They have dong so0.”
Why so reticent, Comrade Gale? Would it not have halped
the newer recruits to the movament to be told precissly
how, when and why Trotskyists worked as “entrists’” ni
the Labour Party? To hegin with, hers are soms datas
thet might prove hsipful, From 1936 through to 1944 one
or another of the various Trotskyist groups was carrying
on entry work in the Lsbour Party,

In 1844, with the founding of the Revolutionary
Communist Party, there was a turn away from entry work,
although it continued on s small scals. The Haston-Grant
leadership was responsible for this sactarian orientation,
which flowed hasically from their insular attityde towards
the International. In 1947, with the support of Pabio, Hea-
ly assumed the leadership of those forcas that had bsen
warking for entry aver the pravious period. In 1949 the
RCP was wound up. Haston the anti-entrist soon defected
to the right wing of the bursaucraey, whars he remains to
this day. The Healy tendency became the majority, and
entersd on to a phase of faction work which ended only
in the summar of 1984 when he took the SLL's supporters
out of the Labour Party youth section to astablish the in-
dependent’ Y8,

Healy's abandonment of entry work was later em-
ulated by the Pabloites who formed the IMG, and the
state capitalists of the IS, Healy, Ali and C)Jiff all declared
the Lahour Party to he ‘desd’, and abandoned the corpse
to the ‘dasp entrists’. This opportunist tendency is now
reaping the harvest that could and should have been the
8LL's had it not heen dominated by a leadership that
surrendered to Healy's impressionistic methods and ar-
ganic opportunism. The latter exprasses itself through
attempts to reach the workers by short-cuts, somatimes
by bids to by-pass the traditional organisations of the
6lass (the current phase of which the WRP 1s the smbod-
iment) or st others by opportunist ralations with the left
sacial democrats and centrists, as oceured in the hey-day
of the Bevanite movement and later, CND.

When we come to make a balance sheet of entry
waork in the Labour Party, it will be noted that of the 40
y88rs or so that Trotskyism has existad gs an organised
political tendency in this country, at lgast 26 ware years
of gither full or partisl entry into the Labour Party, and
another two into the ILP.

Up to 1964, in many ways a watarshed in the svo-
lution of the movement that is now the WRP, of ths move-
ment’s 30 yaars, all but four had heen spent in the Labour
Party. Buraly, this calls for a little explaining? We should
ask Galg is thair any connegtion hetween the emergence to
Iatal powsr of the Healy-Banda bloc in the sarly 1860's
and the subsequent sectarian line of the Isadership on the
Labour Party?

The anewer lies partly in the archives of our move-
ment, sspecially as they help to throw light on haw the

Isadership of our movement evalusted the class naturg of
the Labour Party at a time when it w86 carrying on serious
entry work within it, and when any concessions to the
sactarianism on this question would have been suicidal,

But sven more remarkable than the respective per-
iods spent inside and out of the Lahour Party are the con-
crete political conditions under which thess two different
tactics of open and entry work were carried out. Entry, it
will presumably be sgresd, is a tactic thet can be expscted
to bear its ripest fruits when the reformist Igadership, Jaft
as well as right, is put on the spot after bging placed in the
government by the upward thrust of the worker’s struggles
against capitalism, Now thg workers axpact promises to be
translated into deeds, election programmes, howevar moc-
8st, into legisiation. It is at this pracise point in the svo-
lution of the crisis of the raformist apparatug, where it finds
itself trapped in a vice betwesn the dsmands of the workers
who place it in the government, and the insistancs of the
capitalist class that it stands firm against these same ds-
mands, that the Trotskyists are best placed 1o win the ad-
vanced workers, and to gxposs the reformists to thousands
and even millions more.

That means being in force in the Labour Party, while
at the sama time, maintaining and developing an opan, full,
sxpression of Trotskyism through the publicstion of 3 theo-
ratical journal which campaigns among the most advanced
elements of the working class and intailactuals for the re-
building of the Fourth International. The dialectical inter-
depgndence of thase two fislds of work cennot be stressed
100 much or 100 often. The former without the Istter must
lead to opportunist adaption to'the buyreaucracy through its
left elemants; whilst simply to pulish at this stage, a Trot-
skyist” organ without seeking to pensirgte the Labour
Party, is 1o Iapse into propagandist sectarianism, of which
we have more than enough samples in Britain already.

Entry, we submit, will prove most rewarding in a
period of upturn in the class struggle when the reformists
have been placed in power, and provided the Trotskyists
remember why they have sntered ths Labour Party in the
first place — neither on & “raid”, nor to transform it into a
revolutionary party; but to detach from it the vanguard of
the class, and to construct on the hasis of a profound dis-
location of the apparatus, a section of the Fourth Intarnat-
ional in this country. As we shall demonstrata, this was the
perspective of the British Trotskyist movement up until the
sarly 196C's, when, with the onset of the slection of the
Labour government in Octoher 1964, Healy suddenly ab-
andoned it. This was a truly historic raverse for the move-
ment, not only in this country but internationally. The
pre-war entry exparisncss had all heen made with Labour in
opposition, and in the war, with a Labour minority in the
coslition. In neither situgtion was it really possible to tast
out before the whols class the inability of the reformists
1o match up to their own promises, That required L abour
being pur into powsr with a clear majority and 8 clear man-
dste for action, In 1046, the warking class gave Labour
hoth, But what ware the Trotskyists of that time doing?
Under the leadership of Haston, they had set up, in 1944,
the Revolutionary Communist Party, jsttisoning all but the
token entry work and had presented themselves to the
working class as an alternative leadership’,

The working elass tharafore passed through the vital
sxperiencs of its first majority Labour government with the
forces of Trotskyism aimost entiraly in voluntary axile
from the party through which this experience was being
mada. Incredible, but trus, Entry work was enly really got
under way after the slestion of the Toriss ip Novamber

1961, by which time the Bevanite mavement had emsrged
86 the pace-meker of the left, and in which ths Trotsky-
ists correctly chose to work gs a tgndency . But the Issson
has to be lsarnt — the Bevanites did not only articulate the
moods of warkers frustrated with Labaur’s foilure begauss
of Bevan's personal stature, hut also because the Trotsky-
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ists had wasted valuable years in the RCP wilderness when
they should have been consolidating their base in the Lab-
our Party for just such a development.

Entry work was carried out right through the 13
years of_Labour opposition, when all manner of lefts and
fakers could win a following, reasonably certain in the
knowledge that the day was far off when pledges would
have to be honoured. Such periods are difficult ones for the
Trotskyists, as they are not in politics to make false prom-
ises, but build revolutionary leadership, which involves
quite often telling workers unpalatable truths. Trotskyists
come into their own when the reformists are placed in the
hot seats of government.

The moment of truth for Wilson — and ironically for
Healy — arrived in October 1964, when after three succes-
sive and increasingly larger defeats, Labour won the General
Election. Now a decade and .a half of entry work, and all
the accumulated experiences of the pre-war entry work, not
only in Britain but internationally, should have been drawn
together in order to settle accounts with the lefts who had
just entered Wilson's cabinet or silenced their former crit-
icisms of Labour policy.

But what was_Healy doing? Healy was marching his
forces out of the Labour Party into the desert of ‘independ-
ent youth movements’ and ‘independent leaderships’ ‘inde-
pendent only in the sense that they lived — and withered —
independently of the real life struggles of the working class.

Never since 1964, the year when the Wilson leadership em-
barked on its decade of domination in the Labour Party, a
decade in which it occupied office for more than six years,
has the Healy leadership seriously turned back towards en-
try in the Labour Party, though verbal gestures were made
in that direction from time to time. And all that ended with
the ‘transformation’ of the SLL into the WRP. Quantity
had indeed turned into quality, though in this instance,
Hegel’s famous law was operating regressively. 15 years of
work had been thrown away by an impatient leadership hell
bent on taking a short cut to power. Healy’s short cut has
in fact led the movement into the cul-de-sac of sectarianism
It faintly hears the rumblings of the class struggle in the
high streets, and hopes that “the crisis’” will direct all the
traffic into the blind alley of the W.R.P.

