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This 'ulletin', number 3 in the serices, contiuues the work of fighting
to return the Jorkers' Revolunti onary rarty - 3Socialist Labour l.eague,
to the road of Trotskyism.

For twenty years the SLL alone in Eritain has fought for Trotskyist
politics and especially against the Fabloite revisiorism of the
'Militant' and International Larxist groups.

For most of this time the SLL worked as a leading section of the
International Committee, fighting for the retuilding of the Fourth
International, destroyed as a unified International in 1951-53
systematically.

Until 1964 the Trotskyists worked in the Labour Farty and especially
in its youth movements. Through this activity many campaigns against
reformist politics were initiated and leading worker militants won to
Trotskyism,

riowever, since 1964, and especially since 1969-70, the SLL-%RE has
abandoned first its work in the Labour Farty, and then its consistent
fight for the Transitional rrogramme.

Since the split in the XICFY in 1971, which the S5SLL tureaucratically
organised in order to avoid international discussion, primarily with
the OCI, the SLL has turned away from internationalism.

Iin .ritain the policies swing wildly, and increasingly more frequently,
from left to right, posing many of the problems crucial to revolution-
aries - the United ront, the nature of the Labour Farty, the tactic
of entrism, the economic crises and the nature of trade unions.

The most important events in the working class movement in post-war
Europe - liay-June 1968, Czechoslovakia, were hardly analysed by the
BLL leaders. 3ince then international work has been greatly neglected.

The discussion, abandoned by the SLL-W2E has been continued by the
Organising Committee for the Reconstruction of the Fourth International
since 1971, and in its work internationally. One of the functions of
this :ulletin is to give voice to the politics of the OCRFI to members
of the WRE. 7The international discussion must he re-opened, at
leadership level, publicly and without delay.

The other function of the Tulletin is to present clearly the contra-
dictory development of the SLL-Wdk, and to analyse its perspectives,
actions and statements as part of the history of the Fourth International .

de are not stepping outside of the tradition of the SLL in any sensec,
we want to reclaim its Trotskyist core in order to answer the urgent
problems facing the Lritish workers' movement,

Our columns are open to all constructive contributions from members
of the WRE.

The Fulletin will now appear monthly and is for distribution to
VRF members only.
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EDITORTAL

ifearly two months after the nDulilication 0f our fire+ Bnllotin which
1lifted the veil on the developing crisis in the TRF and the party's
rapid doscent into liquidationism and middle class radicalism, Yorkers
rress has 'veplied' on its front page in thize issue of 25th larch.

The response, for reply is too strong a word to describe it, has been
provolzed by the discussions curreuntly taking place among TR members
whio have read, photostated and circulated both the first and sccond
bulletins. +Ye now learn that T2 members have been instructed on no

account to discuss with supporters of the bulletin, and to cease
reproducing it. These bureaucratic cormands can only come from a
iecadership which fears a genuine political ezchange with its critics.
This contrasts starkly with the 73t 's rcadiness to appear on the same
platform as Tories and to debate political issues with the direct
representatives of the class eneny, as they did at Dumbarton, uwindon
and elsewhere during the election.

Renegades

The designation selected for us is that of 'renegades'. in the larxist
vocabulary this word is reserved for those who have betrayed the basic
principles of l.arxism. Such a charge is5 serious indeed and nust be

substantiated with great care and precision. “Thea Lenin denounced
Tautslky as a renegade, this charge was established through painstaking
analysis of the theoretical writings of Yautshky (*The ¥roletarian
Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky‘). The “R2F are forced to usec
another method. And this is bvecausc they themselves are in the
process of renaging on Trotskyism. 7Thus they abandon the long-estab-
ished harzist tradition of principled, exhaustive polemic, the method
we ourselves attempted to emyley in tentative first stens towards an
understanding of a critical stage reached in the degeneration of
“ritish Trotskyism. lowhere in the reply are there any quotations
from our carefully annotated documents. Instead, the lying allegation
that 'the renegades ... want to equate the strength of the working
class with the Labour and trade union bureaucracy'. i'o cited text!
Iinstead an insinuation that the 'renegades' are capitulating to
Sureaucracy and, apwarently, arguing tuat ‘we should support Labour's
minimum programme and leep quiet about rationalisation.' Again,
ncwhere a cited text! These uiethods of polemic are alien to Trotsky-
isn., We can only assume that the author is referring to Sulletin
1o, 2, a publication whose existence he fails even to acknowledge!
in this document we discuss in some detail the issue of nationalisation.
Tar from "eeping quiet' about it the document actually outlines a
tactic and strategy for the campaign for nationalisation 1n41de the
working class movement. iore than half this section consists of
extracts from the Trarsitional Programme, where it deals with
workers' control as one of the »reparatory stens towards nationalisa-
tion and the planned economy.

'ationalisation

~ulletin 2 contrasted Trotsky's approach to nationalisation to that
of the W.r2i, which consists of the ritual chanting of the need to
nationalise at a stroke, without compensation and under workers'
control, the entire economy, irrespective of the level of understand-
ing of tne class and whether or mnot it agrees with such a proposal,
and without any of the necessary preparatory measures outlined by
Trotslky in the Transitional Frogrammc - 'Abolition of Tusiness
Secrets', 'Jorkers Control', the formulation of a national economic
plan before the final e;proprla**on. These preparatory steps are of
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o interest to the WRF for they have no intention of preparing the
woriczing class for power. indeed they complain in the same article
that Labour's minimum programme is 'totally inadequate' but they say
they will support it. Let us get a few things straight. We, the
authors of the document, have at no time gone as far as Iiitchell in
saying that we 'support' the minimum programme. Ye said 'the entire
strength of tke worlkers movement must be mobilised to implement the
Shadow Cabinets statements ... For a Labour government with no
Coalitions to fight on its programme! Contrast our position of
taking the minimum programme as a lever to develop a mass movement
‘which alone can pnrovide the impetus for such a qualitative development'
as the cxposure cf the reformists, to Mitchell who miscrably tail-ends
the reformists by supporting the minimum rrogramme whilst complaining
bitterly that it is totally (sic!) inadequate. 1’0o communist can
under any circumstances support the mininum pregramme. “That we
sunport and develop is the mass novement, the 'rope', as Lenin said,
that 'supports! the sococial democratic leaders' necks. iere are the
two positicns clear for all to see. The one complaining of the
'inadequacy' of the social democrats reforms; the other seeing in

the minimum programme of social democracy one of the means whereby
sccial democracy's grip can be broken. And notably absent from the
first - the mass movement. In the next breatii, having said he 'supports'
the minimum programme of the Labour government despite its 'total
inadequacy' (!) he announces that for the lifetime of this parliament
Wilson has abandoned all nationalisation proposals.

