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INTRODUCTION

THE MAIN documents in this pamphlet are the products of a long pericd of
study and discussion within the Workers Fight group, culminating in the
resolution of the August 1975 Warkers Fight conterence. Thesis X1 {page 19)
was voted on as a resoluthon by conference, the rest of the document being
motivation and explanation. Naturally Thesis X1 is here producsd exactly as
voted on at conference: the rest of the document |*The World Party of Social-
ist Revolution....”, p.8) has been restructured and edited to make i1 More acc-
sssible to people who have not participated in the Workers Fight discussion.

At the founding of the I-CL, fusing Workers Fight and Workers Power, the
political substance of the document was adopted unanimously as the basic
pasition of the I-CL [p.7).

The essessment of the IMG (p.32) fills out the picture af the USF| for the
main area of -CL activity, Britsin,

Self-evidently the documents on the Fourth International, summ::
character, are no more than the registration of stages in an ongoing process of
evaluation of the history 'of modern communism — Trotskyism’ — by the
I-CL. A systematic historical and analytic examination of the last 50 vears of
our tendency is necessary for the movemeant today . We are working oo that,
but are not yet ready to produce it

A cautious and painstaking approach is essentisl because of the importance
and the scops of the work, and also because the subjsct is a factional football
between all the tendencies claiming any sort af roots in Trotskyism or to be
‘the* Trotskyists. The writings produced by the different tendencies are indeed
a grim warning.

A whale section of the Trotskyist” movement has lapsed into & primitive
religious dogmatism, in which a preposterous demonology is employed to ‘ex-
plain’ the problems our movement has faced in the last three decades — the
vulgar myth of ‘Pabloism’. This mythical explain-all is common to the minor-
ity of the USFI {Leninist-Trotskyist Fasction), the WRP, the OC! (af France),
IS, WSL, RCG, Socialist Charter, #tc. As with the life-force theary in the past,
and other quackery, anybody who lacks an explanation or is too fazy 10 seek
ane, for the real problems of the movement, can latch onto this myth, all the
more effective because so ill-defined.

Adopting the true intellectual morality of ancient text-faisifying Christians
sorne of the'anti-Pabloites’ — in Britain, the WRP — fill the air with their
indignation sgainst that section afl the Tromkyist current that has attempted
to come to terms with néw conditions. Thaeir criticism, often formally cormect,
is harmiul because they themselves commit all the errors they attempt 1o
ascribe to factional ppponents chosen organisationally and arbitrarily. Often
they commit worse errors. Ignosant, schalastic Bible-thumpers, they are the
tan Paisleys of the Trotskyist movement.

Their "Pabloism’ is like the "Khrushchevite revisionism of the Maoists —
fundamentally it serves as a cover for what {s commen to critics and criticised,
and an ovasion of an honest and raticnal coming 10 terms with the problems of
& movement that has been in crisis for 10 years and more.




IS has produced a series of articles by D, Hallas, which are close to bei
unigue in the productions of that organisation for their shameless :
Hallas has scoured the works of other not-too-scrupulous critics of the Fi main-
stream, the WRP (1), the Shachtmanites of the USA, and others. He serves up
a8 unigue stew in which the textual falsifications of the WRP, and the criticisms
of renegades like Shachtman, Felix Morrow, Jock Haston, and Yvan Craipeau
are re-hashed in a fine schoolmasterly style.

One example. He ‘shows’ the alleged unrealism of the Fl by quoting J P
Cannon in September 1945 as s8ying the war wasn't over. Learnedly, he cites
the SWP's weskly “Militant™ as source. The facts? Cannon made an agitationsl
speech, reported in the “Militant”, attacking complacency and pointing to the
war in Indochina, etc. Within the SWP, critics of Cannon's exaggerated agitat-
innal presentation could cite the manifesto produced by the SWP that August
on the end of the war| Hallas may not know any of this. The most charitable
interpretation is that he is a slothiul plagiariser of slanderets and a grave-robber
of unscrupulous polemicists now long departed. . .

But Hallas doesn't care. When an early issue of Workers Fight poinfted aut-
that in one of his cribbings from the WRP against “'the Pabiloites™, he had re-
produced slanderous textual distortions, Hallas smugly side-stepped the whole
question in the reply he did in the IS Internal Bulletin. When short-term
factionsl forganisational concerns are central, what does it matter what mud
and sticks are used against the opponent?

To us it matters. Just as a mim:inﬂnnon the Russian Revolution, the

International initiated by Leon Trotsky and its subsequent history. That was
the only genuinely revoluti ian current 10 emerge from the
Communist International. Its fate has been the fate of that communism for
half g century, and an understanding of that fate is essential to the work of
communists now and for the future.

-e - -

Of the other tendencies, the WSL (a split-off from the WRP), has managed
— working within the myth-ridden ‘anti-Pabloite’ version of the history and
problems of the Fourth International — 1o go backwards a little beyond the
WRP's artificial and factional histosical dividing-line, 1953 (when the WRP,
following the SWP, broke with Pablo). They criticise the WRP, but entirely
from within its cwn frame of references, with the signs scrambled and

. #d a bit. That the W5L is considering the problems is good; that they have yet

to break out of the mythical accounts of our movement's history, and even
attain a scientific overview, places a question mark over the future of that
tendency.

- L -e

~ome o by ‘critics”, e the WRP, declare themselves and a few supporters
1o b the Eoogghimterns ol - - ~laim which needhnot be taken seriously
2ven an the organisitional level. Moie seric « is the claim of the IMG, the Brit-
ish section of the major FI grouping, the U251, Comman 1o all is fetishism—
positive and negative fetithism. Our documenis sttemp? to break the basis for
any fetishism by submitting the cutline history s~ present 3~ af the Fl
current 10 a cold and ruthless political snd orger s ticoal aseamant. Ol -
such a basis is it possible 10 rebuild, 10 regenecmte politically, sod 1o o0t o sghy
the political and organisational chaos.

-8 - -

The I-CL does not criticise from sfar, nor <o we ssume ‘superiority . i1 s
our movement we discuss; they are our probl ems we aiapple with, W dey |
with them to try to find solutions. We know of no other way (0 attsrmpt that
except rational, critical discussion — including criticism of cur own previous
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positions where necessary. Thus part of the 1973 matarial is superseded by
the 1975 document.

The sometimes contradictory (taken over 8 period of timel comments on the
F1 and the USFI, as well as the negative characterisations, are to be explained
by the struggle of the old Workers Fight tendency and of the I-CL to gresp the
contradictory, unstable, and, in terms of historical roots, often obscured,
nruﬂmﬂwrmmntﬂinnﬂ‘“th:h“dﬂﬂuﬂhprwhﬂ"hm
Phifistine entitled his history of French Trotskyism), but we are certainly
children of the defeat and chaos which enguifed revelutionary COMMLINIEM
Mwu,hnnwhﬂmmd-muuﬂﬁmﬂwmm
chaos snd the sects it has fragmanted the movement into.

Thus, when we said before that the USF| had not betrayed Trotskyism, and
mmmﬂﬂmtnﬂnwn{Tmuhhn.mmm
shly be asked what is new,

A::hmmiuwnurrmtuSFlpmiﬁmmem—mullfnrpollﬁ:-
Hmﬂuﬂmwmm1leﬂm.mﬂnP’Wn{
ﬂupomn#mrkm'mun:hhuwﬂmudinmdﬂnfaﬂwmlhgw
cracy. It is true that we find it difficult to consider people like Pierre Fousset,
slanderer of the Vietnamese Trotskyist victims of Stalinism (see ‘Permanent
Revolution’ no.2), as comrades.

sbandonment of elementary principles. What we saw previously ss errors of
OVET-TEBCTION, WE 522 NDw a8 a constitutionally-inbuilt and chronic condition.

m“ﬂmuﬁdnnmmmwmfullrnﬂqw
programme in the present period: we failed to distinguish between the ganer-
al wishes and desires of the individuals in the FI current, their formal and
nominal sdherence to & tradition, and their effective programme. We misund-
#rstood the nature of programme: in reslity, programme is not a genersl biue-
print, but the sum total of the tendency’s operational politics. Therefore our
statemnent that the USF| represented the full revolutionery programme wes
only true, if at sll, in the most platonic sense.

The bitter truth is that wharever the F| mainstream has responded to sn sut-
anomous revolution — the deformed workers’ states, China, Yugoslovia, Viet-
m.m-lthmﬂ,hnlmwM'iimmM
attitude to the leaderships of those revolutions, excusing and sometimes
prﬁmmﬁrmﬁwkm-pummmm:mm
ing-class regime, and so on. This sccommodation has veried in degree, but it

What has crippled the Fd currents, and generated the unstable Zig-zags in
mwmu.mmhmmmmwnmunﬂm
jsm/Deutscherism together with ‘arthodoxy’, The Brandlerism/Detutscheriam
means the scceptancs of the bureaucracy as legitimate, the sbeenca of any
snalysis and critique of the social role of the burssucracy in certsin deformed
workers' states, and the failure to siaborate 8 of political revolut-
jon in those states. The ‘orthodoxy” dictates & in political revolution in
the USSA and its satellites. The resulting combination has been & broken-
mmwmumummmmmwm
sl firmness or sven an sccommodationist equilibrium. There is some
jonal continuity with the Fourth International of Trotky. But pol cont-
Immm-ihm.wlllwndiﬂﬂmﬂlﬁmwmmmw
hﬂvﬁmmilhlmmmuhmmmm
Hmmmm'm.mhwﬂmenﬂnm
m‘mhmw.umm-ﬂpﬁuFﬂnﬂﬂ-w
shle proposals for the " of “the Revolution™, snd without accepting




the central communist responsibility to build proletarian parties to fight for
that programme in every way necessary and against whomsoever opposes it.

-8 - -

There is no typical section of the USFI. Still, the IMG's pattern of instabil-
ity is &t least a typical pattern. IMG comrades werg incredulous and derisive
three to four years ago when we insisted that the magical and intoxicating
ultra-left rhetoric about a General Striks to Kick the Tmmg%urim in pfnlltjr:—
al substance right-wing (see Workers Fight open letter to 1 confer-
encel. Today? The IMG is blatantly right-wing — and shifting rightwards still.
Its ‘scenario politics’, delusions of grandeur, and world-historic dlr-drl.‘m_nn
unchecked by cold assessment, lead it to a ‘strategic project’ of a broad united
front, imnlvlrw sections of the social mon—:ula and some of i leader-
ship. This ‘pro is way beyond anything the | can hope to effect in resl-
ity; it is, therefore, now attempting 1o substitute for it

In the 1960s the IMG deduced that a left social-democratic current was the
creature with which the political times were pregnant. When it failed to mater-
ialise, the Fourth-Internationalists” substituted thernselves for the replacement
leadership', mouthing the necessary left social-democratic poalitics to qualify. So
far today, unlike the ‘60s, we have only ideological accommodation — as over =
the Comman Market — not yet organisational accommodation. In fact we have
the classic centrist-sectarian pattern of organisgtional rigidity and political
flaccidity. An International which tolerates, nay encourages, such things, is no-
thing but & centrist mish-mash.

The 1975 document talks of certain of the post-1948 Fl codifications as
acceptable to us &8 working hypotheses only. Inevitably the charge of revision-
ism and theoretical scepticism will be levelled at us. Anather unworthy, but too
likely, charge is that of ideological horse-trading between the State-capitalist
minority in the I-CL and the warkers'-statist majority. It is easily disposed of:
there were no state-capitalist members of Warkers Fight when that document
was discussed and adopied, nor did fusion between Workers Fight and the 1S
Left Faction (as Workers Power then was) seem very likely. Theoretical scept-
icism? No. An artempt to pose sharply and honestly the real problems raised
by the history of the movement. The recard of instability needs explaining: in
itself that record shows how little weight the Fl has really given its own thear-
ies and proclaimed principles.

Pringiples for us are important: we look for thearetical explanation of the
history of chameleon-instability. We believe with Trotsky that centrist pretence
that what needs to be done has been dane, is harmful, and we have become
painfully aware of just how much remains to be done. For us, the fight for the
continuity of the politics of Lenin and Trotsky demands a challenge 1o the
claim that the post-Trotsky Fl currents represent that continuity in any bur a
minimal sense.

The I-CL continues to belisve that the UISFI iz the mainstream that has
emerged from the communist tendency personified by Leon Trotsky. We
intend to relate ideclogically 1o it. If a meaningful Interngtional does not
exist, the responsibillty to start from an international programme of world rey-
olution remains imperative. Absurd and politically agnostic though the logic be
that say's there is an International organisation, and membership is obligatory
irrespactive of the politics, it is no more absurd and politically unprincipled
than accepting a purely national political existance for a tendency like the 1-CL.
Simultaneously, while building primarily in Britain, we will atternpt to build
an international = in dislogue, in competition, and in ideclogical
combat with the USFI and other tendencies.

SEAN MATGAMMNA:7-5-78.
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|-CL FUSION RESOLUTION ON THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL {Dec.1975)

The proletarian revolution in Britain is only one subordinate
link in the world workers’ revolution. The roletarial, the class
which will create communism, is a world : and capitalism
is a world system,which especially in ils imperialist phase, has
drawn the world together, intermeshing it so that no single part
is understandable without reference to the whole.

The communist programme is an INTERNATIONAL programme

or it is utopian. The national orientation of the proletariat
must and can flow only from a world orientation and not vice

Versa.
Our fight to build a muluﬁnnngm in Britain is historically,
therefore,only a subordinate part o ght to puild a prolei-
arian-revolutionary International. The primary precondition for
such an International is a dovelopad international PROGRAMME.
A PROPAGANDA International—that is, one which as yet lacks

mass national sections— can be valid and meaningful as the defender
and advocate of such an international programme. We reject

the centrist view promoted by 1S, according to which an Inter-
EI:I:;:MI can only be formed AFTER national mass parties are

ilt.

Trotsky's Fourth International declared in 1338 as just such
a propaganda Interna  nal, represented the healthy revolutionary-
communist tendency 1| ich had survived—and fought against—
the political liquidati. - by the Stalinist bureaucracy of the
Communist Internatic wl.

In the pﬂlt-‘l‘l'mferfnd.ﬂlﬁ Fourth International movement
suffered ideological ervsion and disintegration. This arose essent-
jally from a failure to come to terms vately with the nam‘.w
revolutionary developments in Eastern turope,China, etc. For
Trotsky’s dialectical materialism, there has been substituted a
ﬁﬂdglr evolutionism, seeing the ‘world revolution® as a mystical
and pervasive ‘process’, acti behind or even in spite of of the
material class struggle. The disorientation is expressed in adapt-
ationist politics, most seriously in evasion,or even treachery in
relation to the anti-bureaueratic revolution in Yugoslavia,
China,Cuba, Vietnam,ete. 3

To this general idecl >gical disorientation, the ‘anti-Pabloite
currents have added an extra element of poisonous onfusion.
They arbitrarily assignall the failures of the post-war Trotskyist
movement to tﬁair factional opponents, the so-called ‘Pabloites’.

In actuality, the term ‘Pabloism has and can have no precise
historical meaning, because there is hardly a single mistake,
however grievous, that the ‘anti-Pabloite” forces themselves,coll-
ectively or separately, have not committed, usually with that
crassness which is peculiar to them. .

To their incoherent and often lying denunciaticns, the ‘anti-
Pabloites’ add loud proclamations of ‘the party’ and ‘the programme
as entirely NON—POLITICAL fetishes. By thus reducing
their politics to RELIGION thev LIQUI ATE Marxism in the most
thorough way possible.

T




In {his sense(and in this sense only) we consider the current
represented by the United Secretariat ¢ the Fourth International
to be the mainstream of post-war Trotskyism. It represents the
most serious and sustained attempt to relate to the post-war
mleu. The'anti-Pabloites’ can offer only ideological left-overs

the USFI current’s work, together with an obscurantism
which Is properly their own.

As for the "state capitalist’ alternative to the mainstream Fourth
Intemnationalist position, the most substantial dlh-mh:t tend-
ency, the Cliff group in Britain, abandoned basic Lenini

of the and the Intemnational; moreover its ‘state

* theory is neither Marxist ner state capitalist! (The .
ﬂm A5 O

logic migganndtpﬂmhhd:tdhredtuﬁwumnr
dogmatism, of s analysis and description of the USSR, is
bureaucratic-collectivist.)