IX. Once Again: Back to the Archives
Despite minor concessions to centrism {which do not
immediately concern us here) one of the best expositions
of the case for entry into the Labour Party was made in
draft resolution ‘Towards a Revolutionary Party in Britain’,
which dates from 1957, and was produced by a leadership
in which Healy and Gale were already prominent. lts every
line is a devastating refutation of the sectarian conceptions
that led to the ‘transformation’ of the SLL into a ‘revolu-
tionary party’ in November 1973:
“The overriding crisis of our period is the crisis of
leadership. Specifically in Britain, that boils down to
the problem of winning the mass of the working class
from a social democratic to a revolutionary leader-
ship. The problem in the next stage is that of winning
a sufficient layer of the working class to form the ba-
sis of a revolutionary party whose strength and influ-
ence provides the real and necessary foundation for it
to enter decisively into the political life of Britain as
an alternative to social democracy. Such an altern-
ative does not simply arise by the formal posing of an
alternative organisation. A revolutionary leadership is
something more than an office, full-time workers or
even a paper. It is an organisation able to participate
in and draw support from the working class at every
stage and level of struggle — an organisation that can
move masses, whose members have positions of in-
fluence and leadership in decisive sectors of the mass
movement”’. (P. 10}
Having demolished ‘W.R.P.—ism’’, which fails to match up
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to a single one of the pre-requisites listed here (by Healy
himself?), the document then makes cut the case for a long-
term perspective of entry into the Labour Party, out of
which would come the forces necessary for the formation
of an independant revolutionary party:

‘Such an organisation will be built, but it will be built
by the advanced guard of today sharing with the working
class its main political experiences, expanding, and winning
positions of leadership in the struggle against social democ-
racy on the central battle-ground—inside the Labour Party.
.. . Whether the Marxist movement emerges from the Lab-
our Party as part of a broad centrist movement (here the
writer had Bevanism very much in mind: Ed.) and rapidly
extends and deepens its influence in the new {centrist: Ed.)
organisation, or whether developments of the Labour Party
crisis will give conditions for the emergence of a fully form-
ed revolutionary party immediately from the Labour Party,
will become clearer in the future. We repeat what is certain:
that in the tumuituous period of struggle in Britain the cen-
tral political experiences of the working class will be geared
to developments in the Labour Party”’. (1bid. pps.12-15})

In 1957, at any rate, the perspective of Trotskyism
was evidently a fully entrist one, with objective develop-
ments posing the possibility and basis of a genuine revo-
lutionary party, crystallising out of a profound split in the
Labour Party. Unlike the W.R.P. leadership, we believe that
this perspective is still correct, and that it is in the best trad-
itions of the principles advanced and developed by the Len-
inist Comintern and subsequently by Trotsky on the “‘en-
trist’’ question. It is a perspective that would have ensured
that today we would be splendidly placed as the crisis in
the Labour Party deepens — had the leadership resisted be-
ing diverted from it. The Healy leadership jettisoned this
course. They were, perhaps, mesmerised by transient suc-
cesses, which, as has since been proved, have attracted
mainly random individuals on the periphery of the workers’
movement or not linked with it at all. Big rallies (the vast
majority of the participants in which vanished the day after
never to be seen again), big names, convinced the Healy
teadership that the “revolutionary party’’ would arise, not
out of the objective crisis-and split within the workers’
traditionai mass party, but from confronting it from the
outside — and that, at a time when the workers were not
breaking from their leaders but were placing them in the
Government!

We must speak frankly The W.R.P. is an abortion, a
miscarriage due to sectarian impatience, and not a healthy
product of the crisis of social democracy. The W.R.P. epi-
sode cannot fail to come to grief in an even more dismal
fashion than its forerunner, the RCP. And we predict there
will be more than one anti-entrist who will aspire to the
mantle of the renegade Haston.

Similar ideas to that already-cited document are to
be found in the ‘British Perpsectives’ resolution for the
1957 conference of the movement, known then as ‘the
group’:

“The workers’ struggles will not by-pass the Labour
Party, there are no other parties which it would wish
to support. But the workers will come into the Lab-
our Party expecting action and will look to the Bev-
anites to provide the leadership ... . A flexible tact-
ical approach to this emerging centrist current is
essential (no denouncing the Bevanites as ‘corpora-
tists’: Ed.) if we are to ultimately assume our right-
ful place as leaders of the British working class. We
rejected sectarianism in the struggle for. entry and
in carrying through that phase it was essential that
the revolutionaries combine the greatest flexibility in
Labour Party work with correctness of programme,
not scorning to appear in the company of right-wing
reformists for the purpose of getting close to the
rank-and-file. In the same way our tactical approach
to Bevanism must be based on the necessity to swim
in the leftward stream”’.



Imagine what Workers Press.would say if ““Marxist Bulletin”’
employed such a phrase to describe our tactics towards the
Tribune Group, or workers supporting Benn! Or if we said,
as does this resolution, that we “are not concerned at this
Stage to have a polemic battle with centrism and we make
known our political differences only when necessary and in
the most friendly manner”. The writer thinks that these
formulations depart from the Leninist tradition in its deal-
ing with Centrism. But nevertheless we endorse the state-
ment that “out of the centrist ferment will emerge the Rev-
olutionary Party of the British working class’’.

If Healy was right on that count, then the WRP
should never have been founded. Neither should he have a-
bandoned the Labour Party in 1964, when it was 11 years
further away from such a centrist ferment than it is now.

In 1958, the document ‘The New Period: Our Pros-
pects and Tasks’ continued in this tradition, stressing that
‘the central political experiences of the working class will
be geared to developments in the Labour Party’. The point
was made that ‘the fight for revolutionary demands, the
building of revolutionary leadership is impossible without
roots in this mass party of the British working class’. Please
note, ‘party of the British working class’!

Although sectarian illusions about ‘independence’
just began to creep in around the time of the formation
of the S.L.L. in the spring of 1959, the movement’s pos-
ition on the Labour Party remained sound, as in evidenced
by a circular to members in that year entitled ‘After the
General Election’, a document which includes the follow-
ing remarkable passage:

“In the first two vears of the (communist) party’s

existence they (its leaders) failed to seek footholds

within the Labour Party. In that sense they by-pass-
ed the Labour Party. Had it not been for their polit-
ical experience which Lenin clearly understood, as
can be seen from his booklet ‘Left Wing Communism’
they would have moved towards the Labour Party
and assisted in completing the task they had begun in
industry by strengthening the ieft-wing forces in that
organisation. The SLL will guide these workers to-
wards the struggle inside the Labour Party and avoid

the mistake of our predecessors of the early 1920's.”
Today the WRP attempts to draw workers out of the Lab-
our Party into its own closed circle of activity, futile where
it is not destructive. So much for the lessons of- history!

The SLL’s position on the Labour Party and entry at
the time of its foundation is set out in the book ‘The Battle
for Socialism’ by Peter Fryer. This book was not just the
work of Fryer, as its author pointed out in a brief intro-
ductory note — *‘I express my thanks to the comrades who
nave helped me writing this book by either reading all or
oart of it and suggesting improvements, as Michae! Banda,
3rian Behan, Gerry Healy, William Hunter, Patricia Mc-
Scwan . . . and Brian Pearce have done. .. " (ibid p.v}
~ith this in mind let us review the book’s position on the
2:ass nature of the Labour Party, and the role of Marxists
w:thin it. On page 84, the Labour Party is described as ‘a
sorking class party with leaders who have abandoned soci-
z sts aims and policies. . . ’, while on page 131 we read that
“ne treachery of the Labour Party leaders has made no diff-
erence to the essential character of the party they lead. It
is the mass party of the organised working class, created
by the trade unions to represent Labour in Pariiament. . .
It is not only a reformist party, but also the political ex-
pression of the trade unions’. Fryer’s comments on entry
would prove no less perplexing for the rank and file WRP
members today:

“Marxists have not learned the ABC of their science

if they do not face the mass organisations of their

class — the trade unions and the Labour Party —
participate in their activities, and in so doing test
their own policies. The building of a new revolution-
ary leadership will be a 1000 times more difficult if

the revolutionary movement does not have roots in
these mass organisations. . . The leaders of the Labour
Party follow the pro-capitalist policies of the right
wing trade union leaders — but the party they lead is
rooted in the working class. Through it the mass of
the workers assimilate their political experience, irre-
spective of whether they become individual members
of it. .. It is no good turning one’s back on the La-
bour Party because its leaders are reformist. Before
the workers will accept Marxists as political leaders
they have to test out various charlatans and dem-
goges. While they are doimg so it is worse than use-
less to build one’s own pure ivory tower of immac-
ulate ‘Marxism’. The place for Marxists is in the class
struggle — and that includes the class struggle going
on in the Labour Party. . . Marxists are not mem-
bers of the Labour Party because they entertain any
illusions about its leaders or about its possibilities as
an instrument of working class power. They have no
such illusions (though the WRP October 1974 elect-
ion slogan ‘force Labour to carry out revolutionary
policies’ suggests that this is not the case with some
of the present party leadership). On the contrary it
is the most effective way of dispelling such illusions.
Co-existence with the right wing in a common organ-
isation for a certain period can heighten the struggles
against that right wing and, step by step, expose its
treachery before the workers in practice — not by
abstract denunciations from without but by concrete
demonstrations from within of the lessons of each
struggle and each betrayal. . , "
Fryer laid down four conditions for entry work: ‘(1) The
British ruling class is in crisis, and is less and less able to
rule than in the past; (2) the majority of the working class
is organised, in some form or other, in the Labour Party;
(3) the right wing leadership is in crisis, and the majority
of the party’s active rank and fiie want a more left wing
policy (4) the revolutionary vanguard is a very weak min-
ority.” (pps. 151-152)

Whilst one can argue that the conditions for entry
cannot be set out in the form of a blue-print, it is certainly
true that conditions Nos. 2 and 4 would be paramount in
deciding the issue in so far as entry work in the British La-
bour Party is concerned. And on these two alone, we must
conclude that the WRP should not have been formed, and
that the place of Trotskyists is fighting the reformist lead-
ership where it hurts them most — in the trade unions and
the Labour Party.

The middle and late 1950's were a period of on-go-
ing and rich discussion inside the Trotskyist movement
about the Labour Party question and the tactic of entry
into it. In this respect also the internal political life of our
movement was different from what it became in the later
years of the fore-runner of the WRP, the SLL, and in the
WRP itself. It had in fact, been possible to recover from
the past and to develop the correct positions which have
been outlined from the texts already quoted, the positions
for which we fight today against the Healy's and Gale's.
The exchanges between C. Maxwell and the entrists are
good examples of free and honest polemic, such as flou-
rished in our movement before Stalinist methods of resolv-
ing political differences cramped and finally stifled them.
Maxwell argued in “Forum”, the Internal Discussion Bul-
letin, for February 1957, that the entry tactic per se was
wrong. He denied that “there will be in the final analysis
a split in the Labour Party: from-which a mass centrist par-
ty will emerge”. This was, of course, the perspective on
which the Trotskyists had been basing their work in the
Labour Party during the rise of the Bevan movement. Max-
well, like Gale today (and other sectarians in the past) tried
to invoke the authority of Lenin to justify his rejection of
entry, and his claim that the Labour Party was capitalist,
though he used other quotations than those selected by
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Gale. G. Johnson’s reply merits re-reading today. It re-
jects -both the “raid” and ““a bit of both” perspectives,
not to speak of Healy’s (sui generis!) entry being carried
out by an already existing "strong, independant, revolu-
tionary party”’.

It.is ridiculous to say that by staying in the Labour
Party we lose our freedom to speak against the bureauc-
racy. in fact, it is the only place where we can speak again-
st the bureaucracy with any effect. It may be possible to
talk to a worker about the Labour leadership from out-
side, but he will not go in and fight against them inside the
Labour Party unless we are there to fight with him and give
a lead. We can lead a fight inside the Labour Party. Of
course, we have to be careful not to stick our necks out —
and we are more able to do this the more we understand
the tactics. But it is possible to be censured at one meeting
and lead a successful fight on rents at the next!. .. Anyone
who suggests an open party must present a studied orient-
ation for that party. Even if we had a party our demand in
this period would have to be “Labour to Power”. In that
case, and in the event of a Labour Government, all working
class activities would take the form of demands on the La-
bour Party. .. But we would be able to press these demands
from outside only. We would not be able to fight inside. . .
Our perspective is to stay with the workers, share their po-
litical and industrial experience, provide clarification and
leadership. Social Democracy will be blown up from the
inside. This is patient work. We would all like to see more
recruits to the group. But our progress cannot be measured
solely by the numbers we are recruiting now. It must be
measured by our integration in the mass movement and the
degree of clarification we provide. In fact, it would be
wrong to look at our Labour Party work as simply a matter
of recruiting members to the group. . . We are playing for
big stakes, not just for a few members now.” {Forum,
March 1957)

Maxwell was also answered by T. Harris, who took
him to task for mis-using, a la Gale, quotatuons by Lenin:

‘The Labour Party, lenin declared, is a ‘“thoroughly
bourgeois party’’ he defined it as such on the basis of its
leadership, the content of its activities, and of its political
tactics. But like all definitions, it is true only within limits.
Only absolute formalists will use this definition of Lenin’s
to identify the Labour Party with the “‘thoroughly bour-
geois” Tory Party for the purpose of practical politics.
The Tory Party has its base in the capitalist class. From
the point of view of its mass base, the Labour Party is a
WORKERS PARTY (emphasis in original)

The Labour Party is a contradiction. Marxist prac-
tice begins today with an understanding of how that con-
tradiction will develop. A polarisation of classes in society
must inevitably resdlt in a polarisation inside the Labout
Party, a heightening, to explosion point, of the conflict
between its base in the mass of the working class and the
bourgeois agents who dominate it”’

Once again, we find ourselves in fundamental agree-
ment with the thrust of these remarks, the essence of which
is the long-term split perspective of entry, as against “raids’’
or “abit of both” on the one hand and, on the other hand,

1o 1

"deep entry’’, Pablo’s ““sui generis’’ entry.

X. Brian Behan — and the W.R.P.

This brief — but representative — survey of the arch-
ives brings us up to 1960 and the struggle with Behan. Hea-
ly would do the movement a service if he reproduced all the
documents pertaining to this faction fight. They would
show that he has himself adopted Behan’s sectarian line
and pushed it even further than its author intended it to go,
while the line which Healy and the S.L.L. majority then de-
fended against Behan is today dennounced in ‘‘Workers’
Press” as “revisionist”’.

We should note also: this episode in the movement’s
history has now become such an embarrassment to the

50

Healy leadership that Banda had to mis-represent Behan's
real position in the pamphlet “A Menshevik Un-Masked"'.
Banda wrote there: “In the sixties, a group around Behan
— mainly building workers — opposed the discipline of the
party and its line in the unions, and marched out under the
tattered banner of rank and filism”. {p. 6}

This statement is a series of lies. Behan and his sup-
porters marched out under the Left-ist banner, that of laun-
ching the ‘““open revolutionary party’’. Healy and Banda
were opposed to that line at the time. Behan went on, in
fact, to set up an ‘“open revolutionary party” — the so-
called “Workers Party’’. There was no dispute over the
trade unions. The dispute was about the Labour Party, its
class nature, and whether it should continue to be the
centre of the work of the S.L.L. Healy said it should: Be-
han disagreed.

Finally, Banda knows perfectly well that Behan was
not the only champion of rank and filism at the time. The
entire movement had, beginning in the Autumn of 1958,
and carrying right through the next year, devoted consid-
erable time and energy to setting in motion a rank and file
movement. This can easily be verified from a study of the
movement's press of the period, and the main internal doc-
uments. And we should add, the term ‘rank and file’ was
specifically used to denote the type of movement being
built. But enough of Banda’s rather tiresome falsehoods.
The main question is how did the SLL majority react to
Behan's sectarianism?

As early as March 9th, 1960, Healy tentatively an-
swered Behan's line when he wrote, in an internal political
letter, that ‘the main political orientation of the SLL is to-
wards the Labour Party’ and that ‘even if the Labour Party
split on the question of Clause 4, this does not mean that
the wing headed by Gaitskell could automatically trans-
form itself into a capitalist party’. This lafter statement in
exceedingly interesting, and faces both its author and Gale
with a difficulty. For even if a right wing rump led by Gait-
skell could not have been correctly described as a ‘capitalist
party’, then surely that implies two things. One, that the
Labour Party as it was then (1960, 46 years after its leaczrs
supported the first World War) and is now, a workers’ party
with all the necessary qualifications. Secondly, that the
quotation selected by Gale from Lenin is, on its own, in-
sufficient to give a rounded-out analysis of the Labour Par-
ty, for in it Lenin described the British Labour Party as a
capitalist party without any qualification.