1‘orth Sea 0il

Tut included in the nminimum programme was precisely the demand for
nationalisation of llorth 3Sea 0il, Insurance and Land for building!
What does Mitchell mean therefore by 'inadequate'? ‘e means inade-
gquate in terms of achieving socialism! ‘Je must assume then he still
harbours illusions in the parliamentary road to socialism, for surely
on that score the programme is ‘'totally inadequate', DlMitchell wants
an adequate Labour nrogrammoe which will achieve socialism. That is
why his vwarty is calling for a recall Labour frarty conference!

“ut if it is true as the VRI says that the economic basis of reform-
ism has been undermined, then reformism will be unable (indeed are
unable) to implement even its own programme. Iy evading the task of
mobilising the mass movement to compel Labour tec implement this
prograrme the WRF lets the reformists cff the hook! TInstead it
indulges in left rhetoric about the maximum programme in the pathetic
delusion that it has 'exposed' the labour leaders for the umpteenth
time. At tlhis point we arrive at the first of kitchell's quotations,
selected especially for the purpose of substantiating the charge of
renegacy. Lt is from an article by Lenin written in June 1906 -
'Once Again about the Duma Cabinet'. The reader is led to suppose,
since no attempt is made by Mitchell to suggest otherwise, that

Lenin and the 3Solsheviks confronted a similar situation in the Russia
of 1905 to the IRF and the working class movement in Iritain today,
namely the recent formation of a social democratic, reformist
government in a country where the struggle for socialism is posed

by the deepening crisis of capitalism.

Duma

Mitchell writes that 'Lenin had to meet the same snivelling attack
during the struggle to tuild the Zolshevik Farty against all forwms
of reformism to take power in 1917'. 1ot a word from Mitchell that
in 1906 Russia was in the midst of a revolutionary crisis and that
during the courseo of the previous year, had thrown up the Soviets,
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and created a state of dual power, a situation in which to press
refoim demands on a cabinet subservient to the antocracy was nakedly
counter-revolutionary. Does Mitchell really believe that (a) Zritain
is in the throes of a similar revolutionary crisis, with workers'
Soviets (councils) challenging the bourgeoisie for state power?

(b) does he rcally believe that the tyne of state power that existed
in Russia in 1906 and in the Duma cabinet especially, is in any sense
similar to the state mower in “ritain and the present Labour govern-
ment? (0) finally, is he aware that the demands for which the
Tolsheviks were pressing at this time were not those of the
socialist revolution, bhut of the bourgeois democratic revolution -
principally the constituent assembly, the nationalisation of the land
arnd the 8-hour working day? For decades now 5talinists have sought
to pervert the essence of Lenin's writings on the question of the
bourgeois revolution in Russia to make it appear that Lenin was an
ardent advocate of the fight for bourgeois democracy in the advanced
imperialist states where the task posed was that of its overthrow by
proletarian revolution. Lenin's writings have thus been used to
justify ponular frontism by being taken out of their historical

and political context. Iiow we find iitchell playing the same reaction-
ary game. For when we come to the quotation itself, we find that
Lenin is saying a great deal morc than Iiitchell would have F readers
suppose.

Reforms

e cites the passage where Lenin, after summarising the arguments of
the reformists {'we must fight for small butachievable things ...
these small things will facilitate the fight for big ones ...) says
'7To whet conclusion does this argument inevitably lead? To the
conclusion that we need no revolutionary programme, no revolutionary
party, and no revolutionary tactics. hat we nced are reforms, nothing
more'. ‘The incompleteness of this quotation could lead one to sunpose,
and perhaps this is iitchell's intention, that Lenin was opposed to
the struggle for reforms. On the contrary, the target of this attack
(and remember, it was written in a period of revolutionary class
struggle and viclent class battles) was the bourgeois liberals and
their supporters cn _the opportunist wing of the Russian workers'
movement who sought to limit the struggle of the proletariat to
reforms achievable within the framework of Tsarist Ruassia. They were
putting forward demands that dragged down the level of consciousness
of the working class, a level which over the previous year, had led
to the formation of the Yoviet movement. Is itchell claiming that
cur demand that Labour must be made py_ the mass workers! movement to
carry out its own programme {a programme which i"itchell himsclf says
he ‘supports'!) is comparable in any way to the policy of the

Russian bourgeois Liberals and opportunists? As itchell well knows,
the mobilisation of the working class in its trade unions and the
iLabour rarty in such a struggle would not drag down the consciousness
of the working class, but thrust it forwards and vpwards. £t would
create the impetus necessary within the class for the clash with the
bureaucracy, as the reformist leaders retreat from their programme
under the pressure of ‘ritish and “Jorld cawnitalism.

Revolutionaries and Reforms

Let us return to Lenin's article, that portion of which was ommitted
by kitchell, for reasons that will become immediately apparent:

1. .. the advanced class must pursue independent revolutionary
tactics. We shall never reduce our tasks to that of supporting the
slogan of the reformist bourgeoisie that are most in vogue. ‘e




iv.,

pursue an independent policy and put forward only such reforms as are
undoubtedly favourable to the interests of the revolutionary struggle,
that undoubtedly enhance the independence, class consciousness and
fighting efficiency of the proletariat ... Only by such tactics can
real progress be achieved in the matter of imnortant reforms. This may
sound paradoxical, but its truth is confirmed by the whole history

of the international social democratic movement. Reformist tactics
are the least likely to secure real reforms. The most effective way
to secure real reforms is to pursue the tactics of the revolutionary
class struggle. (emphasis added) ‘

Vanguard

We ask not only litchell but all WRP members - would they deny that
the repeal of the “ndustrial Relations Act, the Housing Finance Act,
and extension of the right of picketing proposed by Foot, the repeal
of the Counter inflation Act, and on an international level, the
banning of arms sales and aid to the Chilean military junta fulfil
precisely those conditions laid down by Lenir - namely that they
'enhance the independence, class consciousness and fighting efficiency
of the proletariat'? Iitchell apparently would, for he finds them