Nevertheless we do not consider theUSFI to be a Marxist . 5
International — rather a centrist obstacle to the building of such
an International; and all the r o ehstacle for its pretence,
bluff and self-glorification. We WELCOME the fm'thcmﬂnf split
in the USFI, believing that this disintegration of a rottn bloe
will increase the possibilities for healthy dialogue and

™ Ymmsediste
ly, we see our tasks as:

a)building a communist-intarmationalist organisation in the
British - class;

b)eontributing to dialogue, discussion, and debate inger-
nl]?oni mﬂ’:fma,mﬂf:m, mil-?;; htemﬁi:l?:l !Il::hnrirﬂl




THE WORLD PARTY OF SOCIALIST REVOLUTION (FOURTH
INTERNATIONAL) OF L.D.TROTSKY AND ITS PLACE IN
HISTORY; THE CURRENT FOURTH-INTERNATIONALIST
TENDENCIES AND THE TASKS OF WORKERS FIGHT
({CONFERENCE DOCUMENT, July 1976)

THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL was based on the political
codifications of the Communist International, buttressed by the ana
and polemics of the anti-Stalinist rearguard of the CL The codifications
ive survived as the possessions of feeble organisations into an age
markedly different, since the end of world war 2, without a Communist
Iqiernational or a Trotsky or even an educated cadre of any substance to
deal with the problems of the last third of a century.

At first, after declaring the Comintern dead for the revolution, in the
wake of its peaceful collapse in Germany and inability to learn even from
this catastrophe, Trotsky considered that proclsiming the Fourth
International would be an empty and impotent adventure, despile ils
theoretical richness. Instead he propagandised for it, expecting substantial
seetions of the revolutionary labour movement to rally te it, crealing a
force of some material importance.

By 1936 he was ready to propose that the international conference
should proclaim the Fourth International. It refused to, not yet ready to
make the change in the perspectives for building the new International that
Trotsky had made between 1933 and 1936, still holding that the reconguest
of a substantial section of the revolutionary vangu for the programme
of communism was a prerequisite for declaring a new International.

In 193% the Fourth International was proclaimed at a one day
conference: but in the next year we find Trotsky himself admitting, and
-appling with the problem, that the International Secretariat doesn't
funclion. He has settled into a realisation that the Fourth International is,
and must initially be, a propaganda igmup — and, however powerful it is
politically and ideologically, a very feeblé group indeed. It was thus that
Trotsky argued for the Fourth International in 1938, soberly avoiding any
bluff or preience. The work had been done — ideolegically. Declaring the
Fourth International, on the basis of the propaganda forces already
assembled, would pgive the ideologically demarcated cufrent an
organisationally finished character and a clear organisational identity, in
contradistinetion 1o a wide gamut of centrist tendencies who were also “for
the Fourth International®, in-the imminent period of world war. The
‘conguest’ of the masses would come,

The problem for revolutionaries today is that the ideological
incompletencss, shoddiness, falseness, and shallowness of the independent
achievements of the post-Trotsky Fourth Intcrnational, faced with
reanalysing a markedly changed world, and with developing the ideological
heritage of the Comintern and Trotsky in a struggle to change that world,
including the world of oppression of the working class within the stalinist
states, poses for us brutally the question, now: is there an ideological hasis
{or a democratic centralist international party? We can only answer: no!

The LISF] is immensely strong now compared with Trotsky's Fourth
International — but that is beside the point.

9




A meaningful — nda — international was and is possible
without masses, if m%l bedrock is sound. A mass movement
with a false ideological foundation is, and can not be other than, a

roadblock.

The USFI has neither solid ideological foundation nor mass following; it
stands on a platform of cobwebs. It subsists on political and orpnmmml
bluff, delusions, and on an assumed but far from authoritative claim to a
sort-of ‘apostolic’ succession. (And, after all, how this is for a
r,:r;dl:hc}r “’%‘hﬂﬂ outlook is melmp_?r teleological, not scientific). The
ideological inadequacies, which the 1973 Workers Fight Conference defined
as a degenerate form of Trotskyism (existing since world war 2), but
without drawing the necessary logical conclusions, lead incxorably lo one
conclusion: No Fourth International exists in the tradition of Trotsky.

Talk of onc, two, three or ten “Fourth Internationals™ is meaningless,
as is the to ry-set  political catchery "Rr.build the Fourth
International™. m chaos, collapse, disintegration — the politics of
chameleonism, scholasticism — the art of the pnl.ﬂ.lml pl.lmplﬂtlﬂ: who
solve a problem like that of the Chinese anti-capitalist revolution by
renaming a peasant army a workers' party — these must first be cleared
awa

l"-n!'.l:r Workers Fight their significance must first be recognised, recorded
and proclaimed. A propaganda international minus the elements —
analysis, codifications, m:lu:{bd positions — necessary for communist
Ermaanda, is an empty h :

ourth International was. Every mmr rotsky made against the sccplics
nflh&mﬂur“ml!ﬂm—pmlhpﬁm:ﬂthﬁ_ﬂmh?:l
now speaks agains? the ence that a Fourth Inlernational exists in the
tradition of the politics I;::mmﬁnd by Leon Trotsky. For one third of a
century the ideological work has not been done. And the political and
practical record of the ‘mainstream’ proves it.

IT HAS BEEN a record of ideological instability. A teleological — that is
a fundamentally religious — concept of the epoch has besn substituted for
the basic programme of communism. An extrapolated bundle of wactical
recipes and super-speculative scenarios have been substituted for strategy.
Vulgar evolutionism has for whole periods taken the place of Trotsky's
beliel that, though there was a maicrialist necessity and imperiousness in
history, it could act only in and through men and women — and. for the
proletarian revolution, men and women armed with the nnfalsified ideas of
communism. Disloyalty, indeed ireachery — for the “pest’ ‘anti-sectarian’,
‘support the living revolution' motives, to be sure — to the communist
programme and to the working class in i:nl.mmus where an anti-capitalist
revolution has occurred without direct wor class political power b:l:h‘
established - this political self-castration has Eecn the response of the
r:mﬁalmnd I:mrl Leon Trotsky to the events in China ral:rﬂly and ln
ndochina today. There has been no even remotely serous atiempt to
integrate the lessons of the partially victorious third world revolutions into
the strategical thinking of the Fourth International, with the disastrous
exception of Algeria (tail-ending the revolutionary nationalists who had
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been ‘anointed” to cmulate Castro) and the unserious flirtation with guerilla
warfare (on which, certainly, WF supported the USFI position in the 1969
period; but for the USFI it merged into political terrorism — Argentina)

Before 1933 Trotsky had scen the Communist International as the
organisation without which there would be no workers' revolution, and had
struggled to reform it. After the collapse of the German CP before Hitler,
the idea became increasingly prominent in his thinking that the objective
prossures of reality would compel revolutionary change. But for him this
meant that the pressures of decaying capitalism and the convulsions of war
would force conscious reoricntation, realignment, and regronpment in the
labour movement, leading to a rebirth of communism. In the thinking of
the post-war Fourth international, conscious communist activity has been
downgraded to the level of marginalia. The objective ‘process’ is everything
- the “instrument’ of the *historical process”, anything to hand.

The ‘objective process’ underlying the cvolutionism of the Second
International was, at lcast, a real, incally-ascertainable process: the growth
of industry, of the working class, of the trade unions and the socialist vote, The
USKI's talk of a ‘revolutionary process’ rests on real revolutionary events, and
real but limited interactions between them. But the *process’ is a metaphysical
construct. Events, interactions, and struggles are dissolved into an image of a
‘process’ going on everywhere and all the time. As 1o the movement of this
‘process’, no cmpirically-based study is possible; only speculations based on
events arbitranly supposed to be ‘expressions’ of the working-out of the
‘process’.

Any resemblance o Trotsky's dialectical materialism is an optical
illusion. 1t is vulgar evolutionism that makes it possible to blindly pretend
that the Chinese Communist Party is a workers’ party, or 1o Forget” the
monstrous incompleteness of the transformations in China and the need for
a supplementary revolution. Only in a vulgar evolutionist perspective is it
possible tn respond so uncritically to the revolutionary developments that
undenibaly have occurred. This vulgar evolutionism has to a large degree
cut away Lemin's ‘contribution’ to what is now best called “Trotskyism' —
belief in the irreplaceable role of conscious communist activity organised in
a revolutionary party which lcads an active working class.

[he ‘Fourth Internaticnal’ has not staunchly and consistently maintained
(even in a sectarian, Bordigist-type way) the politics that were ‘T ism”
in 1940 or even 194%; neither has it synthesised this basic politics with the
revolutionary eXperience since to creale a higher, more adequate, more
concrete politics a5 did the revolutionary socialist currents, which, after
1917, organically absorbed and integrated the Bolshevik theory and
practice into their politics. Instead there has been the willi to adapt,
eclecticaily, to ‘revolutionary’ forces — revolutionary, but ighting neither
for our programme nor for our class — characteristic of the footloose petty-
bourgeois philistine ‘sympathiser’, unencumbercd idcological baggage.
Becsuse thcy have neither stuck to a frozen ™1 Trotskyism”, nor
completely embraced the operational ideology of any of the revolutionary
forces they have recognised as having overthrown capilalism, nor
synthesised a coherent analysis relating the Trotskyism of the period up to
the Second World Congress {(1948) to the new revolutionary eXperiences,
thus allowing reactions, projects, critical evaluations in the spirit of
Trotsky, they have oscillated, trimming, adapting, unable to cither shed or
find a consistent use for basic Trotskyism. In practice, they have been
weathervanes (the *ICs" as well as the USFI). Of the F1 correat for the last
25 years it can be said not only that they have oscillated wathin the
tradition, bils and pieces of it from tbe Communist Inicrnaiional and




Trotsky, but that by now it is as meaningless to ask “what are their
principles™ as it it is to ask “what colour is the chameleon™. For them the
key guestion is: what way do you think the ‘currents’, ‘tides’, “evolutions’,
‘conjunctures’, ‘waves’ and ‘processes’ of the world revolution are flowing
today? They have no stable principles except a semi-mystical behefl in an.
unseen force guiding the “world revolution’, whose current ‘will’ it is the
duty of revolutionaries to discern and accommodate to. They have played
the sedulous ape to every ‘socialist’, ‘communist’, ‘revolutionary’ current.
They have shown an inexhaustible capacity for seeing those currents, not as
they are, but as they would like them to be or rather, more or less as
they should be within the framework of the USFT's teleological view of the
‘epoch’ and the '‘World Revolution’, and its often revised scenanios
extrapolated from that view, with the roles periodically reallocated
according to current events for the ‘already written' drama!

In general there has been failure to answer the basic questions put to the
movement, whether of economic analysis after 1945 or of elaborating a
programme for the working class in the deformed workers” states. There
has been no adequate self-accounting, or serious self-criticism. (Unless one
chooses to call the slanderous attacks published by the LCR against the
Vietnamese Trotskyist victims of Stalinism, “self-criticism” — attacks in
which martyred comrades of our movement, killed for opposing the
Stalinist betrayal in 1945 of the national liberation struggle, are said, in
explanation of the Stalinist action, to have “underestimated the national
guestion™.) The only major exception is a late and limited self’criticism on
Algena.

Organisationally the USFI is a rotten bloc consistin — this
“International”, this “World Party of the Socialist Revolution” — of
tendencies that are so divided strategically, tactically, programmatically,
that wherever each is strong, in a single cﬂuntr{ they can only maintain the
fiction of international unity by national split. This is in continuity with the
whole history of the FI in which strong groups have competed for
satellites and influence. It isobvious that formal international unity, despite
the various national splits and expulsions, is possible only because the
Atlantic Ocean separates the main antagonists, the LCR and SWP.

The unity is still a fiction and a split would be positive because it would
expose 1o full view the reality. The probable subsequent Right “Trotskyist™,
“arthodox™ regroupment in which the OC1 would reunite with the SWP
also could aid in exposing and clarifying the reality.

THEF RECENT British experience illustrates whai the USFI is.

In January 1973 Workers Fight. at its Special Conference on the FI,
accurately described the spluttering Catherine wheel of the IMG as “quasi-
Bordigist”. Calls 1o action, immediate demands, attention to parliamentary
gdilin — all were rejected in favour of proclaiming “struggle against the

tate” as the answer. Today the IMG. harking back to its pre-'68 period
with “The Week’, devotes itself 1o reproducing Tribune’s programme, with
attempts to add a leftist tinge.

The anaesthetic for this political transformation was provided by the
“General Strike for all purposes but especially for changing ministries”
mania. First, the “General strike to bring down the Government” slogan
was adopted (just a few weeks after our January 1973 Conference) as part
of the sgainst the State” — “we are for smashing the State; the
governmen! is part of the State; therefore we are for smashing the
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overnment; and we Use &HY mesns necessary 1o do that, including Generzl

rike”. Gradually, as the n was hoisted more and more nently
into the headlines of the IMG press. the right wing kernel the ultra
left rhetoric took over.

Thhtunhelnlhpﬂtklufﬂmﬁn-kﬂnﬂhm:uﬂnnﬂ
political self-accounting under cover of ambiguous formulas (“General
Strike to replace the Tories by ..") — has taken pince, not against the
protests of the USFL, but with lis active participation, approval,
endorsement! But the USF1 is a specialist in reconciling, under the title
“Fourth Imuuﬂm::i ;‘mlﬂ of widely imw; w::th:r “l::
tendencies be separat y (difTerent or merely t
wmpdﬁmiﬁ:uunmg:llmuﬂﬂunghﬂuﬂMﬂnllﬂ,ﬂ.

¥

DISCUSSING THE QUESTION, does the Fl exist, WF has tended to
answer — despile inadequacies and grave faults there is a continuity and an
organised force, and there has not, cither by a single act or cumulatively,
been a betrayal. For the F1 current there has been no 4th August 1914 and
no 30th January 1933, It was in that sense we Wrote: "Cmnnﬁtti:? crass
errors, never really adequate in the post-war period, it (the USFI) had
nevertheless not ‘betrayed’ Trotskyism, as the sectarian sla i

{ Workers Fight and the Fourth Internarional, page 10).

But this is to miss the point. The requirements and standards of
judgment for a propaganda international are radically different from those
for the Second and Third Internationals, It stands or falls by the substance
of its ideological work, by its adequacy or inadequacy. There has been no
*13 or "I4; vet the actual position we are at, viewed [fom an assessment of
the state ol the movement and our tasks, is best expressed if we imagine
1914 and 1933 telescoped

Organisationally we arc at best in 1933 — we need a movement for a
new communist international (the tasks of the movement for the Fourth
International demystified),

But in 1933 there was a direct, short and very adequate continuity with
the ideological foundation work of Lenin and the Communist
International, and with Trotsky's and the Left Opposition's critical work on
communist problems. We are much less favourably placed after the
ideological ravages of the last third of a century. 1

In that sense, ideo fly, we are aucn nearer the position of
revolutionary Marxists after the collapse of the International in 1914, The
shock and earthquake then-was sudden; the rottenness of twenty years and
more suddenly revealed itself on the day of August dth, in tical
collapse. To revolutionaries like Lenin the most rev of
Marxism were revealed as servile, sterile theoreticians. The roots of the
corruplion had to be searched for. Decades of evaded pmh'lum:,jhm}d
Marxism, vulgar evolutionism imperceptibly substituted for dialectical
materialism. Decades of rotten, accom ationist tacties, of st
textual and political bowdlerisations. (In her famous specch to the
December 1918/ January 1919 Spartacist conference, Rosa Luxemburg
polemicises, gently and rously, against Engels’ 1895 Introduction to the
“Class Struggles in France™, which appeared to justify a
parliamentary strategy. She died never knowing that the Introduction had
been cut by the leaders of the German Social Democracy before
publication, and Engels was on her side!) The task of Lenin and the
communists was to dig down to the roots of the practice of of the
corruption of the Second International — to relate critically to the history
of the workers' movement, to excavate the theoretical heritage, cleanse it of
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falsification and expose the bowdlerisations (as for example Lenin did in
“State and Revolution™). That was the task, the essential preparation for
the Third International — and also for the Fourth _

~ The derelictions of one third of a century impose a combination of both
situations and both tasks on us: that is the logical conclusion from our
1973 decision and our practice, and we must either face it or re-examine
our 1973 decision and our practice.