We could, if we wanted to, play an unkind trick on
unsuspecting WRP members. We could distribute to them,
disguised as a WRP political letter, entire sections of Be-
han’s main document ‘Draft Programme of the Minority

" Faction’, and be reasonably sure that the majority would

presume it to be the work of the current party leadership.
It abounds in chatter about the ‘construction of independ-
ent parties’ and the workers being in the last stages of free-
ing themselves from the grip of reformism: of entry pro-
viding a ‘cover’ for the left reformists, and the need to pre-
pare for an ‘open independent youth organisation.” That is

- why we insist that Healy, having expelled Behan with the

support of the great majority of the cadre and the experi-
enced ‘entrists’ who had laid the foundations in the SLL,
then became the executant of Behan's programme.

The central document of the majority of the S.L.L.
in 1960 was that submitted by the London Executive Com-
mittee, entitled “It Is Time To Decide’. This document
traces Behan’s sectarianism to his Stalinist training in the
Communist Party. In turn, it correctly recognises that this
bears the more specific imprint of “Third Period” Leftism,
especially in the attitude of the Communist Party to the
Labour Party. It is ironic that this analysis can be turned,
in the light of what has followed, with equal force against
Healy. Against the Stalinist line that the Labour Party is
3 political backwater, the document insists:

“The main arena (of the struggle against reformism:



Ed. ) can only be in the mass organisation of the
working class: the Labour Party. . . . One reason for
the formation of the S.L.L. was to recruit such work-
ers (i.e. those from the Communist Party: Ed.) as
fast as we could and arm them with a strategy based
on taking the industrial struggle from the trade
unions into the Labour Party, which is the political
reflection of the trade unions, there to seek political
solutions”,
Again that phrase: ‘the political reflection of the
unions”,
“Newsletter”, The fore-runner of “Workers’ Press”’, devoted
considerable space to the conflict over the class nature of
the Labour Party. The controversy naturally and inevitably
raised once again the question of “‘entry”’, of the “split per-
spective” and of under what conditions Trotskyists carry-
ing out entry should terminate this tactic and seek to estab-
lish an organisationally independent revolutionary Party.
The statement issued by the London Executive Committee
of the S.L.L., and published in ““Newsletter” for May 14,
1960, just after Behan was expelied, refuted his case for
launching the “open party’’ with a formulation that echoes
down the corridors of time. How ““Workers Press’’ would
denounce it today as bowing before the spontaneous
movement and feelings of the workers! We uphold it today
as being of the very essence of the Trotskyist perspective
of entry as a tactic related to the strategy of building an in-
dependent revolutionary party of the Fourth International:
- "We consider that the time for the formation of a
revolutionary party in Britain will arise when the
people who support the Labour Party and the Trade
Unions arrive at the conclusion, through their own
experience, that such a party is necessary.
That time has not yet come”’.

XI. Launching the W.R.P.

And it had not come in the November of 1973 either,
when the Healy- leadership ““transformed’’ the S.L.L. into
an “open party”, repudiating everything that had been
fought for in defence against Béhan’s sectarianism — less
than three months before the British working class once
more gave its mandate to the Labour leadérs to implement
their basic demands. Everythig that has happened in the
class struggle since November 1973 — and not least the
derisory vote given to the W.R.P.’s election candidates—
underlines the truth of the positions which the S.L.L.
majority defended in 1960; that the act of creating a
genuine independent revolutionary party is the outcome of
an objective process of maturation within the proletariat,
that it flows from the conclusions drawn by the class itself,
especially its most advanced elements, that the traditional
leaderships are incapable of either defending its past gains
or advancing to the conquest of new ones.

The W.R.P. was, therefore, launched on a foundation
radically at variance with the best traditions, not only of
the Trotskyists movement in Britain, but of the entire
Fourth International. The arguments put forward by the
Healy leadership to justify the W.R.P. adventure should be
looked at in the light of this international tradition. Unlike
the radical ““new vanguard” of the W.R.P., we do not sur-
render the positions which the founders of our movement
fought for and defended against the opportunists and sect-
arians. The argument presented in a resolution passed by
the Central Committee of the S.L.L. on February 1, 1973,
(“’Perspectives for the Transformation of the S.L.L. into a
Revolutionary Party’’) can be summarised as follows:. . .
the reformist leaders are about to betray the working
class. Therefore, “‘the most decisive question is to build the
alternative to them now. . . This what it means to say that

the transformation of the S.L.L. into a revolutionary party
in 1973 is a historical necessity’’.

But the building of revolutionary parties had been a
“historical necessity’ for more than half a century before
1973! Reformists had been betraying for just so long —
which is in fact just the reason why revolutionary parties
are a historical necessity.

Likewise, when the same resolution says that “in
defending the gains of the movement, its mass organis-
ations, the trade unions, the working class will need a
revolutionary party above all else”’, we will of course agree
whole-heartedly, and go even further, pointing out that
this had also been the case in Britain ever since World War
One. What the resolution failed to establish were the
grounds for choosing November 1973 as the month and
year when founding such a revolutionary party became a
practical possibility to be carried out, rather than a perspec-
tive to be worked towards. After all, it was 40 years be-
fore the founding of the W.R.P. that the International
Left Opposition issued in summer 1933 its call for the New
International and for the building of new revolutionary
parties in each country. What made 1973 the year when
the accomplishment of this task could be said to be within
the reach of the S.L.L.?

Was it because the advanced workers themselves were
breaking from the Labour Party, as in the entry perpsect-
ives of the 1950's? Was it that they were creating the-ob-
jective conditions necessary for a deep-going split inside the
Labour Party, and, therefore, for the creation of a revolu-
tiomary party rooted in important sectors of the pro-
letariat?

Nowhere was there any attempt to present such a
perspective, not merely because the objective conditions
for it did not exist in 1973, but principally because the
“split” perspective had long since been jettisoned by the
Healy leadership, along with that of entry as the tactic
whereby the split in the Labour Party can be brought to
fruition.

Instead we had subjective desires — a poor substi-
tute for the objective struggle of the workers:

“In this situation the transformation of the league

into the revolutionary party is a necessity. The first

requirement for the working class is such a party. . .

But the league in its present form remains inadequate

to the great tasks confronting it. It must be expanded

in size with hundreds of new members, and it must
be transformed into a real PARTY (emphasis in orig-
inal), which the class can see as a real alternative, able
to provide the leadership required on all questions”.
Thus the W.R.P. staked. its bid for leadership as a rival
apparatus to that of the Labour Party, with the opportunist
consequences which became all too obvious in the course
of the last two election campaigns, when the purchase of
a copy of “Workers Press’’ or attending a Y.S. disco. were
accepted as sufficient to warrant membership of the party
that was to resolve the crisis of ieadership in Britain.

There is no easy explanation of why the Healy leader-
ship came to be where it is today. . . and even Behan de-
fended the entry tactic for a time, having learned it form-
ally from comrades in the S.L.L. who had passed through
the hard school of struggle against the sectarians of the Rev-
olutionary Communist Party and even of the pre-war move-
ment, Behan wrote in “Newsletter” (June 13, 1959) that
the Right had defeated the Left inside the Labour Party (no
quotation marks around Left in those days!) for a variety
of reasons, among which he mentioned the tactic of the
Right "“forcing the Left to go outside the Party and set up
independent parties”. Behan then pointed out that, while
the Communist Party and the |.L.P. alike were right to
“fight for their right to have policies and journals and or-
ganisations in the Labour Party”, they were both “wrong
when they turned their backs on the Labour Party and left
the field clear for the right. This sectarian policy helped the
Right wing”. :

Behan then summarised his case against the sectar-
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jans, past and present, with the following words, which
proved to be ironically prophetic, not only as regards him-
self, but for those who a year later opposed his defection to
sectarianism, only to join him, belatedly, in 1973:

“Unlike the Communist Party, the S.L.L. does not

seek to pull the Left out of the Labour Party into a

small sectarian organisation. We answer the reformists

attacks by remaining inside the Party and carrying

forward the fight against the reformists and for a

socialist programme”’

The S.L.L. Conference at which Behan’s sectarian platform
was debated received full coverage in “Newsletter’’. The
issue of June 11, 1960, reported that “with only one vote
in favour and one abstention, conference rejected the pol-
icy put forward by a delegate from the Behan faction,
which called for the launching of an independent party and
characterised the Labour Party as a capitalist party”. Gale
voted for this resolution, as did Banda, Slaughter and the
rest. Today such views are regarded in the W.R.P. as con-
clusive proof that those who hold and defend them against
the sectarians are ‘“liquidationists”, “revisionists’’, “‘cen-
trists” and “‘renegades’’.