'"totally inadequate'. DIut for millions of workers they will be seen,
and to an extent correctly, as means of developing their struggle
against the employers. it is therefore the revolutionary duty of

communists, not to 'support' these Labour proposals {as does Mitchell,
the would-be 'smasher' of reformism) but to secure the maximum possible
mobilisation of the working class for them while all the time main-
taining the political, programmatic_and organizational independence
of the vanguard. Like all petty bourgeois radicals, Mitchell is
afraid to become involved in such a struggle for fear it might
compromise his revolutionary credentials. By abstaining from the
struggle of the workers to make their leaders carry out the pledges
on which they were elected, Mitchell does in fact abstain. The
working class has no time for abstentionists. Mitchell's ‘reply' is
all the more reprehensible in that he seeks to justify the absten-
tionism of the YRF by involzing the authority of Lenin, who denounced
this attitude in his Left 'ling Communism (a work incidentally,
written with imperialist ‘ritain especially in mind) : 'It is true
that the fendersons, the Clynses, the Macdonalds are hopelessly
reactionary. 1t is equally true that they want to assume power
{though would prefer a coalition with the bourgeoisie), that they
want to rule along the old lines, and that when they are in power

they certainly will behave like the Scheidemanns and l‘oskes. All
that is true'. The WRF never gets beyond this general truth to the
concrete truth that Lenin now outlines ... 'But it does not at all

follow that to support them means treachery to the revolution; what
does follow is that, in the interests of the_revolution, working
class revolutionaries should give these gentlemen a certain ammount
of support'. Iliot, however, support for the reformists' Eoliciqg,
which lMitchell recommends.

Leftism

Lenin then cites a classic instance of 'infantile leftism' which,
were not litchell forwarned of its origin, would have had him
nodding his head in enthusiastic approval for its intransigent
opposition to reforms and reformism: 'The Communist Party must not
compromise ... The Communist Farty must keep its doctrine pure,

and its independence of reformism inviolate, its mission is to

lead the way, without stopping or turning, by the direct road to

the communist revolution.' These are the words of Sylvia Fankhurst!
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Such dis the rond chosen for the WRF by its sectarian leaders. It
leads into the political wilderness, and eventually, as is the fate
of all sectarians, either to impotence in the face of great events,
or a liquidationist collapse into the same reformism from which it

now recoils in fear. Ividence of both these tendencies are already
visiktle in the Tt (its abstention from the fight to install the
Labour government on 1-2 karch, and Lealyv's 500 I“¥'s speech, 'nipping

in the bud' a military coup ky Acts of Parliament).

WRF Revising Theory of Zureaucracy

Equally disturbing is the WRF's first steps along the road of revising
Trotsky's theory of bureaucracy. Iliitchell offers another quotation

to back up his flimsy case of renegacy, taken from Trotsky's 'The
Class lMature of the Soviet Ltate'. Idere the intuitive, eclectic and
therefore subjective idealist method of Ilealy hetrays itself. Ftealy

- whom we have good reason to suspect, was as much responsible for
this article as l:@itchell - is anxious to prove that the 'renegades'
'equate the strength of the working class with the Labour and trade
union bureaucracy'. ile therefore skimps through the works of Trotsky
to find a quotation that seems to serve his purpose, which is to pnrove
that the reformist dDureaucracy is fused irrevocably with the capital-
ist class and its state. Thus Mitchell quotes as follows: 'The
existence of a bureaucracy in all its variety of forms and differences
in specific weight, characterises every class regime. Its power is

of a reflected character. The bureaucracy is indissolubly bound up
with a ruling economic class, feeding itself upon the social roots of
the latter, maintaining itself and falling with it.' At this point,
confusion gives way to what can only be duplicity. For the bureau-
cracy Trotsky is here discussing in this truncated excerpt is the
technical~state bureaucracy of any class regime. He in fact lists
these different classes, forms of society and modes of production that
throw up their own administrative bureaucracy: 'Bach class (the
feudal, nobility, the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, the capitalist
bourgeoisie, and the proletariat) works out its own specials forms of
property. The bureaucracy lacks all these social traits. It has no
independent nroperty roots. Its functions relate basically to the
political technique of class rule'.

Wrong 'bureaucracy’

Then the ezcerpt selected by liitchell begins '... The existence of a
bureaucracy in all its forms ...' Thus when Trotsky savs the
bourgeoisie generates its own bureaucracy, he is referring to the
civil service, the judiciary, the nolice and military caste, etc. etc.,
and not the latour bureaucracy generated by the working class in the
impe¥ialist epoch. Likewise with feudalism where the bureaucracy
possessed a strongly clerical character and nourished itself on the
exploitation of the peasantry, suffering either destruction or severe
mutilation at the hands of the bourgeois revolution. That Trotsky

is writing about this aspect and function of bureaucracy should be
clear to the politically literate when he ~oes on to polemicise
agdinét the theoreticians of 'state capitalism' {Laurat, Urbahns,
Souvarine etc.), who argued that the Soviet bureaucracy had separa-
ted itself completely from the proletariat and established itself.

as a new, 'state capitalist' ruling class. Trotsky refused to vield
up the conquests of the Cctober zevolution to these petty-bourgeois
impressionists. The Soviet bureaucracy, he said, 'devours, wastes
and embezzles a considerable portion of theé national income. Its
management costs the proletariat very dearly. 3In the Soviet society
it occupies an extremely privileged position not only in the sense
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of having political and administirativeprorogatives but also in the
sense of possessing enormous material advantages. Still, the biggest
apartments, the juciest steaks and even P0lls Royces are not enough
to transform the bureaucracy into an independent ruling class.

Soviet Bureaucracy and Labour ureaucracy

When Mitchell says that the WRF 'sets out to separate the working class
from the bureaucracy', and declares that bureaucracy is 'a class
question', and then seeks to back up his arguments with Trotsky's
analysis of the Soviet bureaucracy, he perverts Trotskyism only for
the benefit of its enemies, especially the state capitalists., For
what does Trotsky say on this question of the 'separation' of the
Soviet bureaucracy (for that is the bureaucracy Trotsky is writing
about, not the Labour and trade union bureaucracy in “ritain, which

is not a state bureaucracy) from the working class? The further
unhindered development of (soviet) bureaucratism must lead inevitably
to the cessation of economic and cultural growth, to a terrible social

crisis, and to the downward plunge of the entire society. Zut this
would imply not only the collapse of the proletarian dictatorship,
but at the same time the end of bureaucratic domination. 1In place of

the workers states would come not 'social bureaucratic' but capitalist
relations ... whether we take the variant of further successes for

the Soviet regime or, contrariwise, the variant of its collapse, the
bureaucracy in either case turns out to be not an independent class
but an excrescence upon the proletariat'. The gquestion of bureau-
cracy is a class one, and a far more complex one than the 7RI leaders
would have either us or their members think. The Soviet bureaucracy
is tied up with the fate of the BSoviet regime, it is nourished on a
system of nationalised production and property relations.