The situation today lacks even islands of healthy political culture from
which to transplant a new spread of proletarian parties — like that which
the Bolshevik Party nted after 1914. The plethora of self-deluding
“Fourth Internationals” is one serious complication we face — which is
why we here define our position on them so sharply.

v

LENIN'S WELL-KNOWN ARTICLE on “The Third International and its
|I:-Iau: in history” presented the following outline scheme: The First
niernational represented theoretical foundation work (Marx and Engels);
the Second, a broadening of both the workers’ movement and a diluted
Marxism, against a background of organic growth of capitalism; the Third
had the task of refocusing and reconstructing the diffuse workers’
movement for the task of the conguest of power.

We know what actually happened to the Third. And the Fourth? It was
historically an appendix to the Third, the fighting rearguard which retained its
political vigour and paolitical creativity so long as the world and the calegories
on which its drock analyses (those of the Communist

International) rested remained the same, more or less, and so long as
Trotsky was alive. Otherwise, apart from being the Communist
International’s rearguard, and apart from the creative work of Trotsky,
there never was a meaningful !?:unh International, dﬂ‘pit! the colossal,
clemental role of Trotsky, and despite the heroic efforts of the Fl cadres to
reorientate thé revolutionary masses back towards the politics
communism. When we talk of our tadition, or the tradition of the Cl and
of the Fl, by now, one third of a century after Trotsky, we mean
overwhelmingly —— our traditions are of the Cl. Those traditions were
continued by the Left ngailiun and personified and developed by
Trotsky, who, in the 19 in an epoch of savage reaction, defeat
Stalinisation totalitarianism, the very attack on reason and rationality in
working class politics, personified revolutionary socialism in a way that was
unigue, and mmpaﬂhE:pCrMpl only to Marx himself.

Faced after world war 2 with massive changes in the world, the result of
permutations produced by the whole previous series of working class
defeats and the survival of the Stalinist bureaucracy, the Fl current gmamt
a tendency struggling lo renew itself, and to correcl itsell (and to correct
Trotsky -— especially on the question of Bonapartigm, particularly the
Stalinist variant whose unforeseen inde ence was the centre of the
nexus of problems facing the FI). It failed widely, repeatedly. Into the
modern world have survived mutations

Taken as a whole, the work of the last one third of a century is an
attempt on the basis of ‘Trotskyism® to tackle the problems of the real
world; as such, though marred by scholasticism, primitivism, and a relapse
to evolutionism, it has some value and as an attempt at continuity must be
related to. But even on questions such as the post-1949/51 codifications on
the deformed workers' states, the achievements are best regarded as
working hypotheses, which we agree with while insisting on more work and
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refusing to scparate the record of the Fl on the political guestions (political
revolution) from them. The conclusions drawn irom thosc codifications by
all the segments of post-1951 Trotskyism show their inadequacy as a guide
1o action; the plethora-of workers' state theories (including reactionary ones
such as Grant's) demonsirates their incoherence. And this is on a

level. Much of the work of the FI currents scif-evidently is junk. {We speak
specifically of the mainstream: the others have produced, even when
criticising real faults of the mainstream, nothing but junk!)

vi

TO THE PERMANENTLY SELF-TRANSFORMING jelly-like mess of
the ‘mainstream’, the sectarians of the International Committes have
counterposed an attempt at rigidity: rationally before 1963, in a quasi-
religious manner since {(WRP/SLL, OCI).

Often scclarian formations preserve basic ideas in a dehydrated form
during a period of decline and loss of norms and standards. Why is there
almost no clement of this in the anti-USFI sectarians?

Because their attempt to resist the chameleonism and the jelly-like

olitical malleability of the “maimsiream™ has been vitia by a

undamental instability and has itsell been as jelly-like: they have a

common root with those they wish to denounce, in the me.iti.uns of 1949-51

and after. They make ‘orthodox’ assertions, uncasily allied with the
itions of 1949-51 and after.

The 1953 split was a gut reaction by the SWP to attempts to draw
conclusions from premiscs they shared and held on to: they were
themselves later to draw them uninhibitedly, before again, recently, partly
recoiling. Mixed in_with this from the beginning was the poisonous
factionalism of the British section (now WRP) and that of the French
specialists in “anti-Pabloism®™ -— who were in 1950 dennuncing Pablo for
considering the Chinese CP Stalinist, and who at the 1951 Third World
Congress moved (without his agreement) Mandel's “Ten Theses” -— which,
if the term had any meaning, they should have seen as an arch-"Pabloite”
document, given its position on China — as their initial answer to the
“Pahloism™ which they have been fighting ever since!

After 1963, when ihe SWP fused with the International Secretariat to
form the USFI, the rump ‘International Committee’ degenerated to
unrestrained, poisonous factionalism. While slanderously asserting
USFI was reformist for Russia, they were gilent on China where it was
reformist, because of their own ambiguities, which were to lead them to a
brief period of explicit Maoism in 1967.*

The other sectarians, 1S, were sterile because they broke with the
fundamentals of Bolshevism, as for example on the question of the nature
of the revolutionary party. Where they were more realistic than the FI
currents, as they ofien were and are, it was the result of vulgar empiricism,
not Marxism. On nominal adherence to the fundamentals of the Cl and of

* For example, the ssiewsletier, l[orerunner of the “Workers Press’, plﬂ.‘l“il_‘lrd two
photos of Trotsky and Mao, with the caption: " Trotsky and wan - screntific ideas™
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Troisky's Fl (e.g. on the conception of the party) — alas mo more
nominal, and with all the characteristics described above — all the -
Trotskyists were the sectarians in the ‘good’ sensc vis-a-vis 15. From

and through them passes much of what remains alive of communism —
and a great deal does remain alive.

i

¥l

THE CHANGE in the formula to sum up Workers Fight's tion on the
Fourth International, from “critical support for the USFI", 1o “for the
peration of the Fourth International”, with explicit recogmtion of t
USFI as the mainstream, Wwas decided in January 1973 after a discussion

lasting over six months.

“Critical su ~ was felt 1o be unsatisfactory because the ‘critical’
support was usually ignored or misunderstood and we appeared as USFlers
who unaccountably refused to join. It was misleading for this reason but
}mﬁcuhrly because for the gruur {here was more criticism than support
or the USFl as an ideclogical tendency. it was a lability because
organisatio weritical” was cverything where the USFI in Britain
prescnted itself as an organised lendency with which we were —
unavoidably — openly at war.

“Ri ration of the Fourth International”, explicitly fixing the USFlas

a current, had the advantage of distancing us, expressing pu icly
the distinct identity which we felt. 1t explicitly focused on and elsgcnd
the extent of our “criticism”, indeed our alienation from the “Fourth
International” groups, by defining them as degenerate and cpigonic. It
placed the USFMirmly within the galaxy of these “FI” groupings, rqa:ﬂ
and debunking its claims to the authority of “the Fourth International™
the pretence ililthEFi.ihuahnusinguwmﬁcilmMuphinil!lw
refusal of USFidiscipline. Simultaneously, however, it identified the
USFlas the mainsiream af post-Trotsky “Trotskyism™

In addition, “regeneratc” was a multi-dimensional concept (both
ideological and organisational), superior to talk of “reconstruct the. FI™
that factional cax:ary against the USF1 by tendencies whose bankruptcy
establishes beyond guestion that the USFI is indeed the mainstream. ;

It thus focused on the root problem, the internal collapse of doctrine and
consequent  political destructuring, the inadequacy and the i i
chameleonism that is responsible for the state of all the “Trotskyist’ puu;;i
including the USF1, whi allowing us to admit the existence of the US
as a meaningful political organisation.

it maintained the sharp line separating us from the "anti-Pabloites” in
that way, explicitly denied that solving the of the tendencies
was a matter of organisational juggling (“rebuild”, “reconstruct™ the FI,
ctc.) or that they were free from the sins of the USFL

lnsunnnpmefwdthntwhinhmmnﬂimpomnthmudﬁuum
|969 to orientate to the USFl — utter repudiation of the anti-Pabloites;
recognition of what had been achieved by the USFI (or rather that apart

achicved that merited even

USF;}whugcdcfmw:nnlytmuhnuumwmﬂdmhm
politically F‘;TE“ for our work.
" WF decided to orientate ideologically towards the USFI in 1969, found
itselfl juggling with slogans in January 1973, and now finds itselfreviewing
those ni:clmminﬂtlghtnﬂh:pnﬂlﬁmw

Ideologically, the course of our development has been laborious and
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piccemeal. Emerging from the sectarian background of hysterical and lyng
“anti-Pabloism™, WF has had to shed this miseducation and become aware
of the stark ideological poverty, regression, and disintcgration of which it is
such a putrescent cxpression. This process was, for us as for many others,
not helped but hindered by the opportunist politics of the USFI, off which
the “anti-Pabloites™ feed: 1t is no slander but scandalous truth that before
1967 the USF1 did not stand for a supplementary — *political’ — anti-
bureaucratic revolution in China, no more than it does for Vietnam today.
WF has groped toward conclusions step by step, through a process of
critical analysis and re-analysis. For WF our 1969 decision {whose
recondition was the change in its ition on China by the USFI in
967%) was a matter of drawing conclusions honestly about pml'lmmland
relations within the “Trotskyist™ tendencies — that is, achieveing a rational
and realistic perspective on_those tendencies: it was & prerequisite to a
rationa! view and rational criticism of the “Fourth International”, :

It is ironic that having broken with some of our former associales — In
Ireland — in defence of the USF1again: the bankrupts and slanderers of the
post-1963 IC, we now adorl a qualitatively more critical attitude to the
whole F1 current than the 1C clements have evcr donc. The detour was a
necessary precondition for healthy development — dialectical, not linear
development. It was necessary to get out of the cul-de-sac _of the anti-
Pabloites, where pseudo-explanations hindercd rational analysis of the real
problems.

If it is argued that we have come full crcle and now say again much that
we said in 1967, we answer: yes, we have. But the circle has been am
unavoidable reconnoitring exercise, and though the movement has been
circular it has been on an upward spiral.

VIl
“FOR THE REGENERATION of the Fourth International™ was an open-

ended admission of the immense of work our previous study had shown us
as being needed, and which we had still to do. Though work on the Fourth
International is far from completed, certain conclusions can and must be
drawn.

c‘l‘tlgey are already m“rglml.lgogﬁa:_:ull:], in p{Lm attitudes in g 1973
onference resolution and in t ial pam lmpnbhlhnd‘ by

on the Conference {“Workers and the Fourth Wum
Continuing work on the Fourth tional, linked -to the further
practical experience, observation and reflection on the USFI, the so-called

*Rut even here things are more complicated than we saw then. There is, despite the
scholastic form, a rational kernel to the debalcs in the Fl current on whether or
not China is stalinist. 1f the USSR burcaucracy scized power as usurpers, have no
necessary role in the economy, and are indeed the cnemies of rational worki
Elanning. the Chinese bureaucracy (like the Vietnamese, the Yugosldv, or the

uhan) led a revolution, achicving as much as reamins of the October Revolution
One can't analogically draw an equals sign applying the labels for Russia, Massive
problems of analysis and explanation exist. The ISF1 section of the USFI
au:mg;::d a degree of intellectual rigour in dealing with thmhé‘:rablcms, albeit
aban r.mf. the Trotskyisi programme in passing. The CCP had
no political supplementary anti;burcaucratic revolution was Neccssary. What does it
mein, then, to suddenly call for political revolution? Logically it;hnen in guestion
the whole previous anslysis, including the very designalion ‘deformed workers
tate’. I the El current since world war 2 prescnis & picture af i ical collapse
and destructuring, the 1969 call for political revolution is part of 3 tructunng
within the USFI itself.
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Tenth World Congress, etc., has shown that these conclusions must be
drawn, and trmtbymﬂuingthepm:pwiﬂpmgrmammm;m
grips with this central question.

X

THE FORMULA “REGENERATE" is multi-dimensional, but significant
because of its ical dimension. With three exceptions® the Trotskyist
movement has been essentially an Mﬂ:;:mnl. {(And two of those
three exceptions — Ceylon Bolivia — primarily to the period of
the acute post-war crisis of Trotskyism.)

All the questions of “mainstream” elc. have been a valid consideration,
and for WF both vital and inescapable. We could not avoid the integument
of our birth and the epoch of the communist movement into which our
undcmymbum,ﬂeumofmuwnmiﬁmandm t in the
internal guarrels and squabbles of the family of post-1951 (Third World
Congress) “Trotskyist” groupings we could only arnive at the possibility of
an overview of the whole galaxy by the route of establishing clearly the
map of the relationships to each other and the trajectories of its elements.

And only having done that, established to our own satisfaction what is
th:mimtmm.muuuml‘ucthutwchawludth:pmpnrﬂmwmn;
even when getting the inner relations right (as we belicve we have done).
The proportions concern the relationship of the ‘galaxy’ to the communist
mdiﬁunandﬂ:mhstﬂllob:dou.ﬂmm:inmmhﬁnmm
immensely less imporiant than the proportions, however important those
inner relations are, or rather have been, for WF, having to navigate amidst
the lics and ignorance of the “anti-Pabloites™ and the opportunism and
adaptationism of the USFL, and simultaneously having 1o E;.m the omly
element of ideological continuity with the Communist international; amidst
the conditions of ideological regression in which whoic dimensions of
communist consciousness have been lost and whole sections of the vﬂ
prngrmnp:—lh:huﬁcpmgammnlqaﬁ—hwbﬁnbm-dlc by
the currents (for mmE::mthc question of the supplementary political
;evolution in certain Stalinist states, described by them and us as deformed
workers' states). The “proportions™ deal with what the ‘mainstream’ has
done and what remains to be done — politically and ideologically.

X

IN 1973 we faced more of the implications of the reality of the USFI —
but were cautious and hesitant in drawing out the full imiplications of what
we said and decided to do in relation to the USFI. We said the USFI1 could
not claim, or exercise, the authority of a democratic centralist communist
international, said it could only considered as the mainstream. We
should then have drawn the I:ml conclusion from the combination of our
picture of its inadequacies, ich we called ‘degenerate’ ‘Trotskyism’, and
our inability to become part of it organisationally.

-mm:;mmmmmumm-ﬂ-m&wd-
centrist, or perhaps left sofial democratic , within the F1 — certainly from
Mly&smmmmum is mccurate; Indochina, where the
Trotskyists were the major working class force and were physically smashed and
defeated by imperialist reaction and the Stalinist, based movement; and
Bolivia, about which we are illinformed, buf in which the role of the POR;Lom in
Iﬂlmunmhmhtmmmtnfmmﬂuiﬂtmmlﬁt.



We commutted ourselves to the basics of the post-1951 FI, noted
incompletenesses and inadequacies — but flinched from
total of those inadequacies: that the ideological and programmatic work

th:'maimlmm'itmlanadﬂslumhﬁfmlnmum a; that even
where, as on the analyses of the tuhmﬂmmmhﬂum:l WF is in
the _1951 current, that current itsell is masst uate,

incoherent, incomplete. (How else, unless fi
practical mncll.\slugs are unrelated, explain the record of the FI on a
workers” programme for China, Vietnam, etc?) .

According to the logic of our existing position, no body with the right to
claim to be the Fourth lntcmllmmlcl'ntl;lhtrgt:mpﬂﬂﬂ] mutants
and massive historical lacunae in theory and analysis. 4

Not to see that clearly and say saml?‘[!vguaptmmrtﬂpr:.ln
politics, whether dealing with the next organisational step or
ideological tasks, the question “what do we do next” is a make or
one. To answer it 'we musi know where we are. By g to draw out the
full implications of the 1973 decisions, we behaved the caution of
people conscious of hea rupunﬁbiﬁty:ndufth:@up:mmnflh
decision, but we deprived ourselves of 2 lear appreciation of the state of
the movement and our necessary role and tasks.

:

1]

XI. Conclusion

WF MUST DEFINE the condition of our movement, the Trotskyist
movement of which WF is part, as one of a 1914 situation ideologically
expressed organisationally in terms of 1933,

The “Fourth International” is an ideological and organisational chaos:
we must rework the postwar efforts of the “Fourth Interhational™ current
in the spirit of Lenin’s post-1914 work on the previous labour and Marxist
movement.

The heritage of the Communist International and the early Fourth
International, definable, perhaps arbitrarily, as the first two congresses, is
immense. From the later period there is little other than negative
experiences to digest and understand.