We can leave it to the documents and resolutions pre-
sented here to establish just who has renegaded on the prin-
ciples of our movement, who is engaged in liquidating its
cadres in sectarian adventures in the tradition ‘of the later
Behan of 1960, who is revising the programme of Bolshev-
ism, and who is exhibiting all the signs of centrist vacill-
ation as he jumps readily from one half-digested position on
the Labour Party to another.

The reader captures the fine flavour of the argument
against Behan, and thie essence of it, by going back to the
reports of the discussion. The documents in question are
hard to come by, and until they can once again be dis-
cussed by those concerned, the following excerpts might
help:

Alasdair Maclintyre (a supporter of Behan): ““We. . .

think that although Labour Party faction work

should continue, the most important challenge for
the Labour Party, and the one which is most likely
to move policies inside the Labour Party is not one
of total entry, but one of open challenge from out-

side.”’
(Here we recognise the "bit of both” bogus entrism, and
Healy’s own ‘“‘sui generis” entry, carried out by a ‘‘strong,
independent revolutionary party’’. In 1960, however,
Healy rejected such sectarian conceptions. Thus his re-
writing of the S.L.L. entry experience in 1966 is revealed
as false from beginning to end.)
Granville Stone {(another Behan supporter): “. .. in
my opinion the Labour Party is not a working class
party. It is the left arm of capitalism, a petty bour-
geois party anti-working class, despite the fact that
it has some workers in it. . . We have got to ask our-
selves whether such a method (entry £d.) will build
the revolutionary party. | think history proves other-
wise. . . the policy of total entry has led to a watering
down of revolutionary principles. . . (for example:
Ed.) “Newsletters’” support for nationalisation and
for workers’ participation in industry {(now denoun-
ced as “corporatism’’ but for which Healy had argued
in a long article in “‘Newsletter”” of December 6, 1958
page 323) and the suspension of payment of compen-
sation to the former owners of coal mines’’.
Granville Stone’s views on the Labour Party, thus, are those
of the W.R.P..today.
Alex MclLarty (for the majority): “Because the min-
ority does not understand the historical developments
leading to today’s reality, they become impatient,
they look for a quick approach, a road out, and there-
fore their inadequate theoretical understanding makes
them attempt to revise the policy of the Marxist
movement. . . they don’t understand that for years
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now there have been groups up and down this coun-
try who roar and shout the very same slogan (the
“open party’’: Ed.) at the street corners. But the
reasons why these groups cannot build up is pre-
cisely because they have no historical principles
or continuity of any sort whatsoever”’.
Cyril Smith ({for the majority): “. . . the Labour
Party Regional Officer told me that there would be
no quarrel with the Trotskyists if only they would
form their own party. They want us out of the way
for the same reason that we want to be in there, be-
cause we think that in the political experience of the
working class, as it takes place in this important or-
ganisation, the Labour Party, we have got to have
Marxists there to take part, and to give leadership in
the development of the Left Wing”.
Thus today, if we follow Smith‘s exemplary logic, there is
“no quarrel” between the Labour Party bureaucracy and
the W.R.P. The turn away from entry of which notice was
given in 1964 and which was consummated by launching
the W.R.P. in 1973 has helped to ensure that never the
twain shall meet — not in real conflict, at any rate. What
Transport House wanted to do, tried to do but could not
do has been accomplished for it by the present Healy lead-
ership. The Labour Party has been “cleansed” of Trotsk-
ists. Are you satisfied with your handiwork, Healy, Banda,
Slaughter, Gale, Smith?

X11. ““Entry” and the “United Front”

More and more comrades, fortunately, are finding
their own way to unravel the problems and lessons of ou
history. More and more understand {(as real Trotskyists have
always known) that ‘’strong, independent, revolutionary
parties’”, when we have them, will not rely on entry as theii
means of relating to the rank and file of the reformist par
ties. They will do so in quite a different way. They wil
struggle for the United Front. " When and where we al
ready have got “'strong, independent, revolutionary par
ties’’, the question of entry will not arise in its present forn
at all. The purposes for which we today conceive of it wil
already have been fulfilled and passed away.

Our “strong, independent, revolutionary parties’’ wil
fight openly for agreements between the party leaderships
for common offensive and defensive actions to be under
taken jointly by the members of both parties. Even after we
have first broken from the reformist party, and terminatec
our entry, a new left wing will develop in what is lef
thanks to the crisis and to the pressure of our existence as
force of attraction. In the joint activities, the parties wil
retain their political and organisational independence, ant
their right of mutual criticism, and we shall be in a positiot
to enforce these conditions precisely because we shall b
stronger than we are today.

One would think that this point was an elementan
one for a man like Healy, who would claim, without paus
ing to think, that his work is based on the First Four Con
gresses. One would think that only centrists or anarcho
syndicalists, who reject the First Four Congresses, and feat
themselves into a swamp by so doing, could misunderstan:
the Lennist United Front. How comes Healy to mak
such a bloomer? As Freud explained, ‘“‘the unconsciou
never lies”. We may well doubt that he accepts, or evel
understands the ideas of Lenin, Trotsky and the Comim
unist International from 1920 to 1922 on the Unite
Front. Stalinism educated him in the 1930’s in quite
different tradition, and it shows.

Any reader of ‘Workers’ Press’ could see this in th
way it dealt with the General Elections of 1974. It issuet
ultimata to the Labour voters: “‘Break with your leaders-
vote for us — accept our programme’’. The voters showes
what they thought of this approach, which has nothing i
common with the ““United Front of Lenin and Trotsky, an
with the t1lrd and IVth Congresses.
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The whole point of the Leninist United Front is that
it does NOT demand in advance that the workers break
with the reformist leaders, before experience has convinced
them that the programme of the revolutionaries is in their
interests. The whole point of struggling for agreements be-
tween the parties as such, involving the rank and file of
both in common struggle for immediate aims, is that this is
the only way to convince the workers that the reformist
leaders will not and do not want to fight, and to expose
them. The reformist leaders, naturally, try to evade such
agreements; they join them only when the Marxists oblige
them to do so by their persistent agitation for unity in act-
ion, or, when they hope to be able to manipulate the Marx-
ists and come out with a better image.

The ultimatist, self-defeating policy of the “United
Front from below’" — “Join us or else!” — became the rule
in the Comintern only at the 5th and 6th Congresses, after
the death of Lenin and Stalin’s rise to power. We are all
still paying for it. It helped to strengthen the grip of the
Social-Democratic leaders on the German masses and to
open the road to Hitler in the years up to 1933. It defeats
the whole aim of the Leninist United Front, because it de-
mand in advance that the workers accept the programme of
the left centrists who claim to be revolutionaries, when
what is needed is to convince them by their experience, to
take them to Bolshevik conclusions through the experience
of common struggle.

Everything that “Workers’ Press’” writes today about
the leaders of the Labour Right or Left, everything that we
hear at the W.R.P. meetings, confirms that this Stalinist dis-
tortion of the Third and Fourth Congresses has a firm grip
on Healy's thinking. This in turn complicates the discussion
of the differences in the cadre, since none of them can get
to the bottom of what their differences are.

X111, Healy and ""Higher Abstraction’’

It is easy to see why in 1966 he tried to deal with
Pablo in this particular way. He had just been letting the
S.L.L. be pulled away from the Labour Party rank and file,
away into “independence’”. He had to justify the turn. He
had to be “‘proved” right. This meant alleging that the
youth work had been a great success, and alleging fur-
ther that such success was due to the “independent’’ line
of the S.L.L. But was the youth work the great success it
is claimed to be? That s just what has not been, and has
to be, proved. It may be good enough for Healy to demand
that everyone believes what he says just because he says it,
but Marxism teaches us to eschew "’saviours from on high"’,

Philosophers would recognise the error in formal log-
ic of his argument: it is known as "“assuming what you need
to prove”. He may talk as if “everyone knows’’ that the
youth work was a success, forgetting that it was Stalin who,
when he had something particulary appaling to announce,
used to begin: ““As everyone knows. . . Trotsky is a counter-
revolutionary agent of Hitler’.