Imperialism

The reformist bureaucracy of the Labour and tracde union movement in
“ritain has been nourished to a large extent by the particular
position of “ritish imperialism, it has arisen within the workers'
rnovement on the basis of the capitalist mode of production. ut we
must not deduce from this, as does the W3 today, that because the
fate of this bureaucracy hinges upon that of capitalist éociety, and
that in all places and times the bureaucracy will defend bourgeois
society- and its privileged position within it against proletarian
revolution, that the bourgeoisie itself will always have need of the
reformist bureaucracy. This was the theory of third period Stalinism
which said that the reformists (the fsocial fascists') would continue
to serve capitalism even after the introduction of fascism. And so
too said the SLL 1969 Conference Resolution, which spoke of the
reformists serving the bourgeoisie 'even beyond the doorway into
fascism'. From the general theoretical truth that reformist bureau-
cracy stands or falls with capitalism is deduced the false generali-
sation that at all times, these reformist leaders will carry out the

requirements of capitalism., IX¥f that is so, how can one explain
fascism, whose purpose is to smash the working class organisations,
including the reformists. (e.g. Chile). In certain situations the

bourgeoisie itself decides through force of circumstance, to sever
with the utmost brutality the many threads, material and ideological
that connect it with the reformist bureaucracy. For example in
Germany Trotsky insisted that the ¥PD make a united front with the
reformist workers and leaders to fight fascism, a fascism that
threatened the reformist bureaucrats no less than the leaders and
militants of the ¥PD. Failure to employ this tactic led directly to
the defeat of the German proletariat, the greatest catastrophe in

all human history. And what did the 3talinists say of Trotsky's call
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for a united front with the leaders who had not only betrayed the
ilovember, 1918 revolution, but murdered Rosa Luxemburg and Karl
Liebknecht? That he was capitulating to reformism, equating the
working class with the bureaucracy, and holding back the revolution-
ary struggle by advocating a fight for minimum demands etc. etc.

Ultra-leftism

hiow dangerous therefore for Mitchell to boast: 'Out task is not to
join hands with any wing of the bureaucracy or to subordinate
revolutionary demands to their requirements. OCut job is to smash them',

This, we repeat, is ultra~leftism of the most reactionary kind. It
rules out anv possibility of forming a genuine Leninist united front
with the mass workers' organisation, all of which are led by one or
other 'wing'! of the bureaucracy, whether liitchell likes it or not.
For he says that he will not 'subordinate our revolutionary demands'
to those of the reformists., In fact Trotsky never said that it is
necessary to 'subordinate our revolutionary demands' to the reformist
leaders in order to fight for the united front. If all joint actions
with ofther tendencies in the working class must ke on the basis cf
the 'revolutionarv demands' of the WRF, and, moreover, directed
explicitly towards 'smashing' the reformist leaders, then, a priori,
united action is impossible. Mitchell and Healy know full well that
the Labour and trade union leaders will not fight on the full revol-
utionary programne of the WRF. Therefore by issuing the ultimatum
that the “/RF will act only on its own 'revolutionary demands' and
not those demands that can be imposed on the reformist leaders by their
own workers, the Rf not only rejects the united front, but the
struggle for power itself. For in the course of the struggle for
power, the WRF will find itself obliged to rub shoulders in the
workers' councils with reformists, centrists and 5talinists of every
strive, each tendency rejecting to one degree or another the
trevolutionary demands' of the WlF.

armoiny

dill the WRF boycott such workers councils, setting up its own 'red'
workers' councils, where all is harmony, sweetness and light? Or
will it enter the workers councils, accept the discinline of these
councils (as did the folsheviks , in a minority in the soviets, when
they accepted the veto of their demonstration of April 21) While they
remain in a minority will they enter into joint actions with other
tenderncies in the councils, thus raising its prestige in the eyes of
the workers to the extent that it loyally defends the councils against
the attacks of reaction , and eventually gains the leadership of the
majority of the class? Does the “RF believe that it will seize power
without passing through the long and complex process of entering into
tactical relations with other groups, including even those of the
dominant sections of the Labour Farty, before it has established its
claim to power in the estimation of the mass of the working class?
Or is there some pure, 'red' road to socialism untainted by compro-
mises (such as were frequently entered into by the Tolsheviks , not
only before nower, but after--"rest-Litovsk), where the question of
the united front tactic will not be posed? There is evidence that
the WRF leadership subscribes to such a theory. Ilow else can we
explain the ultimatism towards the Labour leaders, their description
as 'corporatists' (i.e. fascists), the point blank renunciation

in advance of the united front tactic with not only
the rigat flank of the reformist bureaucracy, but even its left flank,
which, as history has shown, can under the pressure of the mass
movement, swing to the left as well as to the right (France, 193h4;
The Bocialist WJorkers rarty of Germany, 1931; the ILF, 1931 etc. etec. )
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1s the Yri¥ so richly endowed with proletarian support and cadres, so
deeply rooted in the mass organisation of the working class, that it
feels free to dispense with the tactic of the united front with the
left reformists? For the Labour and trade union left, Mitchell has
only another ultimatum, not a serious campaign in the working class
to make Labour carry out its election programme.

Conference or mass movement

'If the leftward sections of the Labour and trade union movement want
to avert a disaster for the Labour larty (which remember, is a Tory
Trojan horse) they must add their voice to the demand for an
emergency Labour Party Conference to adopt sociali~+ policies to meet
the economic crisis ...' This is an ultimatum on two counts. Firstly,
the lefts 'must' support the WRP demand for a recall Labour Party
conference, We reject this as a diversion. 1ot another conference
but only a campaign in the workers' movement can force the implement-
ation of Labour's programme. 3Secondly it is an ultimatum because
“itchell insists this conference must adopt socialist policies, vhich
are of course, those of the WREI. The call to unity is therefore a
spurious one, akin to the third period united front from below. Ilo
demands are addressed to the Labour and trade union leaderq, for as
Litchell has already told us, it is impermissible to 'subordinate our
revolutionary demands' to them.