As an ideological formation which had its belief in itself broken after
world war 2 and then oscillated with the winds, :hn? colours regularly,
the “Fourth International” has been a centrist force. lntu been too small
{with exceptions like Ceylon) for organic Second-International-type
corruption. As an ut:ulnw]‘ current, it has perpetually bowdlerised even
the basic programme of the movement in the interests of accommodation
10 one or another ‘revolutionary’ force. Today it is, and since the late '40s
mm,umsqmgmmzfm.nmnmmﬂummm

dre Live

Its accom tionist, unstable politics — whose hallmark and central
mmuﬂlvaﬂMW‘ﬂhﬁTﬁﬂyﬂ:nﬂw
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intransigence — logether with its organisational reality, mark it as in the
tradition of the Right oppositional currents (Brandler, Lovestone), not the
communism of 1rotsky.* In its political positions visa-vis the
burcaucracies in the deformed workers® statest its record is 100% in the
Brandlerite tradition. In so far as an organisation (the USFI) has survived,
the political record, specifically on the deformed workers’ states, means
that it has been conguered by and rcpresents Brandlerite, not Trotskyist,
politics.

To the degree that a prnﬁganda organisation is wrong and inadequate,
then it is and must always be a roadblock not a bridge. Centrist pretence
that what needs doing is already done helps prevent doing it; it is
effectively to disarm. record of inadequacy and failure bluffed and
blustered about in the name of the “Fourth International” and of Leon
T . in a spirit of inappropriate sentimentality, obscures, hinders, and
mystifies what we need to do: therefore it militates against it being done.
WF can no longer indulge in ambiguity about the USFI: events like the
IMG's nationalist antics on the Common Market leave little room for
tolerance, or evasion of a long-overdue accotting and conclusion:

There is no Fourth International in the iradition of Trotsky; the tasks

us are & combination of the tasks that revolutionaries faced in 1914
and m 1933 — i ical regeneration and organisationsl reconstruction.
Our an is — “Build 8 communist international in the tradition of Leon

Trotsky™.
August 1975

*For our purposes this is the most appropriate historical analogy, coming as it does
from the Communist International. However, there is a precise historical precedent
in the example of the De Leonite current. De Leon was onc of the earliest and
most acute critics of the Second International, well over a decade before its
collapse revealed the full extent of its rottenness to Lenin. They had wently a
respectworthy if rather sectarian independent revolutionary tradition. De
Leonites joined the Communist International. In Britain the vast majority did.
Others, ially the US parent party, didn’t, though they supported the Russian
R'E\’DLEH With the emergence of Stalinist rightist and ul trafleft polstics their
criticism soon took on validity. However, while criticising the Cl and I: CPs they
remained enti uncritical of the bureaucratic practicss in the USSR, and thus
were a peculiar “left sectarian’ | formation to the Brandlentes In the late “30s
they suddenly announced, without any real explanation, that Russia was after all
state capitalist. They had proved unable to a on their own politics, to learn
from the Bolsheviks, or for a long period to seriously criticise the regime...

{That is, excluding the degenersted workers' state of the USSR and its directly
controlled satellites.
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NINETEEN
THESES -

“NINETEEN THESES ON THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL® —
documeni frum the Workers discussion on the Fourth International,
December 1972 — January 1973,

I: INTERNATIONALISM

There is no Trotskyism without internationalism. Trotskyism also requires
the creation of a revolutionary party.-Otherwise there is only & programme,
which demands an international party. The problem s to creale an
International.

Il: THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL AND THE COMMUNIST
INTERNATIONAL

The early Communist International was the highest peak of Marxism as
“science of revolutionary practice™ ever reached, before or since. There was
a massive development and accumulation of advanced ideas and analyses
and of a world wide revolutionary ‘army, with the Soviet Union as ils
territorial bastion, The rise of the burcavcracy and its seizure of control led
to a dramatic reversal for the forces of revolution. The ideas were still
vahd, alive, adequate to rleating to the world and ‘revolutionary tasks. The
revolutionary ‘army was under the control of the burcaucracy and the
bureaucracy’s agents. [t suffered increasing bowdlerisation of communist
ideas and programme.

Trotskyism arose first and foremost as a defence of the programme. Its
forces were minimal. s ideolo contributions: criticism of Socialism in
one couniry; of the Anglo-Russian Committee policy; of the neo-
Menshevik policy in China; of the “Third Period® ultra-leftism. In all these
the Trotskyists were defending the, fundamentals of the programme, of the
Communist International, despite their tiny revolutionary minonly being
counlerposed to “the revoln ry army (revolutionary in  intentions)
assemhbled  under the banner of the October Revolulion. The major
ideological development of Trotskyism and the FI movement was the
analysis of Stalinism.

Throughout the "30s, there 'was a tragic ' dichotomy between  ihe
programme and the theoretical conguests of Bolshevism, held w0 by
infinitesimal forces, and the massed armies of the revolution, now the
dupes of Stalinism. Trotskyism was marked by having inherited iis
fundamental programme and ideas “ready made”, valid and applicable to
the world it operated in. Its function in the 1920s and '30s was to defend
and apply those ideas. That was both its strength and the roots of the cnsis
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of the 1940s and heyond.

11i: THE VANISHED LEGIONS OF BOLSHEVISM

Deutscher’s image of Trotsky as the sole survivor of Atlantis — the
vanished legions of Bolshevism, annihilated by Stalinism in the late "30s —
will do for the whole T isi movemeni. The possessor of a

Tmhkmrmmaﬁlum-mkqhhum
Trotskyism consistently rending it repeatedly, penerating
idenlogical developments away from ™ il- goneraling tive vulgar
evoittionism and sponianeist conceplions on the one side, acceptance of
other social forces than the prolctariat as the cntreprensurs of the
revolution oa the other.

Alrcady 31 the end of the 1920s the contrast bhetween its size and the
scope of its ambitions and 28spiralions betwoen what it wanted and heticyed
needed doing and what it itsell was able to do, reat the Rimssian-based
Iroiskyist movement into three segments: Those who saw only what the
industrialisation turn in Russian was doing, and ignored how it was done
and by whom it was done — Preobrazhensky, Piatakov, and the
administrators; Those who placed themselves entirely on the semi-
syndicalist grounds of the effect on the working class, that is conccrming
themsehves caclusively with how and by whom the new industrialisation
turn was carried out, and what the eflfcct on the lives and nghts of the
Russian peoplec was — meglecting and dismissing whal was done, and its
refationship to the Trotskyist programme the State Capitalists; And
those, like Trotsky, who resisted the decomposition, the mutually repelient
one-sidedness, ignoring neither “what”™ nor “whom®. The paltern was a
TECHITING Gne.

IV: TROTSKYISM AS AN IDEOLOGICAL CLRRENT

Trotskvism never represented anything sabstantial (Ceylon, Victnam, and.
Holivia excluded) except as the custodian and defender of the ideas of the
carly Commumsi Inicmational, which it developed. especuily reganding
Stahiusmia new phenomenon)  and, partly, Fascism. It was always an
idenlogical cunent par cxcclicnce; and can only be judged as such, moi by
such standards as the FI itselfl applied to the Cl. That s not a

thing. without the heroic rd action of Trotskyism the effects of
Sialinism would have been truly and totally annihilating for communism.
But we arc concerned here with a “cold” assessment of the reality of the FI,
i all s apsccts.

V: WHY WORKERS FIGHT DISCUSSES THE FOURTH

INTERNATIONAL

fhamdthmnhlmmﬂnnlmbcanumuﬂnfm

idcological current, primarily. Nor can such an assessment be obscured by
2




the undoubted fact that it is an international ideological current. We need
an International; but that cannot lead to indifference to the political
fnntml_nl-i?:htn International. especially an ideclogical, propagandist
niermationa
mymnrﬂhnlhruhﬂmnfn'hﬂfulthmﬂﬂt-d
for one, can lead to indifference to its programme, record.

The FI must be the siartingpoint: the high point ofpost-Lenin
communism; undoubtedly the custodian of the ideas of communism;
undoubtedly the regroupment of the revolutionary vanguard. What
hpﬁﬂtuﬂkuﬂ&lhnﬂﬂﬂ‘ﬂmﬂﬂﬂm
ﬂmdnﬂundhghuhﬂgﬂlpﬂﬂmmh.mﬂ-:
conclude it to have been a failure.

VI: TROTSKYISM TO 1938
The pre-1938 history can be bricfly outlined:

a) Origins and i“mzial confinement in Russia;

h) First international conference in 1930;

¢} From 1930-33 the Troiskyist movement regarded itscll as an
opposition in the CI;

d) In 1933, the call for a Fourth International;

¢} From 1933 to 1936 the Trotskyists conccived of the movement
towards the Fourth International as a process ending in a big regrouped
Fourth International;

f) Trotsky in 1936 calls on the Iniernational Conference to declare itself,
meagre propaganda forces, the FI. The Conference disagrees.

g) In 1938 a one-day conference declares the Fourth Intcrnational.
Perspective of mass upsurge in/after war, of Stalinist instability.

VII: THE FOUNDING OF THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

Fhe 1938 ideas were adequate to experience, therefore a general guide to
action, lacking in forces. The only substantial forces were n the USA and
Belgium. Trotsky's writings admit that the FT's theoretical basis is no more
than re-assertion, and the need to develop certain analyses, c.g CONCErning
imperialism. The “Transitional Programme® was funda derived
from the theorctical advances of the early Communist Intcrnational.
{ Therefore fetishisation of the Transitional Programme is simply stupid).

Vill: WAR

There was organisational disruption and atomisation of the Trotskyist
forces in Europe. The International Secretariat was in the USA. In France,
there was an ideological collapse before social patritism. The perspectives
for Russis underestimated the stabilising effect of the Nazi treatment of the
occupicd areas. The perspectives for revolutionary upsurge in Europe were
totally vindicated.

But the contradiction between objective possibilities, including the
subjective drive of the working class masses and the expectation of
revolution, and the labour bureancracies, especially Stalinist bureauncracies,
remained  unsolved. Isolated, persecuted, assassinated, impotent —
I rotskyists saw CPs reconsolidate capitalism; and ‘Red” Army snuff out the
revolutionary upsurge in Eastern Europe post-war.
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The “perspectives’ were fundamentally right, seen as Marxist ves
-—&:fummmh&mmmmmmmdnfmm
Furope was stabilised; capitalism was consolidated and stabilised; in
Yugoslavia and China, then in Vietnam, Stalinist formations, cut off fi
the proletariat, overthrew capitalism.

IX: THE CRISIS OF TROTSKYISM

The crisis of Trotskyism began essentially in 1943/44 — as a result of its
inability to realise its revolutionary perspectives and the subsequent
ﬂululion.:hu}n the hasis of (a) p;:mb:luinn defeat in Eastern and Wmn?
Europe; the independent revolutionary processes, givi rise 10 social
puhr?gl mutations, eventually called deformed workers® states by the FL

The dogmatists run away from the problem; the USFI receptiveness to
the problems of the movement has led, given their theorctical 1
to a destrocturing, decomposing of its politics inte a number of not at all
clearly related elements, and thus a history of ical chameleonism (over-
.::mphnnl pn!' pnlltu:hmmhlltr. nﬂmnd its " have been confined to

noramic ns and its scentific ‘prognoses” to hopes of

events ouiside their control, simply duplicating others that have
id_.l_iﬂt;l b, ply duplicating s happened

separation ﬁgrmusm matism/adaptationism, though a convement
shorthand, is partly artificial. The dogmatists (SLL,OCI etc.) have not been
free from adaptationism, or the tendency to liquidate Trotskyism
g gy R e SR

or have ! 3 undogmatic. Whereas the SLLand

THE OC1 hid from the real world behind dogmas, the USF1 has often only
succeeded in viewing the world in a very distorted wa mﬂu:md
as rather cumbersome dogmas — mmgilnlbaﬂtge of reality
comes into the picture.

%: THE THIRD WORLD CONGRESS
At the 1951 Third World Congress, Trotskyism reconstituied itsell on the
hnsisuiamlyﬁsnfmushmchupinth:wmlimlyﬁsnud:hymm

its programme of socialism with the bureaucratic forms of the existing
states in which capitalism had been overthrown. Its fundamental task, as a
pﬁmﬂyw,mmminmuummupcﬁmmmin
. previous theory — uﬂy.m:smrmt:nﬂ:mqtbmwuuubtuma
guidewminuulhﬂnfﬂukhcﬁmupmwrﬁmmmm
mkmdlh:furmhnﬂingthm:pmiﬁnmmnwdmmnd
developments. In addition, the struggle of the F1 to actually build
mmhmmmnﬁ.m:nﬂhm:mwnmgmm'flhth
given situation created parallel problems, which i and cut
across, and in fact illed the process of ideological seli-reconstruction.

ThtFlmuslb:E:' pdhyiﬁnminmhinqthufundmlﬂmk,
of ideological i jon, which is an essential precondition for building
revolutionary parties.

XI: TWO TRENDS

Leaving aside the various ‘new class’ groups (stale capitalists, bureaucratic
collectivists, etc.) two fundamentsl tendencies eme within Trotskyism,
expressing in their own way the problem of rearmament of
24
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T ism; the mow USFlandthe Internationl Committee (SLL/
OCI). In addition a number of ideological/ organisational satellites of both
tendencies existed.

One (IC) represented the retreat from the real problems of Trotskyism as
applied to the developments in.the real world, into dogmatism, based ‘on
the previous strength of the movement. The other (USFI) represented the
attempt to come to terms with the real world, but has been charactensed,
in contrast to the dogmatists, by an over-receptive, over-impressionable,
over-accommodating relationship to various political currents.

The tists undercut the scientific basis of Marxism, by choking it
off from the revivifying experience of all events after 1938; the USFI in the
20-year history since 1953 has consistently repeated the fundamental ideas
of communism, and the aspirations of Trotskyism, but as an
often compartmentalised ical baggage, not always related, or related
clearly enough, to the practical orientation, expectations, commentaries on

events.

XIl: THE PROBLEMS OF THE USF1

The dichotomy between the concept of world revolution and the fact of the
genuine revolutionary forees being tiny has generated a whole current of
vulgar evolutionist speculation. This has led to results ranging from passive
necessarily) expectations of the revolution happening ‘inexorably’ (Algena,
ietnam now) and tendencies towards evolutionary-type decp entry (the

imuﬁnlgﬂun:th:n;hlm
e attempt to asmimilate the experience of China, Yugoslavia, Cuba,
etc. into their t guide to action has led lo an extreme

Bs &
ace of opposition/revolutionary currents of various
sorts. This is not a subjective hmomﬁljr (better this than the arrogant
Europe-centred dogmatists). It results from attempting lo re-accomplish the
tuttnfhrin;in]mﬁhﬂtnlllhnthrnd:uflh:mmpimted processes in
unwuﬂdintn:nniﬁndwwpﬁw,udidthmﬂﬁnn!mmhm
withnﬂthunrpnhﬂhn‘lwun]:ufmhﬂwilhthtdﬁlﬂsufwdd
reality, or its resources, theoretical, practical, intellectual. 3
TthSFIhlthﬂdﬂd!odi-n]wlﬂmnrﬂnquﬂﬁnmofmmmunm

practice into a pmlr:uf‘ﬂwllwnmim‘.asnmdm'yhm
powerful historical actor, mm across the world, a latter-
day ‘hidden hand’. Analysis of the ial revolution has tended to

seen as § general scenario, a self-

really is, a fusion of different

co into ‘euphoric’ crystal-ball gazing. Permanent revolution has bgen

e i m\l ' rather than what it
ts ing to different (bourgeois-
m i
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democratic, socialist) tasks, a fusion realised by revolutionary practice.
The USF1 has made correct, though mmﬁemhwnﬂ of the
Chinese and Cuban revolutions in terms of the objective “Third

ignamdll:implﬁmﬂio!th:rﬂuhlﬁmhthﬂ:mnhn
glorified bureaucratic formations such as those of Mao and Tito. At times
it has explicitly denied the need m.mmm political revolution 10
these states, which have never known ' democracy and suffer all the
contradictions of Stalinist misrule. The document of the
1963 reunification even talks of the Yugoslav, Chinese and Cuban
revolutions confirming the theory of Permanent Revolution “to the hilt™ If
s0, while no workers democracy exists (not even in Cuba) and no direct
workers rule —— then the theory of Permanent Revolution has been
foreshortened by a head. So, indeed, has the theory of
Revolution.