Maybe someone like the fallen cherub Jack Gale,
will be tempted to retort: “‘But look at the facts. We sold o)
many papers; we recruited so many people”. Sorry, Jack:
bad company is making an impressionist out of you. The
National Committee of the S.L.L. warned you against this
kind of thing back in 1963, In “Opportunism and Empiri-
cism’’, there is a passage headlined — correctly — “Facts are
Abstactions”. It reads: “when we attack empiricism, we
attack that method of approach which says all statements,
to be meaningful, must refer to observable or measurable
data in their immediately given form. . . Only higher ab-
straction, in advanced theory, can guide us to the mean-
ing of these facts"’.

(Trotskyism v Revisionism, Vol. 1V, p.81)

Higher abstractions have never yet been formulated,
advanced theory has not been developed, to answer the
question:  Would the forces of Trotskyism have been
stronger, materially as well as politically, if the S.L.L. had
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not turned its back on the Labour Party rank and file in the
early 1960's a turn which Cannon noticed even while Healy
was still preening himself on defeating Behan, an operation
which he carried through thanks to the old entrists ele-

" ments in the league whom he was soon trying to destroy.

Only the Marxists outside the W.R.P. who have done their
best to get the history of the league discussed in the terms
of advanced theory and not of impressions, address their
minds to the possibilities which the complex and contradic-
tory processes inside the Labour Party opened up. Healy
has not made the slightest effort to provide the theoretical
framework within which his members can discover that are
the important facts about their own history, Thus, of
course, he gives credibility, not only to those who regard
his interest in dialectics as ritualistic word-spinning, a cover
for sectarianism, but also, unfortunately, to those sceptics
who write off dialectics as idle play of the mind.

The members of the S.L.L. — W.R.P. have to accept
what Healy tells them and take his word for it because they
had no means of testing it. The unfortunate Maivolio has
been caught in this trap. Let us repeat — if he had debated
whether Healy might not have been wrong in 1964, if he
had then looked even further back for the sources of Hea-
ly’s sectarianism, he would not now be confusing the minds
of the members of the W.S.L. with'his stuff about ““limited
entry”’,

There is another question here too. Healy has discus-
sed with no one the “advanced theory” which, according to
the 1963 resolution of the National Committee, he would
need to enable the “facts’” about the youth work to be eval-
uated. None the less, he has made up his mind about them.
Evidently, Consciousness is determined by being for every-
one else — but not for Healy. Where others must rely on
“advanced theory”, "in his case Inspiration is enough. In
his case, and his alone, truth is the same as what goes on in
his head. He is the super-man, above and outside history,
Empiricism equals Idealism, as all Marxists know. Even
though Healy does not recognise the Marxist theory of
knowledge, it recognises him. We recommend this practi-
cal example for Slaughter’s next lecture on "philosophy”’.

There has, as Malvolio well knows, been no honest
accounting of what the S.L.L./W.R.P. leadership has been
up to in recent years. Marxists have to be content with the
simple explanation that Healy has adulterated Marxist theo-
ry with inspiration and dialectical materialism with idealism
Whatever he may say about either entrism or the Young
Socialists is all party of the same demagogy. Let us avert
our eyes in pity from the megalomaniac who can seriouly
assert that the S.L.L. was a “strong, independent, revol-
utionary party”’, functioning actively in the daily experi-
ence of the working-class in 1960-1964, when he-did not
even announce that it was a party until 1973.

His argument was false, superficial and unwise. Yet
it had a purpose to serve. He framed the argument when
he was attacking Pablo, in such a way as to suggest that
there are only two conceptions of “entrism” to choose
from. Either you choose Pablo’s totally wrong liquidation-
ist notion of “entry sui generis” — or there remains nothing
but the 100% correct Gerry Healy. Are there, then, no
other possible forms, has entry never taken any other
forms, than that of Pabio, or of the 1966 Healy? Of course
there are! That Pablo got it wrong does not mean that Hea-
ly got it right. Healy simply.wrote out of existence all our
past experience, including his own, and including what
Trotsky had had to say, with one sentence: ‘‘There are still
alleged supporters of Trotsky who wrongly insist that it s
necessary for our parties to go through the Social Demo-
cratic or Communist Parties at some time in their develop-
ment.” That is where he left the question, as if different
countries did not have national peculiarities and the prob-
lem was settled for all time.
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X1V. The International Consequences of Healy s
Mistake on * ‘Entrism "

Those who try to harness History to their donkey-
carts find her calling in person sooner or later to present
her bill, though she may go, as the poet says, on “limping
foot”. Pablo could have made mincemeat of Healy's 1966
argument — wrong as Pablo was, — had he thought it worth
his trouble. Healy by then could no longer argue correctly
about entry even with Pablo, let alone anyone else. In ‘’Pro-
btems of the Fourth International’’, Healy presented entry
in terms of his factional requirements, and of them only.
Please, Comrade Malvolio, look where this puts you. You
say that you are concerned with the international respon-
sibilities of the W.S.L., and that is right. Healy's doctrine
is educating his satellites in a conception of party-building
which will lead them to disaster. Is it not likely that one
day in some country his associates will face a situation like
that which faced him (and the writer) in 1949, when it was
right for us to enter a mass reformist party, without the
benefit of the ''strong, independent, etc. party”? The ex-
perts on “philosophy”’, like Slaughter, might well apply the
dialectical method about which they write. There is the
practical task of reviewing the rich variety of situations
which might call for entry, whenever the national historical
peculiarities require it as the road to build the party. They
might well educate their young comrades in the history of
the pre-war experience of entry. They might well help them
to identify similar situations today. What good is all the
writing about “Marxist philosophy” when Healy junks his
own past and, like the Stalinised Comintern, shoves his line
down everyone.s throat, regardless of time and place.

Signposts into Trotsky s writing on Entrism
There is nothing uncertain or arcane about Trotsky's
views of the matter. The least that ““Problems of the
Fourth International’’ could have done was to reproduce
the important statement of Trotsky. Since his under-study
did not do so, we must make good the omission.

Marxists are not, of course, quotation-mongers. We
guote with two objects. The first is to bring what someone
has said into an argument as evidence. The second is to
stimulate the reader to go back to the original document
and read the rest of it, so- that he can make sure that we
have quoted honestly, and not tried to use the quotation
as evidence of something it does not prove. We want to pre-
sent the essence of the thought of Trotsky and the old in-
ternational leadeitship. We want our debates to deepen
Marxist culture. They are not a brawl in which the an-
togonists get marks for scoring "hits’, or throw in any
missile that comes to hand, appropriate or otherwise. The
method of the burglar, who breaks into the archives to
pick up the bits that catch his eye — this promotes scep-
ticism in matters of theory and history. Workers tire of,the
wearisome struggle against distorted of irrelevant quot-
ations. You may score a “hit"” — but what-good does it do
you or anyone else?

What about this one, then? It comes from: ““The
Present Situation and the Tasks of the Bolshevik-Lenin-
ists”’, which is published in “Documents of the Fourth
International’’. {pages 60-65). The opening section is
headed: ““From a propagandist group to mass work” .
The whole document is about the situation of the Trot-
skyist movement internationally. For example, it argues:
“The International Communist League cannot act as an
independent of the proletariat: it is only the instrument
for the creation of independent parties’. “Its instrument
must be employed in accordance with the situation in each
country’’. “It is necessary to establish proper relations with
the mass organisations”. It is necessary to find the correct
point of departure corresponding to the concrete con-
ditions of the proletarian vanguard in the person of its
various groupings. And for this it is necessary to see one-
self not as a make shift for the new party, but only as the
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instrument for its creation. . . While preserving in its total-
ity an intransigeance on principle, it is necessary to free
oneself radically from sectarian hangovers which subsist
as a heritage from a purely propagandist period"’.

And there is more to help us. We have already bene-
fitted from the work of the ““Geneva Conference’, the
First International Conference of the Fourth International,
of July 1936. “Documents of the Fourth International”
reproduces its thesis, “The Evolution of the Comintern”
(p.113-131.) Look at paras. 35 and 36, p. 129-130. In a
section headed Mass Radicalisation, the author remarks:
“The contradiction between the militant masses who are
pushing to the left and the new treacherous part played
by the Communist parties offers the organisations of the
Fourth International great tasks and possibilities. Some of
these organisations have, in the immediate past, joined the
Socialist parties and have won over the best elements there
to revolutionary Marxism. In countries with tremendously
accelerated inner-political developments (France, Belgium),
this proved to be a short stage. In other countries (Poland,
England) this experience is not yet completed. In others
again {America) they are still at the begining. But no matter
whether the sections of the Fourth International are work-
ing independently or within the Socialist Parties, they must
direct their attention to-the fact that at present the Third
International is attracting workers from the Second Inter-
national. Therefore, the most essential struggle against soc-
ial-imperialism — socialism or Communism in words, and
imperialism in practice — is the struggle against the Stal-
inist bureaucracy. The most important task is to make
clear to the workers the present day character of the
Comintern as ah agency Of imperialism, to make it clear
to them that a change-over from the Second to the Third
International means jumping from the frying pan into the
fire.