wCcnool

That is why, in the end, Mitchell returns to the formula he knows
cest ~ 'Join the JRF under whose leadership the working class can be
led to power'. The Labour government, you see, is 'proving to be a
school of education in the utter helplessness of reformism and its
inability to resolve a single question facing the working class'. e
will pass over the fact that liitchell has declared his 'support! for
this 'helplessness', to the main question, one which presents itself
to millions of workers, if not middle class radical 'rrophets' like
iritchell. ‘Yorkers see what they believe to be their government under
attack, on the retreat Lefore the combined pressure of the Tory-
iveral coalition threat and international capitalism., The workers'
first thought is ~ how can we defend this government, keep it in
power, and at the same time, make it carry out its nledges? Their
answer to the 'helvnlessness' of Lakcur is vastly different to the cheap
cynicism of Mitchell. <Their first, and correct, instinct is to fight
back, not to rush off and join a party that, in terms of flg,htlnb on
the main issue of the day, has nothing whatsoever to offer them,
except rhetoric about the betrayals of reformism. The working class
doesn't view the prospect of a reformist sell out as ar academic
question, but wants to know how .to vrevent Labour betraying their
basic class interests. On this - nothing, except a fatuous call for
a conference of the Labour rarty. :

Yosadists, l“ilitant and War

Ye note with considerable interest that this demand is also emanating
from the revisionists of the Revolutionary ‘Jorkers Farty (Fosadist)
whose liarch 19th number of 'Red Flag' calls for a 'national confer-
ence of the Labour movement' to 'impose a programme of nationalisa-
tions' on the reformist leaders, a programme of nationalisation ' of
the major sectors of the economy'. Another Fabloite offshoot, the
FMilitant, is indistinguishable from the IR} in its demand that the
Wilson government 'put forward a full socialist programme: an

W
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enabling bill for the immediate nationalisation of the 250 monopolies,
the banks, the insurancc coupanies and building societies ... !
(Militant, itarch 22, p.4) iowhere does the 'ldlitant' put forward
serious transitional demands to mobilise and prepare politically the
working class for the revolutionary step of the expropriation of the
bourgeoisie. Like the WR¢ they leave this taslt entirely to the
Labour govermment. These similarities with the line of revisionists
should serve as warning signals to comrades. Litchell bravely
announces to the world that the RF will 'smash' reformism. Tut the
WRF lacks the one force that alone can settle account with the
bureaucracy - the revolutiorary masses. All the jamborees and pageants,
the batteries of printirg presses and full-time officials, cannot
substitute for the leading elements of the class. I'o 'spectacular’
however large can take the place of conscious intervention in the
mass movement in order to build a regular, organised leadership.
iiitchell goes round in ever-decreasing circles. :e calls on the
workers to 'join the WRE' - but the workers prefer to fight through
their traditional organisations.

Isolation

~“y denying toitself the tactical and strategic weapons that can tear
the workers from the grip of reformism, the YW condenns itself to
increasing isolation from the real changes in the working class.
1This is the price the party pays for false, empirical perspectives,

We repudiate witihh contempt the charge of renegacy. Iliitchell's
perversion of Trotskyism is an insult to every "RF member and Workers
Tress reader who is fighting for communist leadership in the workers'
movement. Je hurl the charge of renegacy back in the faces of those
such as liitchell who are revising the fundamental principles of the
Fourth International. Comrades must call these leaders to account
before it is too late.
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Tad SLb AU'D IRISH MARZISH (1959-1973) - A DILASTRQUS LECGACY

The International Committee of the 4th International established
in opposition to Fabloite revisionism in 1953 was founded on an
ambiguity. Of the 3 major sections who consituted the TC, only
the French section broke with I'ablo on a relatively clear
programmatic and political basis (having been expelled bureau-
cratically by Pablo in 1950 for criticism of the political course
advocated). The American 5WF and the Z“ritish section, later the
5LL, only broke with the Fabloite GLecretariat when the latter's
liquidationist policies affected their own sections directly, in
the form of the formation and activities of the Cochrane-Clarke
and Lawrence factions in the American and ¥ritish movements

respectively. ‘“‘hese events jolted the 3WEI and its lritish
followers into a belated acknowledgement of the correct criticisms
of the French majority regarding Fablo's politics. ut the full

extent of the international Secretariat's revisionism and its
disruptive effect on the FI itself was not grasped by the new 1iC,
especially by the 5WF and the Lritish. Cannon's famous letter did
not characterise trabloism as a ligquidationist current foreign to
Trotskyism. Herein lay the theoretical roots of the unprincipled
re-unification of 1963 of the 3WF and Fabloites.

struggle against HYWE

Zut the ambiguities inherent in 1953 did not simply affect the
54F, but also the SLL. For a period (1959-1963) the SLL with the
French OCY led a vital struggle against the 5WF's rightward move-~
ment which resulted in important political developments within the
IC. This struggle, however, proceeded on the basis of a differing
understanding of the issues at stake which resulted in a failure,
constant since 1959, to initiate the kind of international
discussion that could have clarified the ranks of the Pabloite
movement and indeed of the fC's own ranks. The JC's federal
structure was the organisational expression of these differences
because only a clarified, united leadership could function as a
leading political centre of the FI, ir practice carrying out its
reconstruction.

:'lo Internationalism

From 1963 and more especially 1966 the SLL has effectively
abandoned the fight to deepen the analysis of Fabloism forced op
them by the defection of the 3Wk to the revisionist camp. The
reasons for this lie in the 'national insularist' approach of the
53LL which is similar to the 'American exceptionalism' of the ULTF,
both of which manifested themselves in the type of response both
sections made to the 1953 crisis. It was this lack of a genuinely
internationalist struggle that led to the political ambiguities
of the IC (and indeed on the part of the iJealy SLL leadership a
refusal to examine the development of Fabloism before 1953
including their own history therein as Fablo-liandel's right-hand
man Up to the split itself. The SLL has never explained the
political basis of its role from 1950-1952 apart from G. Healy's
totally inadequate one-paragraph apology in 'Problems of the FI'.




SLL in footsteps of SWE

in the case of the J4r the exclusively national orientation led to
the 1963 re-unification. ™ith the JLL we can see especially in the
last three years the almost exclusive concentration of attention

on the class struggle in Iritain, chosen by G. rlealy as the country
marked off for the first socialist revolution (just as the USA was
by the UWF in 1946G-47). For the sealy leadership the IC can only
function as an organisational entity insofar as the prime necessity
of building the SLL, the leading section, is recognised by the
other sections. Other international work is made subordinate to
this over-riding aim. This led to the paralysis of the IC from
1966-1971 and when the opposition of the OCI to this whole line
became more and more sharp, the Healy leadership criminally split
the IC without any political discussion.

ocectarianism and Opportunism

The SLL is today travelling the road of the SWP from 1956-19673,
even if the road is 1lit by leftist, ultimatist and factionalist
rather than opportunist sign-posts. As we know sectarianism can
easily turn into opportunism in a short time. An indication of this
can be seen in iealy's Sept. 4th, 1970 call to USFI for political
discussion in which he characterised Fabloism as a Trotskyist
tendency alongside the IC. IlJowhere perhaps have the disastrous
results of the SLL's political methodology been so clearly shown
as in Ireland. it is to this that we must turn. It is a grave
warning to revolutionary militants of the results of dishonest
politics based on (ag theoretical confusion and its deliberate
perpetuation, and (b) bureaucratic suppression of discussion on
these questions within the IC itself by the 5LL.