In various ways, and for various periods, massive credit, amounting
almost to a self-cancelling-out the Fl, has been extended to
Stalinist bureavcracies such as Tito's and Mao’s. For whole periods the
forces of the USFI have mimiced and even attempted to disguise
themselves as left social-democrats, advocating I _reformist
ideas (in Britain the Healy group and the Week; in Belgium Mandel).
e . Eats mm Trotakyism
the movement) to wmdating t me e
cspecially on the question of the political revolution in Bcul:mu and

never a

|

i

Yugoslavia, and even in Cuba, though that is a ial case®.
definitive break with the programme, never adi the ol the
bureancracy; rather the t of the ideological disarra theoretical

¥
destructuring produced by the attempt to assimilate reality to the theory of
Trotskyism.

X1iil: THE INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE

A pecubarity of the IC, particularly the post-1963 IC, is that its farces
opted for dogmatism after they accepted as part of their

major codifications uced by the am%pt to come to terms with post-
war reality, particu those of the 1951 Congress. They retreated to
dogma, cutting them off from a scientific assessment of reality, and as a
result their theory has no 'hi.lig:nf being a guide to
must take in the real world. Thus most ‘theoretical’
l.ht:m.hlhﬂ SLL, is utterly empirical in practice, having no living theory to
steer by,

Haurfnsbadmmn%ﬁhtwkm‘mmﬂ' view of the
world is entirely schizophrenic. Calling China a workers' state, because they
were in the FI in the early *50s, they still operate with a West European
cnm;muf&nmmubdqdummmmm
nothing: they are thus in the position of saying that a workers’ stale came
into existence without anything rescmbling what they would recognise as
class struggle occurring!
sCysirpism was 8 genuine revolutionary movement right to 1968 (at least).
There is a bonapartist formation in Cuba, with a_functi Bﬁlﬂm But this
i-mmmmhtﬁmmmussg.'m mmwbﬁ;mdﬂ
mobilised. There is democracy but no gen accoun WO
democracy. It is ﬁ’f«m what wll h_mﬂm of the bureaucracy’s
rnhumm'mim‘puw.mﬁnmgmmw revolution is mecessary; (b) it
is not clear whether it will be a massive workers’
mlikeme*pnlueuﬁn-‘whi:iTmutrqﬂlnfhuhmmﬂnm
Stalinist regime. a5



e — e, ™

In their Eurcsl form, these "old Trotskyists’ {the OCI, POR-Lora, RSL
__ not IC, but that's an accident) are (a} evolutionists: (b) workerists in the
crudest sense. Fundamentally they are spontaneist. In fact, continual
proclamations that “that’s not the question, the guestion is 1o build the
Fourth International” are, at root, paradoxically, spontaneist. Because, by
brushing aside the concrete political questions, they reduce the party to a
non-political fetish, 2 magic ingredient to add to the o-revolutionary
masses. They ‘resolve’ the problems of Trotskyism (Bolshevism deprived of
the mass forces necessary to make its perspectives conscious clements in
reality) by retreating to an exceptionally poverty-stricken neo-Kautskyism,
They are organically right-wing thrnuggoadnputim to the “workers’
bureaucracies™, particularly the social-democratic,

The SLL is fundamentally of this sort. only with
CERTAIN “additive’ which siresses, abstractly and meaningiessly, the role
of consciousness in history: this has only addved a verbal ‘left’ incoherence
to the organically right-wing politics of the SLL.

XIV: THE MYTH OF ‘PABLOISM’

All the Trotskyist forces since the war have encountered certain problems
and committed grievous mistakes: of over-accommodation to the existing
labour organisations or even bureaucracies; political chameleonism; vulgar
evolutionism; muddle and confusion regarding, or even abandoning part of,
the fundamental programe of Trotskyism for the Stalinist states. All or
some of these have been denounced by the 1C forces as *Pabloism’ (what is
denounced as Pabloism, what is meant by the term, shifts and changes
enormously).

In actuality, the term ‘Pabloism’ has and can have no precise meaning
because there is Iurdh{u‘a single mistake, however grievous, that the
IGforces themselves, collectively or scparately, have not committed, usually
with that crassness which is peculiar to them. ‘Pabloism’ is primarily a
myth generated by the self-righteous d tists. It actually obscures and
prevents discussion of the real problems of the movement taken as & whaole
and understood rationally in relation to the problems encountered by
Trotskyism, by attributing to only one section of the movement the “sins’
common to all the movement, and arisi:acfmm the post-war crisis. The
phenomenon of the anti-Pabloites s quasi-religious reductio ad
absurdum of the primitive dogmatists — and the road separating blind
dogmatism from mg::iciam and unreason is a short one.

The crowning absurdity of the “snti-Pabloite” sectarians, venting their
rage on a myth because it has posed them real problems, is this: they say
Pabloism primarily represents (or represented — it cha in form hke a
genie, particularly when vesterday’s ‘Pabloism’ is today's practice of the
*anti-Pabloites’, as when the SLL in 1967 came out for Mao and attacked
Isazc Deutscher for crticising the cultural revolution) a capitulation to
Sialinism, and as one of the proofs they say the ‘Pabloites’ supporied the
Stalinist 1956 invasion of Hungary. This is totally untrue! .

The current general summing up of ‘Pabloism’ is ‘liquidationism’,
organisational and political. A tEndency towards liquidationism has been a
feature of the US .Bv.u:hunfth:lt!mmlliquidllinni:tgmﬂp
toda i{t}:DCI,whichnlhlaranthmt (the CP and
th:goaalmw‘-ilhlmbkl'?m is state equal, it
scems, A government) — irrespective programme! This
position is denounced in the Transitional Porgramme itself, the fetish of
ﬁuﬂﬂ.Thchitaﬁuﬂ]lylh:thli}:-ﬁlﬁm
dnmmmmnmumﬂm:ﬂﬁMkmm of cur
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programme ultimately we liquidate scientific socialism back into primitive
utopian socialism. This too is the tendency of the OCI-SLL.

XV: MUTATIONS AND THE MAINSTREAM

There are a whole series of political mutations which have emerged from
1938 Trotskyism. Of thesc the USFI is the one which, sharing our
fundamental ideas — Russia, China, Cuba, etc. — has attempted to
grapple most seriously with the problems posed by post-war developments.
Necessarily any development of our understanding of these problems must
relate to the experience of the USFL. Nothing better cxists, but we are not
shopping for ready-made lines in a super-market. On a massive number of
guestions ranging from the ise characterisations of various types of
Stalinism through the usc the theory of permanent revolution to the
present ultra-left tendencies in the F1, the achievements of the LSFI are
glaringly inadequate. That is the concrele manifestation of the

destructuring Process.

XVI: THE CRGANISATIONAL REALITY OF THE USFI

In addition the practice of the USFI has consistently been wrong and
inadequate to a very serious exienl. *For example, while the
Erench OC1 “anti-Pabloites” are certainly a tendency which hides its
fundamental social-democratic orientation behind the hue and cry about
the “capitulators to Stalinism™, and their trade union practice has been
utterly scandalous — it is still a valid question whether entry into the CP
in the carly *50s could have been other than organisationally liquidationist.

Ihe organisation of the Fl was always puny as well as lacking after 1940
a poitically tested and authoritative leadership of a stature to head the
world movement.

Today within the allegedly democratic centralist international in actuality
there is federalism. There has been and is an observable lcndl:n\i? for big
groups to develop (a) independence; {(b) satellites (OCI, 5LL, S P, Liguc
Communiste). Clearly this is the result of lack of a solid world structure, of
a really authoritative world leadership. Ceylon also illustrates this, where
an allegedly international . democratic  centralist  Bolshewik  cadre
organisation actually sheltered a mass party which was entirely social-
democralic.

Incvitably there is an clement ol orgamisatibnal fiction, blufl and
antificiality about the Fl as it has existed and exists. For example, the
accounts of the Irish sympathising section of the Fourth International in
the other language press of the International bear no relationship to the
reality as we know it. It is important to keep this in mind so that (a) the Fl
is assessed as it should be: primarily an Eimln:lcll grouping and (b} to
debunk those who fetishise the ‘International’ which cannol even be the
beginning of the mass International needed and (c) to counter our own
subjective tendencies to mistake wishes for realities and thus to give too
ready credence to the organisation claims of the International.

We must oppose the IMG myth of the SWP being the ‘bad side’ of the
Fl and the Ligue Communiste the ‘good side’. In the first place, thg SWP
is politically better than the LC on more than one important issue (China,
Vietnam). In the sccond place, the SWP-LC differences do not at all
exhaust the differences within the F1. Each major section has its own
croichets and particularities. &

Within the ;:neral current represented by the USFl — as within the 1C
current and within the ‘new class’ current — there have been and are a vast
variety of political practices. Clearly, the USFI *world view' does not lead
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organically to clear directions for political practice.

XVIi: THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL IN BRITAIN
In Britain, the FI. though it wamed us a year ago to join it or be damned,
is actually the creator of the two most virulent of the pseudo-Trotskyist
sects (SLL and ‘Militant’). Apart from its politics and its actual practice at
any moment, the experience with the Fl in Britain earns it no authority at
all.

In the past, WF has been ambiguous on whether or not we considered
ihe IMG to be a ‘typical’ section of the Fl. We were right not to jump to
hasty conclusions.

[he fact is that the IMG is neither ‘typical’ nor ‘unt ical’. There is no
such thing as a typical section of the Fl. Basically, the IMGtoday is a bad
attempt to ‘render the Ligue Communiste more ?mfuund' and adapt its
methods to Britain (notably the ‘periphery to centre” strategy).

XVIll: WORKFRS FIGHT AND THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

Fundamentally, though the concept of an international party based on an
international programme of the permanent revolution, and the fight for
such a party, is our starting point, the forces in WF cannot build the full
Fourth International. We could conceivably build a revolutiona rty in
Britain. The ultimate responsibility for our role in this is ours. We cant
abdicate it

Critical su.Epﬂrl for the USFL, despite all its opportunist faults, has
meant for WE fundamentally an ideological break with the “anti-Pabloites™
and all they stand for, As such we have proposed and defended it at a
number of aggregates. It would be disastrous lo change the substance of it
now. From the Fl discussion, having decided on the organisstional
conclusions, WF must map out a whole programme of theoretical research
and  self-education, covering @a , whole period. The USFI's itical
contribution cannot but be onc of our major starting points. At same
time, this position, given the IMG, is organisationally embarrassing for us.
If a better formulation of our position as defined above can be found, then
we should adopt it.

XIX: PROPOSALS

4] We should not accept USFI discipline now.

b) Our primary task, the one we can actually apply ourselves to now, is to
huild @ revolutionary communist organisation within the British working
class. A major element of our assessment of the USF1 must be what its
discipline would mean for that work. It is sham internationalism that does
not fight for the international communist programme and use the
international communist experience on its own home ground. It is toy
internationalism which subordinates doing that to cheering on revolutions
and revolutionary movements in other parts of the globe {which we should
do also) or which f.,%th: bare bones of an international organisation
in the way the CP used to fetishise the "greal Socialist Fatherland”™,

¢} Any practical affiliation to the International must depend, therefore, on:
(1} how the IMG would relate to our fundamental tasks in Britain; (i) what
it would mean for the programme of theoretical research and development
proposed in 18 above.




WORKERS FIGH'T

AND THE FOURTH
INTERNATIONAL

RESOLUTION OF WORKERS FIGHT SPECIAL CONFERENCE
ON THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL. JANUARY 1973

1. Our primary task, the one we can actually apply ourselves to now, is 10
builda revolutionary communist organisation in the British working class.

3. Essential to that task 15 a whole programme of {heoretical research and
self-development. necessarily taking the form of an assessment and re-
assessment of the whole of Trotskyism since 1940, including its USFI
mainstream. This is not theoretical sccpticism, nor a declaration of "o
m% on the history and traditions of the movement, cither before or after
1951. We

explicitly declare our adherence to the traditions of [rotskyism and affirm
that, all legitimate criticisms granted, no other fully revolutionary tendency,
advocating the full programme of proletarian emancipation and the
establishment of states on the model {:-P the Paris Commune and the post-
October Soviets, has existed for haif a century. Any advance will be on the
basi¢ of that record, tradition, political codification and analysis. But the
unsatisfaciory and inadequate nature of the movement for years now,
displaying all the features of an inner collapse of doctrine and consequent
atiempt to relate to the world by way of chameleonism and adapiation, has
its roots in a series of unresolved theoretical problems.

The current public division in the USFI on Victnam — ie. on the major
question (Stalinism) where adequate re-analysis and the integration of that
analysis into Trotskyist doctrine has been the central problem of post-war
Trotskyism — is a phic expression of this at boitom it is &
r?lmﬁr division. apparently very real prospect of a new split
(SWP, Canada, Australia, India) has fundamntalfy the same singificance
as has the coexistence within the USFI of a very wide range of political

in mo sense arsing only from ap%l;mlinn of similar prln_)&raum!l:
and principles to different circumstances. The building of revolutionary
(and thercfore the FI demands a eritical re-working of our history,
given that the ‘working' so far has led lo confusion, 7ig-Zags, and near
m&&u necessitates distance from and open and public cnticism of the
t 7,

3. The clement of *support’” for the USFI in our position is that it is the
mainstream issuing from the historical tendency of which we are a part; the

element of criticism is in all the foregoing, and also in the implications for

our own practice of USFI discipline, which would be utterly destructive.

4. The USFI British section is an unstable quasi-Bordigist sect, whose role

in British revolutionary politics has rarely been other than harmful with the

exception of its solidarity work, such as in VSC and on Ircland. Even here

it was a substitute for building a revolutionary party in the British jabour

mvmem,mdwuunnnpportmiulid:nfth:winuﬂhc SLL's criminally
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sectarian refusal of solidarity work with the Vietnamese.

It represents insufficient forces in an absolute sense and specifically in its
weight within the working class (WF, one uarter its size, has scarcely less
weight) to justify entering it to join in the L:uoul scrum to fight for our

! lacking even imtellectual interest: its brightest
‘insights’ would, in a mature organisation, merit an hour's discussion and
the recommendation of a booklist. The IMG, inseparable from the
organisation of the USFI, makes, by what it is, any affiliation and
acceptance of USFI discipline unthinkable. By its u.h.l'l-{ldiaﬂll attitude,
its understanding of the value to it of the exclusive USFI “franchise’, it has
and will deliberately make any  informal organisational relationship
impossible.

No organisational relati ip with the USFI is feasible, therefore. In
any case we must face the fact t the IMG is not meaningfully ble
from the USFL The fact that the British section is as it is cannot be seen
apart from the considerations in 2. :

5. mWﬁﬂwﬁdcdmhhthtthmfmhaumpmﬁbiﬁﬂnm
relations with tendencies such as Lutte Ouvriere,

6. We relate to the USFI primarily politically — dialogue, discussion,
criticism, exchange of material (if possible: it is unlikely that it will be
possible. Though they demand of us that- we join, they refuse to give us the
documents for the 10th World Congress — thus exposing the arid
organisational fetishism which is an essential part of their approach, and at
t&mﬂnfaﬁf—ﬂmﬁyﬁgiﬁusguﬂhuepiﬁ:pnh al centralisation.) We
maintain the ideological orientation, the rejection the myths of the anti-
Pabloites, which we made in 1969.

7. The declaration of critical support, which has been our position
hitherto, is taken rally as primarily an IquE:Sllh
exploited as such vﬂu IMG, with which we oorzrﬂe po y and
therefore y. This is both misleading a embarrassing, and

therefore we should make a full and public explanation of our position and
then drop the cssentially meani ion of eritical support from
the Where We Srand column Workers Fight. We must fight for the
mgcrmlinn and development of the Fourth International, recognising the
USFI as the mainstream of post-Trotsky Trotskyism.