The roads and methods of this work will be mani-
fold and various, dependent on the whole development and
the peculiarities of each country. It is of decisive import-
ance to utilise every possibility to force the reactionary
Stalinist bureaucracy into open antagonism to its social
supporters, the revolutionary working class. It is important
everywhere to watch developments with open eyes, to
collect material, to follow carefully all contradictory ten-
dencies, in order to be able to act opportunely and effect-
ively”’. Is there not some good advice here for you, Com-
rade Malvolio? Why not study the British Labour Party?

Trotsky refutes in advance, from the richness of
theory and experience, the whole circus of bogus entrists
which owes so much of its remaining vitality to the S.L.L./
W.R.P.

Then there is the closing paragraph of the “Inter-
view with Collins” in the summer 1936: “it is even possible
to consider at this stage an independent existence out-
side the mass organisations?’’, and Trotsky answers his
own question, “Any such sectarian, sterile and formalisti~
interpretation of Marxism would disgrace an intelligent
child of ten”’. That is the end of the paragraph which reads:

“While it is necessary for the revolutionary party to main-
tain its independence at all times, a revolutionary group of
a few hundred comrades is not a revolutionary party and
can work most effectively at present by opposition to the
social-patriots within the mass parties. In view of the in-
creasing accuteness of the international situation, it is also
essential to be within the mass organisations while there is
the possibility of doing revolutionary work within them"’.
(“Writings: 1935-36"' p. 76)

There are, of course, always some who talk about
entry as if it meant raiding the Labour Party, snatching
the bodies of individuals, to get them out selling the “in-
dependent paper”. Others, as we know, dream of staying
in the Labour Party, “up to the seizure of power’’. Neither
of these makes any sense. Trotsky laid down no fixed time-
scale in advance. We have his review, “Towards a Decision”’,



which is a review of a book by a Czech Trotskyist (*‘wri-
tings: 1938-39, p. 57). The author of the book had written:
“We do not think that it would be correct to create a new

‘Trotskyist Party. . . the world proletariat must create a
new and therefore a Fourth International. However, it will
be created not outside the big proletarian organisations,
but through them and on the basis of them. In this view we
differ from the official Trotskyites” With great comrade-
liness and patience, Trotsky replied: ““We have never been
principled opponents to the formation of fractions of the
Fourth International within reformist ar centrist parties:
on the contrary, for many countries we consider this stage
unavoidable. The experience passed through in several
countries brought undoubtedly positive results, which nev-
ertheless did not by far transform our sections into mass
parties. How long our co-thinkers can or should remain a
fraction of the Czech Social-Democracy is a question of
concrete conditions and possibilities and not at all of
principles. That is why the motives which prompted the
author to counterpose his group to the “‘official Trotsky-
ites”’ are not clear to us. In our opinion it can only be a
question of a division of labour, or a temporary distri-
bution of “spheres of influence’ but in no case a counter-
posing of two organisational methods. . . ” However, if
the author “wants to say that revolutionary Marxists,
those who make up independent sections of the Fourth
International as well as those who temporarily work as
fractions within the two other Internationals, are obliged
to concentrate their main efforts within the mass organ-
isations, and in the first place in the trade unions, we
would be in full and inconditional solidarity with him.
Those “‘partisans’’ of the Fourth International who under
one excuse or another remain outside of mass organisat-
1ons can only compromise the banner of the Fourth inter-
national. Our roads are not the same.

This was written about the same time as the Found-
ing Conference took place, with Trotsky obviously expect-
ing, not that there would henceforth be an end to entry,
but, oh the contrary, a whole new set of experiences of it.

When polemicising against the group of Raymond
Molinier in the French section, who in 1935 adapted them-
selves well to the life in the S.F.1.0. and made concessions
to the centrists, he went after their argument that entry
must necessarily be prolonged. There was nothing dog-
matic about it, no mechanical prescription of a stay of any
particular or predetermined duration. “Entry into a reform-
ist-centrist party in itself does not include a long perspect-
ive. It is only a stage, which, under certain conditions,
can be limited to an episode. . . One must not, under pre-
text of reaching the ranks, make principled concessions to
the top centrists and left centrists”

(“’Lessons of the S.F.1.0. Entry"’: “Writings: 1935-36,p.31)

He warned the dogmatists and pontiffs of his own
time: “We can permit ourselves to enter the opportunist
parties because we have educated cadres; because we are
inplacable towards professional confusionists of the S.A.P.
kind; because we are doing all our- work, either as an in-
dependent organisation or temporarily, as a fraction inside
the opportunist parties, under the banner of the Fourth in-
ternational, that is to say, without any conciliation with
the ideas and methods of the Second and Third Internation-
als. . . It is wrong to claim that we should not enter a social
democratic party unless we are accepted as a statutory
fraction and allowed our own organs, etc. No doubt it
would be excellent if we had all that. But outside of France’
where the S.P. has quite a peculiar structure and tradition,
we never find such conditions. Nor are they decisive. As the
Belgium example shows, entry is conditioned by politi-
cal and not constitutional motives. It is not a matter of
entering a particular party with band playing but of having
real possibilities of doing revolutionary work inside the
Party. Inside the Stalinist Parties our friends must work in
a completely illegal way. The same is admissible equally

for reformist parties. For us it is not a question of dec-
orous politics but of revolutionary politics”.
(See: ‘Perspectives in Poland’’ Writings: 1935-36, p.21)

XV Why not apply for affiliation to the Labour
Party?

Some of those who hope to eat their cake and have it
propose to substitute for a principled work in the Labour
Party an application to the bureaucracy to accept their
society as an affiliated organisation, so that it can make
its position clear. What a bright idea someone has had!
We regret that he has not thought enough about it. You
would have to campaign for your application to be sup-
ported by the rank and file — that is, assuming that you
were not to get in by kind permission of the Right Wing.
But such a campaign will bring you to the notice, first
and foremost, of the gendarmerie at Transport House and
the regional offices. They will turn your application down
anyway, having decided thirty years ago that there were
going to be no more socialist socialist societies affiliated
with their own programmes. (Didn’t you know?) Your
group could then not get in surreptitously, having already
put the finger on itself. Nor would the rank and file of the
Labour Party be impressed when you protested about being
turned down. Anyone who knows them can tell you what
they would say: ““How many of you are there? Not a lot of
you, is there? Why don’t you come in the same way as
everyone else? What's the matter with you? Get some ideas
of your own, have you? Well, come along and muck in with
the rest of us.”

How seriously is this talk ef "applying for affili-
ation” to be taken? If yes, it is a silly mistake, which will
make genuine entry harder, committed by people who
have the illusion that revoiutionary work means shouting
who and what you are at every verse-end.

If the idea of applying to the National Executive of
the Labour Party for affiliation is seriously meant, it is a
non-starter. |f, as we suspect, it never was seriously meant,
then we denounce it. It is no more than a childish ‘man-
oeuvre, intended to convey a false impression that Mal-
volio is turning to the Labour Party when he really is not
doing so. It is no more than yet another sectarian dodge
to muddy the waters of the debate about HOW the party
of Bolshevik-Leninism is to be built. ’

- Those who reject the entry which our weakness and
the British scene make necessary are really rejecting the
strategy of building the party of Bolshevik-Leninism. They
want to build something, but what is it? We do not know.
They have not told us HOW their methods contribute to
building the party of Bolshevik-Leninism. They do not
tell us which way they are looking. That is, probably,
because they do not know -- which is a characteristic of
centrists,

XVI1 Our last word, for the present to Malvolio

If we have a genuine party, there would be no sense
in a general entry into the Labour Party, on a basis such as
would be correct for a small group. If we have only a small
group, there is no sense in pretending that we are a genuine
party and trying to act like one. A genuine Bolshevik-Len-
inist Party is not created by the act of will of a dynamic
minority, any more than that at the fiat of a general sec-
retary whose omniscience stops at the outer door of his
premises.