THE COLOWIAL QUESTION AND THE SLL

In no other area is the ambiguous relationship to Fabloism of the
SLL leadership more marked than on the colonial question. On the
one hand there is a position of uncritical support to the Vietnamese
I'LF, i.e. the unconditional support for the military vic@ory of the
HLEF which is absolutely obligatory, is never accompanied with the
call for the building of the Trotskyist party. Vhat is this but
Pabloism, the capitulation to other 'revolutionary' leaderships
outside the FI as substitutes? This has gone as far as glorifica-
tion of the 'transcendental' protracted guerilla warfare theories
of Mao Tse-Tung, Ho Chi Minh and Giap (See FI 1968 Feb. issue).
Similar to this is their position on the Arab revolution where
criticism of the Arab bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie is very
muted.

On the other hand as an over-reaction to ¥abloite betrayals in
certain countries such as Algeria thereis a dismissal of the
colonial question coupled with 'critical' support to the reformist
petty bourgeoisie, e.g. the kIJA. The Fabloite leadership havg
made ... unfortunately ... important political capital from high-
lighting these contradictions and about-turns of the G5LL which'
swing wildly betweer abstentionism and opportunism, afte? combin=-
ing both as in Algeria (and also, as soon we shall see, in
Ireland).

r




IRELAID

Ireland poses special problems to the SLL leadership. IHere a
colonial question exists on their own doorstep. Since for them the
first and decisive leap forward will take place in “ritain and

since indubitably the means of class warfare against the British
workers' struggles by the Zritish bourgeoisie are being forged in

the North of Ireland, they impermissably draw the conclusion that

the Irish working class's role is to function as a simple auxiliary
to the (legitimate) independent class movement of the Fritish workers
against their oppressors. Fehind an abstractly correct internation-
alism ('Unity of Irish and Sritish Workers') stands a denial of any
independent role to the Irish working class whose partition by
British imperialism in the twenties so strengthened :ritish imperial-
ism against its own workers, History cannot be cheated. The Irish
working class must achieve its unity in this period of the total
breakup of the old settlement ushered in since 1969, and strike a
blow against British imperialism and its native client-regime that
will complement that of the English workers. There is a common .
enemy and the revolutionary vanguard must co-ordinate both struggles
as closely as possible. ZFut the historic tasks are not identical.

FPermanent Revolution

Iin Ireland what is posed is a very complex process of Fermanent
Revolution; in Iritain the straight social revolution, which is
however completely bound up with the Irish revolution and vice versa.
The SLL's Luxemburgist position, deeply rooted in the Fritish left
and noted by Marx and Lenin long ago in relation to socialists in an
imperialist country, has led them from the beginning not only to
deny the existence of a national question in Ireland but in practice
to accept partition., This is why from the early to the late sixties
we had 3elfast and Derry ... and in 1969 even Dublin ... branches of
the SLL! This represented implicit acceptance of the United Kingdom
of Great Rritain and lforthern Ireland carried through by imperialist
violence and pogroms in 1920 to divide the Irish workers. This was
also why the SLL never took seriously the question of building an
Irish section of the JC.

THE IWG AI'D THE SLL '

In the mid-sixties a centrist grouping emerged among Irish political
militants in Britain called the Irish Workers Group. This had a
vaguely Trotskyist programme and united the most diverse tendencies,
from outright opportunists like Gerry lLawless to a number of genuine
subjectively revolutionary elements. Doth the Feoples Democracy and
the Saor ®ire grcuping later came out of the group. The IWG was
important insofar as it was the first organisation to emerge in
Ireland outside the old Stalinist and Republican stronghold since
the war. In the very late fifties and early sixties a number of
militants like the ZFolton iros. and Lawless had worked in close
liaison with the SLL for a time. Lawless soon went with the SWF
line and adopted Pabloite politics, and the S5SLL severed all
connections with him.

No Independent Section

ileither then nor subsequently has Lawless ever had the slightest
intention of building a revolutionary party in Ireland, but he was
able then and later in the 1967 IWG faction fight to point out
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factually Healy's consistcent rofusal to set up an independent
section in that country. This was one of the weapons he used
against the 'Trotskyist Tendency' which opposed him in the faction
fight from the standpoint of the need to build a “olshevik-type
party. Despite this, and despite the fact that their fight took
place in abstraction from the international struggle between the
USFL and IC, the Trotskyist tendency submitted the documents of
the fight in the group to the SLL. The 5LL refused to intervene
or even approach the strugszle going on. In doing this it showed
its sectarian abstentionist and anti-internationalist outlook on
vital problems of concern to the world movement and greatly weak-
ened the raw political forces looking objectively for a road to the
ic.

Abstentionism

Healy, Slaughter and Co. may object that the Trotskyist Tendency
included Sean Matgamma expelled by them in 1963 and in recent years
an extreme Fabloite. Such an objection would be infantile. In fact,
the refusal to intervene strengthened Matgamma's hand against them
within the new grouping that emerged as the L¥WR, even though he
operated in England as a leader of the 'Workers' Fight' group.

THEZ LWR AI'D THE SHLL

In 1969 the LWR (League for a Workers' Republic) wrote to the IC
asking for a discussion, which resulted in Cliff Slaughter's

visit to Ireland in October of that year. To this meeting were
invited the ULL's branches in Ireland and the LJR, who had by this
time built a strong youth movement in Dublin as well as a basis of
support around certain layers in the Irish Labour Farty. At this
meeting the L¥Wa put forward a position of substantial agreement with
the IC except on the questions of Cuba, China and Ireland. On
Ireland, the LWR advocated the policy of secession of Catholic areas
from the six counties (this was the aftermath of the August pogroms)
and saw the crisis as one of social disruption flowing from ZBritish
imperialism's democratic re-structuring of the i'orthern State. Z2oth
of these positions were based on an abstraction of the Irish crisis
from that of the developing world crisis and expressed the pressures
resulting from the national isolation of the LWR. They were
correctly attacked by 3laughter and his allies.