THE IMG.1972-76

Mqﬂnﬂﬁelﬂ,&tm.ﬂmmfhnﬁmﬂthm
differences

mﬁmmﬂhlﬂnmhm—ﬂ

because in the IMG"s pplitics—more
ﬁﬂﬁIhmup lmuh
Yﬂﬂﬂmmmmmdmm,mmm-

ce beyond uﬂmgmmmw

thas of the IMG. It is NECEssary
since, &8 MG i= Bﬂﬁmﬂmﬂﬁl tendency
which we as the ul‘put-'l‘mtlk!'rmhhm

THE IMG IN 1971

In 1ﬂ1wuwwﬁm“mﬂnﬂn¢hm

ent after h:g m:nmn:muumnl Socialists,

the IMG u a “cul revolution’ and & of leader-
This date can be seen &s an convenien ough
is confined to the G'utpg;mmmsﬁmﬂﬂﬂ

to Ons on
m out Vietnam,Ireland,

they faced the ! utm,mﬂihmﬂmtb-.mmhh
tnmmdhlﬁnninﬂn-urth;du

‘From the mﬂ:uuutu'wuihumﬁcwkedout.
it has been applied mmin!‘nnnn.ﬁeu;ul



national focused arouad demonstrations ete.—Burgos
Trials,Indochina, Chile,Lip,ete. They hoped, and in some measure
mmmmﬂMHmﬂnﬂhMm
In that way, they would build up contacts,first i
of i women workers,

udhwmk_en,ymngwﬂkﬂlhﬂndlﬂarmg the more
central sections of the working class.
Certainly the Ligue was right in May 1968, as against Lutte
i Communiste Internationaliste

Quvriere, the and the

Maoists, when it focused on taking the students forward in str-

E,nﬂurﬂnn them one by one  to the factories;
certainly such would be a necessary and i

part of a proletarian organisation. However, even at its

Mntmwmmmudht’:

?IHG'II around from one - campaign
umﬂoym!lum youth Socia 'lgfle
Union groups) some 30 odd front organisations

THE ‘NEW THINKING'

Mwhm:muﬁuwndlnhnﬂmnd'rmf Whelan came
orward 9_with their'new thinking', they were able
hmﬁm“eﬂy from the old, collapsing leadership

‘new thinking’ presented itself as a critique of ‘economism’”.
‘Ecmmhn'm@lh‘mdﬂinhmms‘ty'uﬂﬂ::mﬂnn‘.

as




deduced from so-called ‘epistemological eentralisation”: for the
puﬂymdemdnpiumd!d:ﬁmnd:dmnupﬁnnalmmmity
nfmchlmhﬁm'.itmutwmﬂlm::ufmqr“

i necessity of the

nﬂdn“thmﬂhnd{mnpnﬂy RELIGIOUS adherence
to the USFI; an adherence based on nol to do with the

USFI's POLITICS, but sim on the fact that it was _an organ-
isation interveni i ,thnughnutnfmrs&inf-:t}m

However the ‘new thinking’ mrmzrmd the IMG rapidly and
s ist
mﬁ hesdlines like “Struggle decides, Not the Law™.
January, through its formal endorsement at the IMG
conference in May, and until July 1972, new H:li.nki::ﬁ’ ruled
supreme in the IMG’. While most IMG members clearly did not
pnderstand the long and m:ﬁvlled Mole articles and internal
gocuments expounding the thinking’, and while the polit-

¢al ‘numbing’ effect this lack of unde was to have
seTIOUS nm.lnrnpeﬁodﬂwmmm* " did give
the IMG a un mdand:nithmmrmdﬁnu

The ‘new thinking’ —whatever its purely merits or

cumed in with certain practical needs f the IMG

Itprclnﬂmﬂefmthuﬂlﬂmshndmemcuhnuf:ununr
erous And it freed the IMG to crientate to
the working —Mputitmdetz;—ﬂmhlingi; to be
ultraleft ‘while not suffering the embarassment

instead
dmplyﬂmdtheeﬁnd othnﬁmdSﬂnlun~“Nu
iti i %enﬁmn’ﬁuhﬂ
thllpeﬁﬂd.th![hlG'Epdicrﬂ:-ﬁﬂmetuthediqﬂhe
wmmwum:mmmmﬁrmuuhn
CP leadership of the dispute. *4
JULY 1972
Continuing ‘militant economic struggles, with IMG giving
assistance Claimants' Unions and quietly adding
adding its < of propaganda about the to
smash the state — was the scenario implicit in the ‘new think-
ing’. As soon as it met with a demanded more
mﬂ#ﬁlﬁﬂlmﬂu framework broke down.
In July 1 iﬂ'mduﬂmmju'ldundu‘thmdmtﬁalml-
ations Act. Amﬁhwﬂdm:&ﬂ.ﬂﬂﬂm
mdmmmmmnﬂlhfm the TUC
mwmi General Strike for the
following 1



Workers® Fight called for a General Strike to Smash the Act,
& did the Laft Faction within 18. The IMG found its neat
compartmentalization of and action completely
broken down. Tt shandoned tahoo on talls to action” —and
hlm:emmbnﬂulﬁmdﬁ_lﬁi Red
Molde ‘stike speciel”” Missing however was any dear ceatral
direction, whether for Lhe ciass ov for the THMG.

In an inside page ariicle, the NG commentled thsi the strike
moveinent would v lamud to the overtlirow of the Tory
Gmummmt..“ﬂ Government™ ran its headline, “Yes, but
but what next? ™. Capitelist ctass rule, the article informed us,
mHmﬁuﬁm&Mnﬂth“Mﬂ The ens-
wer, it m,cw.m——ﬁmdhhmdhm_hhnd

As soon == the MG came mmnmﬂﬂﬂﬁm
hmmuemmfzﬁﬁ wrm-!
Bizarrely the IMG COMBINED Fanianiar a refusal
to for the removal of the Tory Government. The slogan
the Tories Out™, they commented(correctly) was used
by trade ynion buresucrais to evade concrele st ; there-
fors, they concludediin a fine exampls of idealist ) the
lun:t;r::wmr:uk:tslmn , ind insi=ad call for “strupsle

The shipwreek of the “new thinking™ was completed when
Mmmr.thuﬂed\h]ewmmrmwmw
the entry of U Asians with the beadiine Mm’%ﬂulﬂ
for the Left™. [t wes the “best thing for vears" because

to offer a solution o the working class can be made nnﬁe
l-d!u[:mdubumymnﬂhmﬁmﬁl‘nn“ The would
thus have a “big chance (o the cage for socizlism. The possible
further develppments of this are endless: “Moscow Trials: Big
Chanee {or Trotsiyisis™; “Black Death: H;mtwhm"‘
“Third World War: Blgclunwfurml‘nmﬂmniim

THE APRIL 1973 IMG CONFERENCE AND THE USFI

The public comments of the [ISFI on the ‘new thinking” had been
confined to a letter from Mandel to the MG National Committee,
dated July 1972.... ﬁmﬂ:th:&rlﬂuﬂu‘mwlhmﬁq’hﬂhm
evident in the public press of the IM{ as far back as January. Hh&l"l
letter made most of the necessary eriticisms of the ‘new
but the manner of making them was to sav: ‘Cumul:llmh-m-j

valuable insights; however, be could v lxy himself open to

I on XYZ point..." prompily replied that he
was in full eni with Mandel, except on Lhe one point of the
"Transitional - and that poini, too, was soon cieared ap by

thehlpprdmmthﬂmnﬂndlhunmmqmm
“Transitional Proprmmme" in different senses.

However, hyth:hthrpatot!ﬂ‘?!twuwhhm-
“BJP” and “H/K™ had formed in the IMG. wis mmaly compossd
of “old guzid’ elements, round Jordan; H/K of disillusioned Rossites
Gowan, Ali, While, ete.) However, mhﬂnrj.lth

3 coulerence and later to fuse as the
mhﬂumﬁaﬂnmﬂmm“ﬂﬂ"m
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mnnth.shtermbaunmﬂmdognloﬂhemtenm—w
initially a factional counte against Ross! And, indeed, few
nﬁerﬂWntbm yﬂ]hﬂleﬁn&ufthﬂ‘newthink—
ing’. —-Hrempme‘ﬂlltnacﬁm’!—mdnutw
‘struggle against the State’, but merely against the Tories!

gk HE

Shortly before the April 1973 Conference, the USFI issued “Thes-
ﬁfarnﬁuin,mnfnllwndhqldmmmt!mmﬁﬂmdhm of
ﬁtmhﬂmﬂmﬂhﬂﬂﬂehwﬂy pointing out that the
i -concealed mic Ross. And yet

at the end of the conference the Ross ping had control o
the IMG. A few months later, they pu out the USFI Theses,
mﬂymMuﬂmBMnt

*% &% k¥

The [actional manoeuvres which accomplished this would have
been impossible without the IMG membership having been battered
into an ideologically 'pumh-drunl’ltnbnduﬂmtheiuMﬁun of

‘new i .Nﬂerﬂ:ﬂmthqwmmmuhhlﬂnthrmlm

In autumn 19 amum&hﬂnmnfemmmwnﬁanuf

i.lhedunpnflhuinthelted ole.

But then, in February 1973, the ‘General Strike to kick the Tories
out’ suddenly burst into the headlines of Red Mole. The [ollowing *
Red Mole carried an article by Ross, attempting with tortuous ingen-
pity to reconcile the old pﬂlicir with the new one.

e are, he said, in favour o smashing the State. The ernment
is part of the State. Therefore we are in favour of smashing the gov-
ernment. Moreover, the government = s0 Ross had conveniently
discovered — was, right then, the key instrument of the centralisation
of bourgeois strategy (whatever that meant). Therefore smashing the

nt was not only something we were nerally in favour of,
i the key demand. Naturally, we avoured most decisive means

Despite its peculiarities (e-g- the concept of smashing the State bit
by bit!) this feat of l@ﬁnpw& Ross to steal the ideolog-
ical clothes of the opposition. “np neutralised their polemics
against him, he took up twupoiumil:almdgelsmimt them — they
failed to pul the struggle against the government in the context of the



‘Cieneral Strike to Kick the tories out’. It is doubtful whether
ei rn[ﬂwunhugeawuhun;umeﬂ;dm.ﬂuymdthﬂl

pu .

%mﬁmntﬂm—speﬂﬁnﬂr.ﬂm ion of the ‘General
Strike’ eall — foreed into opposition those in the IMG who had taken
the ‘new thinking’ seriously and had some intellectual self-respect. *5
They formed the ‘Left Opposition Tendency'. The LOT, unfortunate-
Iy — and they regretted it later — continued to argue that Ross was a
lesser evil than the “right wing danger” of H/K and BJP. Ross showed
no gratitude: he used the I.D'E:' as & “ch block™ to free himself
from the stigma of the 1972 record, arguing the LOT"s views
mhnzbemal]rightwheutheﬂlﬁn.mﬂl p, just beginn-
ing to orientate to the working class, but now the G was big and
strong(!) and had some implantation (7) in the working class, the
LOT was living in the past.

And so the period of the ‘new thinking’ was liquidated without the
ltu;:t clear accounting, and with the Ross grouping still in control of

IMG.

THE DEGENERATION OF THE IMG

The IMG was certainly a r caricature of a Leninist organisation
before April 1973. The conference did, however, signal a real degener-
ation.

The IMG’s ultra-leftism had always — so we have —had a
counterpoint. Yet in 1972 there was much that was, least subject-
ively, creditable in the ultra-leftism of the IMG. For example: their
paper stridently proclaimed their solidarity with the IR A. Sometimes
it was so strident as to cut the IMG off from any hope of getting
across except in the student milieu — “Avenge ! Open the
Second Fmﬂl!"wmummmmmmhndgm.
in January 1972. But it is impossible to imagine the IMG member-
ship of 1972 meekly lpmws current crawling, servile
support for the Troops Dut t leadership's courting of Leo
Abse, and virtually extinguishing solidarity actl'ls‘ty Or even -
anda. It took an intensive process of softening-up through -
ipled manoeuvring, from late 1972 onwards, to achieve that.

The 1972 ideas of the IMG were wrong, theoretically illiterate
ideas, and they had a definite content. Nevertheless the
IMG in that period was still by ideas — ideas, which, even
though eccentric, could be guunad,ﬂimhd.madlbmt But
the ¢ of line on the General Strike had no possible basis in ideas.
Thie line came first — motivated, in this case, by factional needs —
the ideas and the arguments came later. This method is now well-estab-
lished in the IMG leadership. On the Common Market, argued
that the EEC was the backbone of NATO and therefore of counter-
revolution — falling into all sorts of factual nonsense (eg that NATO

suppressed revolutions before it was even f . .) on account of
mwmdmmmwmmmmrm.
decade before the EEC.

‘Biﬁypdlﬁu'hwegﬂned:hddmtbnpuﬂkvmtdtheﬂdﬂ—
and no less so on its internal life. The internal debate since 1973 has
been dominated By two major bloes, under different names —

a7




Majority Tendency/Tendency B ve. New Course/Wilcox-Klein Caucus/
MLnbmmw&mmthth
utpdlﬂdmdﬂ-ﬂnﬁddmuﬂmwﬂ:mm ears; certainly
no such line is visible mﬂuhllot'ﬂlemmhnhlpi:f IMG. The
Mﬁhmmﬁmmﬂtﬁaaﬁpﬂm,m ideological
clothes, the most imaginary ‘deviations’ on it *6 and thoroughly
browbeating it. *7

THE IMG SINCE 1972

The uhimmmmlwamMamﬁm
mﬁﬂeq ;

February to April 1973: ‘Gmtrﬂﬂtﬂhtnb:h:downthnﬂnmnmmt‘

ofuﬂh?]nu mﬁ.dmmmﬂﬁ:fn‘mhﬂ h.npu'l ru:;a"fs
o
‘Conspirscy’ Act, and unionisation g‘;ﬂu.mmmutm

in Chile me,ifhnﬂumtthem
had been the central — and workers were called on
defend it against or overthrow. The demand was raised
fora™ t to the of the

ﬂnm“tnmwmhn'demﬁolhﬂlﬁunmﬂumm
t doesn't matter what the demands may be, as long as you
a General Strike!).

The DutHnrmt,dumlmhdltthilmhytheIHG.hdd
its first in 1974. The IMG hailed it as 2
mass movement, and, in Weekly, scornfu denounced the
“solidarity first merchants” (i-e. Workers Fight). Within a few months,
humr.hm{}mnjnﬂtrhmmﬁmdmmﬂwnutm
mass movement. They TOM — whereupon the
TOM activists split from the — and proclaimed instead
a “conjunctural united front” strategy for Irish work.

The other main activity of the IMG in this period was anti-fascist
m.mmmmmm-ﬁuw
“Smash the Fash” line to one of saying more “politics™ unspecified)
were needed. *9

Lats 1974 - June 1975: *No to the EEC’ campaign. (For which see
38



‘Eécmmt Revolution’ No.3 and the Workers Fight pamphlet on the
)

June 1975 until recentty: The IMG threw itself into agitation for the
“Left to unite against Wilson™.

This sort of political life is explicitly theorised in No.11 of the
mnmmmm,wkhmfurm"ﬂmﬂmm
mmmmﬂu-mm...mummm “The ahsence
of a uni and centralising political line, axed (sic) round a key
de cam . . . tends to increase

un::lﬂm;ll - Tmmﬂm”hm mnﬂh
central political line organisation greatly con
uulfgingthauﬂu.,t.w
mfmunl'cenﬂlim‘mdineﬂaﬂbuﬂlmthnwbﬁc
politics and on the internal life of the can be seen more

one key demand
smhmmc:mmnut“,ﬂmnmm s
or whatever. Everything is centred round that and it is the
answer to every problem. Actual problems of what to do now, of how
to relate to mmmlﬂtdﬁeiﬂfﬂmnlﬂnm
mm+ﬁe“hymd"ﬂsnmnunﬂremddmdmw
the ‘deviations’ and ‘revisionists’ outside, or, if they be s0
bold, inside the WRP/SLL, who are denounced for not fighting, or not
REALLY fighting, for this demand.

mdli::l'mt d:nﬂﬂ?-l?{_ wbubn!}mt’?e v h‘nuﬂr
P e {or T) 85 uﬁm'
uﬂmlmﬁ:g{f:l;tuhﬂﬂmemutmmu"[ FI Theses, No.6),
while the tends to si denounce other than
recommended cure-all. it has worked for the IMG, in its own

term-The“GEnﬂﬂStﬂhtuHctwttheTtﬂﬂ“mDIDuﬂﬁ
ﬂmnrpnluﬁnn,ludingtheintemlldnhapuinmmmtu

the k
It did serve as a line of division from other tendencies. In winter
1973/74, the Red Weekly a series of against IS, the
WRP and the Militant — all based not on u the internal logie

up “General Strike to kick Tories out”. A more recent and even
mumhhgdmkhmdw“ﬂybdmmfw“nw
to call for the removal of Wilson — as if IS were holding back despite
a stormy working class outery!
The “central line” method also served to help to reeruit: in its
most manic period, in winter 1973-74, the recruited very fast
THE ‘DEPRESSIVE’ PHASES OF THE IMG

mmlmrﬂﬁphuuhlmlydnﬂnpadmﬁnhmﬁ&ﬂ.
no ‘theoretical’ to worry about, activity which is selfl-
contained, and a which is terrorised,
from political MMMMWW




headlines like*Four Days to Military Dictatorship” (February 1974).
It can manage to do without the ‘depressive’ phases of the IMG. But
for the IMG leadership, without these ‘advantages’, these phases —in
which it tries out possible ‘central demands’, emrhnepﬂnz, testing,
nmmmmmﬁmm‘mmiw ==
have a vital role.