A genuine revolutionary -party of Marxists will re-
sult only from great class struggles and from the conse-
quent tensions, crisis and splits in the workers’ traditional
organisations. The Marxists intervene in these processes. We
learn from them and help them to bear fruit. We do not try
to substitute our own illusions and impatience for them. If
we are only a group, there is no sense in not entering the
Labour Party and participating in the life of the rank and
file in a principled way. We trust the Malvolio and those
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who think like him are now at least aware that there is
something new for them to learn about what principled
entrists can do and have done. We trust that they will go on
reading this document, uncomfortable as it may be for their
prejudices. Anyway, Malvolio likes thawcking obout; fet
us see’if he can take it as well as dish it out.

There are, of course, those who think that “entrism"’
means flitting into the Labour Party when workers seem to
be taking an interest in its internai life, as today, and flitt-
ing out again when the workers seem disillusioned with
not being able to get at the Right Wing. Some comrades
express this point of view in the over-simplified expression
that we must be in the Labour Party “in order to be with
the workers”’. At best this line of talk is bowing before the
spontaneity of the masses: at worst it opens a direct en-
trance to liquidationism. People who use it discredit Trot-
skyism and play into the hands of the bogus entrists, Why?
Because serious, stable workers hold their ground in the
Labour Party year after year against the reformists. They
look for reliable allies. They do not want people who will
run away just when the right wing gets on top.

The ‘“Workers Press’’ has a few M.P.’s who occasion-
ally make statements for it. This does not pass as “entrism”’
either. The militants in the Labour Party were there be-
fore Healy’s recent re-discovery of them. They know better
than to take orders shouted to them from outside.

"“Bejng with the masses” is like “only a tactic” and
“an orientation to the Labour Party”’. They are all three
formulae for covering up tailism. Marxists participate in
the Labour Party in a principled way because it embodies
three-quarters of a century of political experience of the
British working-class. That experience, when it is assimi-
lated will provide the “higher abstraction, in advanced
theory” which “can guide us to the meaning of the facts”.
Whether individual membership and activity rises or falls
is irrelevant to the expression of our strategy in entry, We
did not bow to the moods of the workers when individual
membership of the Labour Party was falling in the 1950’s;
we do not use the rise from 1961 t01964 as the basis for
our attack on Healy's turn away from it.

So much for the bogus entrists, to whom the Labour
bureaucracy and the Stalinists have so many reasons to be
grateful. The rest of this article, which will appear in spring
1976, will be about a Marxist programme of action for
those who participate in a principled way in the Labour
Party. We must close here with just a word about a chap
who always seems to turn up in discussions about work
in the Labour Party. This chap thought it might be a good
idea to go to his locai Labour Party meeting. He found
them talking about garden-gates and cakes for a social.
Maybe he has been trained by sectarians. Maybe he was a
bit of a snob. Anyway he soon left and did not go back,
because he could not bear such backwardness.

For thick-heads and idealists the story ends there.
But not for Marxists. He could have stayed awhile, listened,

and even gone back. He might have realised that when they
were talking about garden-gates, they were gunning for
a corrupt councillor or fighting “cuts’. He might have
asked what the social was for, and would have been told
that it was to run an election against the Tories and the
National Front for which a few quid had to be raised. Was
he impenetrably smug? If not, he would have noticed,
and thought about, what brought these people to the
Labour Party and how their class-feeling was in constant
conflict with individual careerism. He could have started
from the everyday things that were important to them,
and could have raised the level of their discussions, by
bringing in the spirit of the Transitional Programme. He
might then have led some of them into battle against the
right wingers and the apparatchiks, whose business it is to
keep the debates on a parochial level and prevent the
class-hostility from showing.

He would, of course, have had to show a little hu-
mility, hold his tongue for a while and give people a chance
to talk to him. He could find out any other militants there
might be around. In other words, he could take the first
real step out of wonderland into the real world in which
the workers live politically. Spare us the snobbish non-
sense about garden-gates and cakes for the social.

What happened to the chap who did not go back
again to his local Labour Party because it was too back-
ward? For some time he devoted himself to “building the
party”’, in the futile search for the imaginary revolutionary
army, waiting rovind the corner for his little group to
come along and lead it. After a while he came to a con
clusion. We do nct know what it was, but it must have
been one of three possible ones. He may have decided
that whatever he did made no difference, but that he liked
the life of a sect. He stayed in the group, giving his time and
money, putting up with the pressure, leaving the thinking
to others and infecting with routinism everyone around
him. Secondly, he may have decided that he was serving no
useful purpose in letting the professionals bully him — for,
as we saw, a sect usually needs its professional bullies —
and that he just lacked the moral fibre of a Bolshevik.
Even then he was not lost; an injection of theory and a
turn to principled work in the Labour Party could have
saved his self-respect. Thirdly, he may have decided, like
thousands before him, that the working class has no revo-
lutionary role in history, that working to advance its cause
is a waste of time, that either the world cannot be changed
at all or that some force other than the working class will
change it. And that would be the end of him, all because
no one warned him that he was going into the Labour
Party to learn as well as to teach.

Has our cautionary tale explained why Marxists go
out after sectarians whose ignorance and complacency
squanders the human resources of our movement, and
why we purify our movement from them as from a pest-
ilence?




The following correspondence addressed to the WRP has to date received no reply.

From: Executive Committee
BULLETIN GROUP

CENTRAL COMMITTEE
Workers Revolutionary Party

Dear Comrades,

On Monday July 28, ‘Worker’s Press’ published an article headed ‘New dictatorship threat
in Portugal — Military Trio take the reins’ which contains thé following paragraphs:

“To expose the Stalinists, the demand must be raised in the working class for the united
front of workers' parties, led by the Socialists and the CP, to bar the way to military dictatorship, insist’
on social and economic policies to solve the social and economic problems, and call for fully represent-
ative workers’ committees throughout the country to carry them out.” .

The Bulletin Group welcomes the call for the United Front in Portugal, which is in marked
contrast to the capitulation to both the Stalinists and the AFM by virtually all those in Britain who claim
to be Trotskyists. The demands for a workers united front, and a workers’ government, for which you have
also called, are fundamental to both the defence of the class and also to the advance of its struggle towards
state power.

We welcome too the statement in the article of Thursday July 31 headed ‘Carvalho in ultra-
left attack on SP’, that: “To say (the Socialist Party is the main enemy of the left) is to repeat the ultra-
left idiocy of Stalin’s Third Period policies which opened the door to Hitler’s take-over in Germany in
1933 by branding the Social Democrats as ‘social-fascists’.”

. On July 10 Jack Gale wrote: “The Stalinists have throughout played the key role in every
attempt.to confuse and divert the working class and stab it in the back. The provocation they carried out
over ‘Republica’ — organising a take-over by Stalinist printworkers of the only remaining Socialist Party
paper — has played a crucial part in holding back the working class in the present struggles.”

This analysis provides a basis for the defence of the Portugese revolution, but it is neccess-
ary to go further. The defence of ‘Republica’, the defence of the Portugese Socialist Party, and the de
fence of freedom of the press from control by the bourgeois state must be fought for.

This fight is a prerequisite for the working class to establish its political independance,
neccessary to its struggle for power, and inseperable at the present time from the call for a United Front
and a Workers’ Government. The Bulletin Group calls upon the WRP to use all its resources in campaign-

“ing in the British Labour movement for the defence of ‘Republica’, the Portugese Socialist Party and
against the attack on democratic rights underway in Portugal. :

If the Workers’ Revolutionary Party undertakes such a campaign, they can be assured of
our unconditional support to it. :

Yours Fraternally,

Executive Committee
BULLETIN GROUP

August 12th 1975

14/10/75

To The Central Committee,
Workers’ Revolutionary Party,
186a, Clapham High Street,
London, SW 4.

Dear Comrades, v
I am writing to inform you of the following resolution:—

“This first Annual Conference of the Bulletin Group deplores the anti-Trotskyist press
attacks and police action against the Workers’ Revolutionary Party. Both are attempts to curtail the demo-
cratic rights of not only the Workers’ Revolutionary Party, but the entire workers’ movement.

“The Bulletin Group will do everything in its power to alert the working class to the dan-
gers implicit in these moves and to rally support for the Workers’ Revolutioniary Party’s campaign against
the police raid on its School.

Could you please let me have a supply of petition forms for our members to take into the
working-class movement. Please send them to my address which you know.

Yours fraternally.
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