SLL's partitionism

Lowever, certain facts about the positions of the SLL and its

Iirish followers should be stressed. Firstly they held a position
of calling for a %orkers' and Jmall Farmers Government atStormont!
This position not only reflected the SLL partitionist mentality

as woll as the Walkerite adaptation to the syndicalism and
backwardness of the Frotestant Jorkers by their followers; it also
divided the Morthern and Southern struggles that together produced
a pre-revolutionary situation in the autumn of 1969, Secondly,

the OLL's Northern branches took an abstentionist attitude to the
1968-69 Civil Rights agitation. This had a material effect on the
struggle unlike the secession theory whose advocates had no base in
the liorth and whose role was marginal as a result. It should also
be clearly said that the theoretical roots of this mistake .. the
search for a 'pure' 'class' movement involving not only Catholic
but Frotestant workers ... partly lay in the SLL's failure to

grasp the inevitablity of certain forms of struggle emerging from a
specific historical, national background.

<




1o _Ferspective

©y Thirdly, the failure to win sizeable forces from the 1968-69 !
! situation was a repeat of the experience of 1964 where the youth
“iwon in the HIvLl were prematurely split away simply because it had |
- talso (correctly) been done in “ritain. 1ot only was a valuable '

N

}opportunity to win a decisive voice in the workers' movement throwﬁ
taway, buf the youth and the bulk of the strong TU faction in the
Zelfast oranch drifted away because of a lack of perspective by

1966.

Slaughter's meeting

The most significant thing about 3laughter's meeting was that for
the first time the 5LL proposed the setting up of an ITrish section
of the IC., The real reason for this change of position became clear
only three yvears later. It was not motivated by a desire to build
ar independent healthy movement of the T at all. What it wanted
was a factional ally, an extra vote, who could be used against the
Yrench in the internal struggle on the IC Executive at a time when
the 4th Jorld Congress was very close and where the SLL had to
answer for their failure and refusal to put into practice the
decisions and perspectives on the 1966 IC Conference. Accordingly,
although the 5LIL acceded to the LWR's request for a period of
further study before agreeing to join the IC, they immediately
organised a secret faction in early 1970 composed of students who
split the LWR, before discussion had concluded, in dMay 1970. This
secret faction was unknown even to the present author as far as its
secret activities outside the LWR were concerned. Three weeks later
the new Irish section of the IC was proclaimed. The following month
was the U4th (Pre) Conference of the TC. "The ground for the split
with the OCI had advanced another step. Only in this context can
the SLL's methods be understood.

THE IRTSH SECTION OF Tald T.C.

The immediate task of the Trish section was for G. Healy the build-
ing of a strong youth movement. This is of course a key to the
building of the Bolshevik party itself. Healy however saw it as a
substitute for the partv. This was why in early 1970 he issued an
ultimatum to Jack Vance, George Craig and Freddie Campbell, the
Helfast Frotestant militants who led the section, that unless a big
youth movement was built quickly, he, iealy, would split with them.
This approach of the 5LL runs like a red thread through the history
of the ULL's 'Irish 3ection'. Tt recalls Trotsky's words in the
Transitional rrogramme: 'In their own circles, the sectarians
customarily carry on a regime of despotism'. The building of this
youth movement however was not conceived of as issuing from inter-
vention in the real class struggle but of a high-pitched activism
of an_abstract nature.

Youth Orientation

Such activism manifested in the organization of dances, film

series, meetings and sport, drew in large forces around the Irish
Young Socialists, firstly in the lorth in late 1970 and then in the
south in early and middle 1971 from whom a nucleus of important
cadres were won. 3Sut it was done at the expense (a) of the adult
movement whose paper 'Vanguard' was dropped and where the production
of a theoretical magazine was continually put off because 1YY work
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absorbed all its time and (b) the IYS itself where political

education was confined to a few classes and a series of public
lectures given by Healy in late 1970 and 1971.

SLL Chauvinism

When we say that the building of the IYJ did not issue from inter-
vention in the actual class struggle in Ireland we mean precisely
that. The entire content of IYS political activity was the selling
of the 'Workers' Fress' and their own t2ulletin' which concentrated
on propaganda against the 3ritish Tory Government in BEngland. Indeed
the central political demand of the Irish movement to its own work-
ing class was for a General _trike to bring down ... the Tory Govern-

ment of Zritain! This meant that the 1IY5 campaigns were just part
of those of the fritish Y5 and consisted of taking delegations to an
endless round of rallies in Zngland: the Anti-Tory rally of

February 1971, the 1971 Y5 Conference, the Summer Camp (admittedly
important), the ATUA rally, the Uembley Fool 1972 rally, Y.5.
Conference 1972, the Summer Camp 1972, Empire Fool 1973 etc. In
retrospect given the isolation from the class movement that these
policies produced, i1t is to be marvelled that the IY35 held together
so long. The warning signs appeared continually though.

Disillusionment

2y early 1971 the entire old leacdership in 3elfast had left the
movement in disillusionment. While in no way apologising for their
backwardness politically, the major responsibility for their demise
was Healy and Co.'s criminal chauvinist policies foisted on the Irish
movement, who were too backward to realise their content. It was
inevitable that with their base in the TU movement they would be the
initial casualties. They represented with all their weaknesses the
most advanced layer of the Protestant working class and were hence

of critical importance. (This, however, cut no ice for the SLL
leaders who have refused to recognise the division in the Irish
working class and proceed as if the Frotestart workers were not
dominated by reactionary ideology and have to be broken from it.)
Their consequences for the whole L“rotskyist movement in these islands
is being felt negatively today in no uncertain manner.

Administrative methods

wefore proceeding on to the internment period and its aftermath
which prcduced the effective break-up of the IYS, a word should be
said about the role of Dave Fry, the leader of the Irish sectiomn.
This man was handpicked by the 5Li, leadership as their 'man in
Ireland' and his political position is and always has been one of
bureaucratic dependence. He represented no forces in the working
class nor an individual who had made a qualitative political devel-
opment of any sort. indeed he was made Secretary of the SLL's new
Dublin branch (!) in late 1969 within a counle of months from the
time when he actually supported the intervention of “ritish troops
in Ifreland and had led a life of petty-bourgeois bohemianism as a
student at Trinity College. In 1970 he took leadership of the
section. These facts in themselves show the CLL's thinking in the
setting up of a new section ... what they wanted were political
satellites in the manner of 7inoviev's '3olshevised' Comintern or
Tablo's sections from 1946~1953 where centralisation and political
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homogeneity are carried tlwough by administrative methods without

political ciarification, such methods being epitomised in the
selecting of right-hand men.