An extrao list could be compiled of the various “central
demﬂs:'%m sometimes for periods as short as a week...) by
the IMG its * phases. (A few have been noted above.)
Indeed, the leadership, curiously, manages to protect iiself,
huﬂ:inhmﬂlrmde:temdhr.hytheurgmbumﬂmtyuf
muupmﬁuumm-hmwumumm
flaws cannot avoid accounting for them. An architect whose design is
crammed full of blunders weird constructions which he constantly

mmmmmWthnlmdnmduﬁmof

Rococo architecture (w culminated, ly enough for

%hlmﬂ?,tnﬂmhuﬂdlqufmﬂm ruins' known as
es....

The existence of these numerous aborted efforts at a ‘central
demand’ is, however, noteworthy. Each time we see the IMG leader-
ship shuffling around the elements of reali as they see it, moving
the “pawns on the global chessboard”, on look-out for a

THE USFI THESES: THE GENERAL STRIKE

‘Scenario politics” could be defined as follows: one juggles
mml:ﬂrdywithhmdmmhinﬂumﬂﬁmﬂm;m
establishes a particular combination which leads to an optimistic
scenario; then one reads back a for the t day from that
scenario. The archetypal example is ““War- tion™ line of the
Trotskyist movement in the early 1950s.

mpdnthnntﬂntnshmldunhpecuhhmthefuhm.ﬂh
should. Nor that we should not construct ble scenarios, and take
them into account in working out our We should do that, too.
The po t is, to remember that reality is muiti-dimensional; that there
ve processes in history, but that conscious intervention —
“‘the consciousness of priests, or the consciousness of Marxists”, in
Lenin's — can lend to one and the same objective process
substan different outcomes; that “men make their own history™
even though himﬂdbyfmqudﬂml:mnr&nlmﬂmng
so, and exactly they will make it can never be mechanically
hrﬂdupm&mmﬂm;thﬂnahmlddmhe
for the worst outcome, instead of relying on some possible,
or probable, scenario; that we can affect future events
not by hoping for but only by acting on and in present day
events, above all by in present day events to d and clarify
a capable of intervening with some weight
in future events: that if we give enemies, or wavering allies, credit
for what they may do tomorrow, we thereby both free them

&



For revolutionaries, mug;tgoﬂﬁﬂ y leads to sell: .
cancelling-out, to ‘cheerful i that the revolution will

advance, whatever we do. The t' is a very clear of
this sort of politics. But with the “Militant' — and generally,
with the — there is also a strong streak of voluntarism in

advance of the ‘revolutionary process’, it becomes

‘Marxists’ to whip reality back into line. Thusthe

Militan® in the ability of their ‘class appeal’ to line up the Protestant

and Catholic workers of “Northern Ireland’ in a common class front,

as required by the “Militant’ model of the word. And thus the
hysterical ‘General Strike’ shouting of the IMG in early

1974.

The most authoritative exposition of the ‘General Strike’ line is
the 1973 USFI Theses, already mentioned. start with a
panoramic overview, in the first four Theses, of the “historic crisis of
British imperialism”, and deduce that a *head-on collision between
Capital and Labour seems unavoidable in the period before us”. The

ness and lack of concrete relevance in this overview can be seen

from the total confusion of time scales — at some points the document
seems to be talking about the historic decline of British capitalism
(which has been going on for at least B0 years), at others in a time
scale of weeks or months. Moreover, the USFL, in its European Per-
spectives Document, mmnrstnundunuﬂyhnmmdm
ofhnpe’nding,ﬁnmpd&un or every other country in capitalist

scenari itics. When reality de from the mechanical
o7 ks g oD of the
confidence of

No matter. Once this general rama is established, it takes on
the stature of a veritable Law of Nature — “growing class confrontat-
jon” is leading to one (and only one) “decisive” class collision. No
daubt the 'mldmmedethtthi"pw"mbe%
may even take steps backwards. Nevertheless, History must even
march along this path, and only this path. *10

lnﬁhﬂ@aﬁm,ﬁeﬂﬂmﬂ*m“ﬁm—lw
strategic project”. If the General Strike slogan did not exist, it would
be necessary to invent it!

There are, however, several contradictory definitions of this
‘central strategic project’:

1. *..the central strategic project can only be: support, extend, unify
mdgmenﬁuﬂ]mmhtrﬁumhmd
wn Tory

a
neral strike to do t and create a slinat-
of dual power in "{'I‘lmhg; :

2. “...our central thrust (is) the of a general sirike to bring

dnwnthn'lhnp'lemmént]"{ﬂw esis 5).

3. “We cannot exclude that the strike could actually take

place when a Labour was in power” (Thesis 6: yet one

clearly cannot have a “‘general strike to bring down the Tory

Government” when the govemment is Labour!)

4. “Preparation of the appearance of organs of dual power immed-
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iately before or during the general strike — or whetever other form
the generalised confrontation between the two classes pending in
Britain will take — is our main strategic goal..." (Thesis T).

5. Thesis 5 speaks of the ‘central strategic project’ “incorporating
and ex the basic socialist solution™; and Thesis 7
cribes the general strike as a “global class answer to the social
crisis” — both imglyi that a general strike for workers' power (not
just dual power) tl'l:equm}mt /

What the Theses actually want, clearly, is a scenario for dual power.
Yet “General Strike for Dual Power™ would be too erass an example
of the politics of “wouldn't it be nice if..."” to be usable. So they
find “Ceneral Strike to kick the Tories out™ as a convenient formula.
A Left sition Tendency document commented on the first
“General Strike” Red Mole, that it “would make just as much (little)
sense if the words ‘general strike’ were throughout replaced by
l‘;;mnd insurrection’.” Much the same could be said of the USF1

eses.

THE USFI THESES: DUAL POWER

‘Dual power’ signifies a condition where both workers® councils
and the bourgeois state hold power, without either being able to
crush the other. In various forms and degrees, it has existed in Russ-
ia in 1917, Germany 1918/19, Catalonia 1936, France 1968, Quebec
1972, etc. A serious general strike, paralysin bourgeois as it
does, cannot but | to dual power, unless t is derailed by re ists.

In a situation of dual power, the tasks and responsibilities of a rev-
olutionary organisation would be raised to a pitch. It would ﬂ?ht
for the u ded power of the workers’ coun and the arming o
the workers. It would &au-gue for armed insurrection. The disastrous
right-wing content of General Strike to kick the Tories out”
slogan is precisely that it would AID THE REFORMISTS in that dual
power situation — for the reformists would say, “yes, let’s have an
election™. And, for all the IMG's logic-ch ng, most workers would
see an election as a reasonable way of kic out the Tories. This
problem, of course, does not appear in the schemes of the USFI Thes-
es: the Wnﬁpowil just stand inert as the Revolution beats them down.

The USFI Theses, despite all their focus on nchievlni dual power,
are totally silent on the role of the revolutio organisation IN the
dual power situation. In some places they give the impression that
once dual power is achieved, we are on the ‘home t'to revolut-
Mth no problems. Elnuhﬁu Tu':l that ‘first tl.mn!kjla , there is no

anyway of going from power to workers' power.
(The second estimate is probably correct — but it does not in the
least minimise the role of the revolutionary organisation in ensuring
that the best lessons are learnt from the dual power experience, that
demoralisation is minimised, that the best militants are won to on-
mﬁ‘moluﬁmw activity, ete.)
second paradox in the USFI Theses is this. Their whole trend

is to argue that the creation of dual wer is sooner or later inevitable
in the next few years — yet the IMG lcﬁm '“‘“E‘Pm to be foe-
used on bringing about this dual power w will happen anyway.#11]
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THE ‘GENERAL STRIKE’ IN ACTION — WINTER *73-'74

For much of 1973 the ‘general strike to kick the Tories out’ was
merely low-key propaganda. But in winter "73-"74 it appeared that
all the elemenis were there for that slogan to come into its own: sev-
ere economic crisis for the bourgeoisie, mass strike movements, and
political erisis of the Tory government.

In October the National Industrial Relations Court fined the AUEW
£75,000 over the Con-Mech dispute, and the Tory government intro-
duced the Phase 3 pay curbs. The next month, the miners started an
overtime ban in pursuit of their wage claim and a state of emergency
was declared.

The political erisis deepened with the onset of the “oil crigis’, the
decreeing of the 3-day week, an overtime ban by train drivers and dis-
cussions on the AUEW claim, and, in February, the miners proceeding
to strike action. Heath called a general election, resulting in a minor-
ity Labour government which granted the miners’ claim but persuad-
ed the engineers to stay within Phase 3.

Workers Fight's response was, in briel:

— A working-class policy for the crisis”, focused around demands
for work or full pay, nationalisation under workers’ control of the
fuel industry, and workers’ inspection.
— Solidarity and support for the miners (especially on the picket line)
and for other stn.glea against Phase 3. Dthumnmvﬁ{h outstand-
ing claims to coo nate their stru with the miners.¥12
—“Vate Labour and prepare to fight”, giving that ﬂwmm
cutliu&edge with a series of demands directed at the leader-
ship. We ed that the needs of the direct class struggle were -
ary and that the miners and the railworkers should not curtail r
mﬁg for lear of qu:f votes for Labour.
— “Prepare for a General Strike”. “If the government dares to impose
:t:;ge freeze"”, we argued, “the immediate answer must be a general
e’

The Left Faction inside IS argued a similar policy.

The Mﬂlag'ued,fmmtheﬂutuﬂ’hm 3, that the task was to
centralise all the existing struggles into a general strike to kick out the
Tories. It had to be “to kick out the Tories’, since the Tory govem-
ment was Tlike an o¢ *. if defeated on one line of attack it would
simply try another. (The implication was that if the government
were removed, the bourgeoisie would NOT try another line of attack
— or, at least, not seriously or effectively).

To argue for generalising and uniting the stru Was Necessary.
To extrapolate to a gradual amalgamation of all those struggles into
a general strike was to depart into the politics of fantasy, totally
losing any recognition of the sectional and defensive aspects of the
struggle and of the role of the Labour le i

But if it were the case that all existing struggles could somehow be
gummed together into a general strike, then mere dismissal of
the Tories — something to be accomplished soon in any case by an
election — would be a petty aim for such a tremendous mobilisation.

As the crisis intensified, therefore, the IMG's politics fell more into
utopian ranting about ‘General Strike’ on the one hand {neadlires in
almost every Red Weekly after mid-December) and implicit Labour-
ist illusions on the other.
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have hund uth&umm mnm;gnmsttheToﬁum—-m

on
to
'I'helgtuntmnemiﬂltwlthmhn!uﬂthm read; "“Turn the

Revolution™.

As a result, the IMG jgnored obvious defensive demands like “‘Work
mF\:ll?H: n:themldmmﬂtemhmﬂcmerﬁnnﬂutthh

nsive, not defensive, mﬂ:we focus on the general
strike to kick out the Tories Was reco with the general election
bsrnr:uingﬂnt“lfwnhutﬁkewmm&y in progress there would
be tomuhuutmewﬂulnﬂwelecﬂun—mwwmﬂi
be resoundingly defeated” (Red Weekly, 15th Feb ). Workers
wmudltdoutomih—lnmdﬁtonwnhmtthne oft'l:f

bw*nhmrﬂmrdm‘m'mmthawmﬁudﬂ.m
W mnuguudﬂutwnrhnthuuld on election day and
. the MG od for a general strike as an
ancillary for electoral itics; while, ﬂ:ulu-n-letthmadu,aed

Weekly also said that ﬂlaTmiﬁﬂlmldwtnthedectimmmapm
e

immediately reverse the verdict of the polls. Red
ﬂuﬂymﬂ&&ﬂlﬁmmmﬂdﬂnmmm,m"oﬂy
socialist working

, — against the tion of the ruling
mﬂu‘tﬂu Government
to such measures Red Weekly, 15th Fﬂhl‘u.l%}.
“What is this”, Workers Fight in an Open Letter to the
MG,““I!ID‘IFCIIM?LHE version of a poli which the

IMG has ﬂsmd]wﬂ?:ﬁmkediuthepm-— Labour to pow-

The wlh%f not figure as a significant active factor

in the IMG’s scenario. euw;u-tthl'l‘uryﬂggvemmmtnn the one
ida,mﬂth!momﬂthwudil(}an&ﬂl Strike on the other. As to
-hltwmddnplmﬂa:Tnﬁu,mmﬁwm“.Sumqumuthq

mﬁ‘l!genﬂ'lﬂ tbmtﬂmdutﬂhﬂityuhmdmtafwmb

ers’ councils. Fﬂmm;rﬂdtuihdlbnw—ﬂt;yﬁw

ndlmcﬂﬂrnduﬁun‘hmbnluw’uhichwmddﬂneubn by

a Labour Lm,ﬂmmm a couple of days

after the mﬂmwmeMGm a hyste

Wgﬂutmlpmﬂ tn;*_ﬂnhhuﬂ'"thet:'

Labour to form & governmen in opposition

o[ﬂmh:mdlhﬂtmetddthltitwwld'mun{ﬂc}hq




Both IS and the WRP managed to mobilise for demonstrations

Heath without indulging in this sort of childish impatience and
mongering — in the event most copies of the broadsheet had to
thrown a because they had become an embarrassment. The pede-
strian unreality of this rhetoric helps to explain a curious fact: namely
that the lead articles in the Red Weekly, although made over in large
measure to the politics of fantasy, are, by general admission, extreme-
ly boring and dull. The Jonesite fantasies have too little purchase on
reality to represent genuine ultrg-leftism. On the other hand they are
sufficiently restrained by would-be Marxist pretensions to be lnms-
able of the excited flights of fantastical politics to be seen in the Wea-
thermen or Situationists™.

THE IMG AND THE LABOUR PARTY

first adoption in early 1973, had fogleally obliged the TG 6 argue
on ¥ 3 y obli the IMG to

that the Tory government was THE vital lr':;ent for the bourge-
oisie, and that a Labour government wwﬁ)ﬁ- a disaster for the
hmugeﬂt l:l.em+ Here, as elsewhere, the ‘line’ came first, the logical argu-
men r.

_The result has been a gradual rightward shift of the IMG, though
still to this day it is slightly veiled by ultra-lefl rhetoric.

In 1973 the theory was developed that Labour was going through

a ‘Left Tum' Iling such developments as the revival of the
French Socialist s

In the elections of 1974, an vote for Labour was ed on the
grounds that a Labour ient would be WEAK. the Febr-

uary election, Red Weekly pemistently compared the Labour Govern-
ment to the Allende government in Chile, and called on workers to
defend it against attempts to sabotage it or overthrow it.

Apart from the factual misestimation (John Ross was instructing
the readers of Red Weekly on how a Labour government ‘stimulated"
the struggle of the working class at precisely the same time as, back
in the real world, the Labour Government was successfully defusing
a very nasty-looking industrial situation for the bourgeoisie) — such

tive politics can only tend to disarm workers in the of
Labour Government’s attempis, not to be ‘weak’, but to be
‘strong’ (i.e. to attack them); to disarm them in the face of Labour's
attempis, not to ‘stimulate’ struggle but to depress it; to lull their
indignation against the real, present-day attacks of the present-day
Labour Government by focusing instead on the possible horrors of a
bourgeois overthrow of the government.

The general summing-up of the IMG’s line in summer 1974 was for
*“'a Labour government responsible to the organisations of the work-
ing class, not to Parliament”. Let us concede to the IMG that when
they said “Parliament”, they meant “bourgeois state”. (th.-e days
when governments were really responsible to Padiament ended at
least 60) years ago). Then the picture we get is of a struggle to pull
the Labour government away from the bourgeois state, and towards
the “organisations of the working class™ — i.e., since no workers’
mt{rueih ﬁe:ctist, in puihl'f, ttl:lrie m unions.

ery — except that the unions, a5 at present organised
and led, do nol represent a different principle frnrpn the bourgeois
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Of course, that does not exclude even seri
Hmpmmﬁmdﬂummm and it should not
stop us &mmmtﬁuﬁdmubour emment
mﬂh'l'l}ﬂpnncﬁ;nm on Chile, etc. But a
E:::ﬂm the IMG's could do nothing but encourage

The anti-EEC campaign came 35 & to the IMG. It linked in

jon for impe mhub,memﬂrshmﬂdmppoﬂitintheumur
Jeft un .Suimdﬂynﬂ,lnﬂcﬂg}ﬂwprwmmﬂrﬂ-
vocated ﬁemﬂmmmmdmmﬁhm's.m

plan for the crisis” ian:quﬂyunuripmdhrJuhn
Ross, was actually 8 STATE-CAPITALIST programme.
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All the key elements of Tribune’s programme were there, ‘improv-
ed’ in varying

Im the IMG recognised, were perhaps somewhat

nist — still, as good socialists we could certainly demand a

state monopoly of foreign trade. Bul since they were calling fora
trade monopoly by an imperialist state, not a workers” state or even a
“Third World® state, this amounted merely to a ‘Marxist’ formula for
the chauvinistic slogan. As regards a ban on overseas investment, the
IMG didn't even have that many scruples — they simply it.

to “abolition of capitalist defence spending’: that is, to a demand
a capitalist government abolish the bodies of men® which
make up the t state!

Price con are there too, despite the illusory nature of this slo-
ﬁln_Snis-“phntninnminmhmntmde:mdpmdum‘ P

pﬂmitm.rﬂhmﬂmﬂhﬁhmgﬁmﬁw
alism “in one country™ (as per dozens upon dozens of futile
mmmm?;dﬁm]m'emmwmm"mumu
economy".

One last twinge of conscience seems to have caught the IMG, how-
M.Thydmteuﬂidingnuleutw,mmﬂntm
“don’t lose their enthusiasm for the :

Too late, comrades of the IMG, too late!

THE ‘CLASS STRUGGLE TENDENCY’

The IMG's “kick out the tories” line was ruined by its own ‘triumph”
when the Tories were voted out in February 1974, Likewise the final
debacle of the “Organise to Sack Wilson' line was provided by Wilson's
resignation. “Wilson has HAD TO go”, claimed Red Weekly, w
-Mnmunu;mmmor‘komm*mg
the fllusions of their previous emphasis on the Wilson/Healey ‘clique’.
Who would be ‘another Wilson® and who would not? Isit a

of the top of the Labour Party being infested with or
is it a probiem of the overall bourgeois nature of the

Be Wilson's , however, their emphasis had
shifted more to the ml.Fkta ! strategy proclaimed in
the new (1976) USFI Theses for Britain. ‘class tendency”’

in essence, “Left’ which was previously to be
. Quite explicitly, it is NOT to be based on fully

pdltlu,hutnnlnmuﬁnhnﬂ‘ﬂ-lmme'plﬂm

Now certainly any viable rank-and-file movement within the trade
unions, or rank-and-file opposition within the Labour Party, would
include large numbers of workers who were not fully communist; and
it would not start out by adopting the entire communist programme
from A to Z. But its revolutionary value would de On & SUCCEss-
ful struggie for communist leadership within it. out that
the movement would become a centrist biock on the
itical development of the class. It is certainly not a
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— g5 the IMG implies — of ulculaﬂﬁe minimiim necess-
ary portion of i up'ml:omndnrﬂle" struggie tendency’
stew edible.

TEnmth:kwnﬂn[ummmmb!a‘dm struggle tend-
eﬂqr'lnﬂmlﬂillﬂlﬂmtﬂlcﬂlﬂbltﬂﬁ inst the bourgeoisie,
That sort nf‘dﬂmmetmdm:y‘ thout revolutionaries
contriving high-flown theoretical schemas for its promotion; indeed,
Hﬂmmmmmmﬂfmnﬂmcdmaw e, all the

woid. Our

work of would be null is not simply
to proclaim ‘class 'bﬂttﬂlﬂlhﬁe‘fﬂupcﬂmmmﬂﬁtmum—
jousness in that .buﬂdin:mthtapedﬁcdamndsu{themc-

ific

epdiﬁm’inﬂ:nmnfﬁﬂiERﬁLISEdesm-
le on all three fronts, economic, political, and ideol , is nothing
umﬂihmu;ntmmmuni:tmm‘fetme G's projected
Humuﬁ:umm’hmppmdmhehmdun:mrtuhﬁthmﬂ-
HhﬂmpinttqpﬁiﬂnfvtﬂWmﬁmiﬂMes—agﬂmtthemh.
qﬂutmtﬂ:hnumd:mﬂm‘ u.q;hntﬂw.ﬁﬁllmit,etc-—m
ﬁm{mwhltinthtmmmr mmmmmu}ahmﬂ
hmmutnmmmnnﬂ} movement. on in the IMG/US-

Hmmumntmnmmﬂtmm!mnnmmmmn
its full programme. But the PRACTICAL task is to ‘project’, invoke,
prmmote—urﬂhsﬁmw for — the ‘class tendency’.
mneul'luhnalmn:tan:t of the 1960s strategy
building a ‘broad left in the Labour Party, a sbrd concretis-
ed in the publication of Week’ and the promotion o the Instit-
utnfanurkﬂlCuntrthhu 1ﬂﬁﬂsduhumufamdur
tnra'replmentluﬂenhlp'—:luﬂemhlpmmnmmm
‘eredible’ (thus, not revolutionary ) but also to the left of the exist-

leadership.
On 10th 1976 37 left Labour MPs abstained on the public
ding White Paper, thus causing a defeat for the Government. The
day they ended their rebellion by giving Wilson a vote of

confidence in his policies. Red Weekly made no criticisms of the lefts’
voting. Thﬁ(ﬁ.mtad".l"nm Litterick approvingly on the course to be
followed: down the Government, NOT “capitulation Lo
right-wing policies”, but “chm%ﬂm ition of the Labour
jeadership. NOT TO A REVOL ONARY LEADERSHIP... but lo
a leadership which clearly stands for the abolition of wage controls,
ﬂl!mgpcﬂmohllmu,md taking all measures necessary Lo ensure
the right to work™. (My em MT).

In other wonds: not ‘upiﬂ:ﬁm to right-wing policies’, but ‘capit-
ulation to left-reformist poticies'. For what else is it Lo promote the

jdea that a non-revolutionary leadership can abolish wage controls,
end all cuts, and ensure the right to work?
CONCLUSIONS

“They have played the sodulous ape 1o every sspcialist’, ‘communist’, ‘T
olutionary” current, and shown an inexhaustible capacity for saging tham
nmum-umtpﬁ-v would like therm to be — or rather, more of less

according to current Mﬂll..ﬁfﬂ‘ll *aiready written’ drama.”™
For the IMG, in the last four years, the ietgr® role in the ‘slready-
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written drama’ has been reallocated successively to the ‘peripheral’
sections of the working class, to the militant economic myﬁ of
early 1972, to the hypothetical General Strike movement of 1973-
early 1974, and to the Labour left from 1974 (and probably for
some time in the future, especially if the IMG seriously enter the Lab-
our Party). They never swing right over to a consistent liguidationism;
they always have reservations and escape-clauses; every s0 often they
lurch back to a more independent position or towards a new ‘star’.

It is impossible to explain every single political stupidity of the
MG as products of some single fundamental error: the basic W
of the USFI, as described above, provides the framework of instabil-
ity within which sheer intellectual freakishness (in the case of the
1872 ‘new thinking') or unscrupulous factional mumuvrinftgn the
case of the ‘General Strike’ sl ) can have a big effect on
IMG’s polities. The IMG's pnlm can vary in time as the politics of
the USFI’s sections vary with geography.

The Common Market issue can illustrate the specific nature of the
IMG’s opportunism, by contrast with IS's. When it came to ‘theoret-
ical’ exposition of the case for voting “Out” and of the benefits for
socialism of the “Out” campaign, IS was notably diffident and per-
functory. But their ngtca&un was guite unrestrained: butter mountains,
unemployment, the Contract, the dangers of Brussels bureau-
chCy-_m could be thrown into the cauldron of their anti-

EEC argument. In sum, IS has its ‘theory’, or rather its variety of
theories; but for day to day purposes the vulgar politics of ‘common
sense’ will do.

IMG, on the other hand, while somewhat more restrained in their
agitation than IS, revelled in producing any number of ‘theoretical’
schemes indicating how getting Britain out would forward the World
Revolution; and how, of course, the IMG should therefore put its
shoulder to the wheel.

once remarked that the difference between Lenin and the
Mensheviks could be summed up by the fact that, where the Mensh-
eviks spoke of ‘processes’, Lenin spoke of ‘tasks’. In those terms, the
IMG is definitely on the Menshevik side. IS speaks of ‘tasks’ — but its
‘tasks’ are the petty tasks of day-to-day perspectiveless militancy, not
firmly linked to clearly-upheld revolutionary aims, as were Lenin’s

For IS, revolution is something distant and notional, prepared for
unlé by encouraging militancy and ng their membership. The
MG link their day-to-day activity with revolu aims — but
they reduce the ‘revolutionary ' to a mystical unseen force,
permeating, growing out of, and guiding every struggle.

THE IMG AND THE USFI 3

We cannot and do not an Internatio Frimaril its Brit-
ish section, let alone the lj:??our years of its British mgl:;! Yet we
cannot fail to use our direct experience as the chief test of hypothes-
eas we may formulate on the basis of studying the world movement.

The evidence tells us that the USFI is fully for the maj-
or errors of its British section (one of its more tial sections);
that iits © an Perspectives Document’ served only to blur

OVer
itical clarification in the IMG (at the height of the early 73 faction
t, ALL the bitterly contending tendencies, with the exception of
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the tiny and marginal pro-SWP tendency, were declaring whole-
hearted support for the EFEE; that the errors of the IMG concerm
not only assessment of the situation in Britain
(where the USFI could faidy disclaim responsibility) but major inter-
national and theoretical Issues (the EEC, the General Strike, lreland)
on which the USFLis cearly responsible.

We have no reason tosu that the International can guide
other sections better than can guide the IMG. And what sort of an

that?

Some will accuse us of inventing political °} tifications’ for unware
anted factional separation from the USFL Just the opposite is true.
We have formulated and mmﬂ the political differences while hes-
itating, for a long time, to sharp conclusions. We said: the Emp-
eror has no shirt, no trousers, no shoes, We refused to say: the Emper-
or has no clothes. Now we must say it.

APPENDIX: FOUR BRIEF REMARKS ON THE IMG
1. They do not FIGHT the majority seriously. Above, for exam le,
oted the [h?aﬂ :

we them as majority politics are “worse than
genuine ultra-leftism”. 5 ' (ause enough for an all-out
political figh against the ority. Yet the general ap roach of the

Winter Crisis’ thﬁ had in fact formally dissolved their faction, Tor
the sake of unity at the 10th World Congrecs of the USFL.

In tact — curiously — BE‘IH‘ to a large extent jdeclogically para-
sitic on the Ross grouping, eir ideological staple being polemic
against HRoss's stupidi rather than independent ideas of their

2. 11;? are ysed by their attitude to the USFL They endorsed
the USFI 1973 "Theses for Britain’ (indeed, as We have seen, the Thes-
es were originally ‘their’ document) and in winter "73-'74 were reduc-
ed to abjectly protesting that Ross had minterpreted the Theses. But

s were originally ‘their’ document) and in winter “73-"74 were left
abjectly protesting that Ross had misinurimud the Theses. But inev-
itably Ross, backed up as he was by Pope Mandel, carried
more authority as an interpreter of the Bible than did a group of

3. They were responsible for the ‘General Strike to kick the Tories
out’ line — indeed, they initiated it. That they protested against the
most weird examples of its use merely shows that they have weaker
stomachs than the Ross meii
They also share full responsib ity for the “No to the EEC" line.
4, A major point of ent between the opposition and the
hﬂmﬂ hug:;edn the it r hrtym:ln this &eli'-::. t:ae nppogrm;’on
made 4 many emi ints; it has also pre per-
FOI EgFUYS. However, the opp-
own political line on the Labour Party has been confused.
BJP tendency accused Ross of not seeing “the difference” be-
tween the Labour Party and the Tories, in 1972. But BJP themselves
apparently located that “difference” in 2 “hidden essence of Labour-
ism™ — made up of proletarian solidarity, class consciousness, ete!
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Such ents are as arbitrary, and almost as dangerous, as the
Eﬁtcnt. iscovery of the class-conscious “hidden essence™ of the anti-
CAm

In late i?;, Robin Blackburn devel the theory that revolution-
aries should seek a “united front with the Labour Party”’. What he
meant by this, has never been quite clear, but the formula certainly
lays itsell open to rightist tendencies on the model of the OCL

The “Winter Crisis’ document already cited speaks of “part (?) of
the inherited (?) programme” of the leuurm being proletarian.
This manﬁwu reflected in an amazing off- statement by Tarig
Ali at an IMG rally. In most advanced talist countries, he said,
the majority of the class is social-democratic — except in
the USA, of course, where it is bou C...

The 1975 conference formula of Tendeney A focused on “chall-
enging the mon hold of the Labour Party”. If this actually
means anything is doubtful) it could be a recipe for the most
lunatic adven or for the most narrow el .

[AUGUST 1975. UPDATED APRIL 1976
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*1. Since 1872 s thorough whitewash job has mmwmmmmm
on the ‘new thinking'; but the IMG did say, literally, “no calls to action”. The
crudest expression of this wes in the IMG's programme for the LCDTU lwhich
n-puhlu'lldinmnnd Mole and reproduced s a pamphlet, so cannot be dis-
missad as an sberration ufmlndhkid:m-dll: **The working class has no
nged of anyone to make sdministrative ‘calls 10 gctipn’ — strike on such and

such a day, taks this or that action, or, adopt this or that form of struggle...”

3. The ideas wers, indeed, in obvious contrediction 1o the USF1'y politics. For

if the role of o party is defined as “'presenting ideas", than the Vietnamese CP

wet certainly 8 straightforwardly bourgeoks party — since the "ideas” it presented
(s.g. in its published programmi weresimply ideas of national-democratic revol-
ution, accepting the continued existance of capitalist property. -

*»3. The 1972 bonfire of “front groups” has had & |gsting effect, in a generally
sceptical view by the IMG m\-ﬂhmmlnqmpl#l urpniutl-um.‘rmm
praferred ad hcnmnhm.mmm. st This axpressed jtself most crass-
Iy in the IMG's intervention it the ‘Rank and File' conference called by 1S in
March 1974, which consisted of & jeafiet distributed 10 the more than 580 TU
delegates declaring ‘Rank-and-File-ism Insufficient’. One might as weel| appear
at one’s union branch with & leaflet — Trade Unionism Insufficient’.

'l.mmﬂnnfﬂpmlﬂwdmbonw m&tmmmlnﬂm-
IMG's intervention in that dispute, protest that our sccount in “Permanent
Muﬂ-ﬂn'mﬂﬂmmlw.w.-?ﬂﬂ'ﬂmww
mewmniu-wruﬂm,

-ammﬂmmmmmwmmmmm
of the ‘new thinking’ at the tima, In 1972.

*g. Take for example Brisn Heron's reply 10 the Wilcox=-Klein document on
The Winter Crisis’ {"73-"74). He sccuses them of teiling social-democracy - “In
udhvwmmlnkmmnm-dnw'dpdmﬂv
wmwwm.muwﬂMMMMfuam
mmtmw,mmm LMrPrwndlmHlml‘buuw
pdﬂﬁﬁ”.%ﬁhmm-ﬂﬂnlimmmummPrwmnlw
Mm.mﬁmﬂhlmm

'tﬁnwthhﬂmummmﬁww.
mmmﬂtﬁmﬂmm-tﬂBWMMIdhrmhmm
mwwmmmﬂﬂmmnﬂmim

‘I.lmwiiﬂh!mﬁmmdupnmﬂhrhmranmti-HFMu
all warning crash helmets luwwinuﬂumﬂﬂﬂfarwhq‘ selfi-
mmu...i.ltuﬂmwkmnﬁmHFﬁwmrwm



history™ can do that. What can it do? — raise fight reformism,
promote workers' democracy snd self-ofipenisation, its owen forces mons
clear and coherent — i.e. carry out normel revolutionary activity. There i oo
special “preparation of dual power™, ‘7274 fh-MG prismpt-
ed such “preparation™ in the form of eswmbryo
Soviews. The results were ridiculous.
Tm..in-n.n-mﬂmmm“nm'tmm
fail to emphasise what it can do. The conseguenioss oould only be disorienting.