3oul searching

Fry introduced into Ireland Healy's ultimatums and the type of
internal regime that dominates the 3L1, where there exists constant
'struggles' against tendencies and individuals which bear no relation
to the problems of intervention in the actual class struggle but
centre around failures to achieve organizational targets e.g. number
of papers to be sold or finance to be raised which are never analysed
soberly on the basis of the conditional, changing relation of class
forces and that between the party and the class but are said to
reflect the conflict »etween theory and practice. 7To resolve this
conflict these individuals are required to make some abstract
‘change' constantly, This semi-moral, idealist notion is very akin
to laoist 'self-criticism'., The best description of it however is
contained in the Transitional Frogramme where Trotsky says: 'Since
sectarians, as in general every kind of blunderer and miracle-man
are toppled by reality at every stage, they live in a state of
perpetual exasperation complaining about tiie 'regime' and the
‘methods' {1'2) and ceaselessly wallowing in small intrigues.'

This type of infantile practice, given theoretical gloss by the
artificial so-called liarxist philosophy introduced by the SLL
leaders for the first time at the 1970 IC Fre-Conference to cover up
for their failure to have read the French documents that formed the
basis of that Convention, was supposed to represent 'leadership' and
'political struggle' on Fry's part.

Internment and the Naticrnal Question

Tnternment represented the turning point that began to blow apart
these 'revolutionary' pretensions. Whilst the class struggle in the
Jouth was still in the midst of a temporary lull since December 1970
and while the struggle in the l'orth against Army rerression had only
reached a certain level it was possible to check to some extent the
logical consequences of functioning politically as jif one lived in
sritain. Such a possibility ended abruptly on 9th August, 1971.

The national question burst onto the political scene. From then on
what was posed was the destruction of the sectarian state of

1. Ireland, which aad vast consecquences for the struggle throughout

both islands. Through the rent/rates strike the mass struggle
against Stormont exploded, linking up with the military struggle.

Scant coverage

llone of this was grasved one iota by the SLL or its Irish followers.
Workers Fress ran a series of editorials on the lorth whose total
number far lagged behind the coverage in the bourgeois press, which
has always more keenly understood the implications of this conflict
than the leaders of the SLL. These editorials made a number of
formally valid points in criticism on the programme and perspec-
tives of its Irovisional iRA lecadership but never adopted unequi-
vocally a position of critical support for the IRA, which
abstentionist position it retains to this dav. At the same time the
SLL began to praise the 'official' Republican movement to the skies
to the point where in early 1972 a YWorkers :iress editorial stated
that the Officials only needed to read and study Lenin's
‘Materialism and mpiro-Criticism!' to become liarxists. They were
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not talking of the rank and file or sections of it as the movement
in Ifreland, including this author, thought. They were talking of
the Official movement as such. Thus not alone did they repeat the
Algerian mistake but they took up a clear Fabloite position of
searching for alternative revolutionary leaderships. Healy had
contacts with Sean Garland and other Jinn Fein leaders which the
Irish section (except possibly Fry) knew nothing about. 3o while

the Irish comrades sought to recruit from the COfficials' ranks ...

in Derry and Galway notably ... iFealy was going over their heads.

Of course when the Cfficials called their cease-fire in lay 1972
demonstrating their basic reformist character, the SLIL guickly

issued a disclaimer in a series of 5 consecutive editorials in late
lnay where in a totally unprincipled manner they even talked of the
Gfficials 'bLearing the mark of Cain' and their 'betrayal of their
Frovisional frothers'. I say unprincipled because the SLL's
'support' substituted journalistic jargon for real intervention and
struggle, as the Anril 1973 OCRFI International 3Bureau statement
correctly points out. This sloganising also undercut any gains being
made by the YC statements after Direct Rule and the Frovo cease-fire.

'Class Struggle' in Ireland

All of this only served to accentuate the political confusion of the
Irish leadership, young and totally inexperienced. After internment
the failure to relate policies to the new situation resulted in a
catastrophic loss of youth iorth and South, some of them to the
officials. The line of alliance with Gardiner Flace was no accident
because the perspective of a 'democratised Stormont' and that of a
'Wjorkers and Farmers Government at Stormont' both share an implicit
acceptance of partition. Talk of a United Socialist JTreland would
scare away the Frrotestant worker. This was explicitly stated by

fry who at a League meeting in Dublin just after internment said

he didn't give a damn about a United ireland but was only interested
in classes and class struggle.

t 2epublicanism’

At a CC meeting the present author was violently attacked, for
Republicanism by Fry for drawing attention to Trotsky's 1916 state-
ment where he talks of the Irish workers swinging naturally to
nationalism and syndicalism and pointing out its relevant nature in
the new period. As was the wont these doubts and differences were
suppressed in the face of the imagined infallibility of the GLL and
Fry. What finally drove the nail into the ITY3 coffin was the
Right-to-Jork campaign which was a mere extension of that in
Pritain and which only achieved any response in the town of “ater-
ford and llewry, despite a huge rise in national unemployment in
Ireland in the first few months of 1972. A party of 20 youth were
brought over for the 6 week long marches in Fritain and Fry went
over too, leaving the Trish sectior without a national secretary
and only full-time organiser for a month and a half.

1ot published

Fy this time of course the SLL had carried out a split in the IC
against the OCI. A series of documents of the SLL's IC 'majority'
and a couple of the French's less important statements were the
sole documentation on which the SilL's client sections had to
evaluate the issues. The OCI's major policy statements in La
Verite 556 and 557 where they not only gave their position on
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the .olivian, United Class Front and Fhilosophy issues but alsc
the history and nature of the differences in the IC itself were
never published by the 5SLL for obvious reasons. llaturally these
sections including the Irish adopted the SLL line which (without
any opposition internally) proceeded to impose itself the more
strongly. '

Fourth Conference

in April, 1972 at the Lth IC Conference Healy launched into an
attack first on the American, then on the Trish section. One of the
things the Irish were criticised for was (i) a failure to produce an
overall perspective and (ii) a simply sectional orientation to such
as the Official Sinn Fein! The second needs no comment; it simply
demonsztrates the SLL leaders' self-deception and bad faith. As for
the first, when it was promised in October, 1972 by Fry, Healy
dismissed it as of secondary importance, just as the 1970 ire-
Conference document by the French had only been a 'smokescreen'.
Differences were now however neginning to openly emerge in the Irish
movement.

Isolation

The present author became highly critical of Cde. Fry's dropping of
any fight to develop a historical perspective. ‘The pressing urgency
of this stemmed from the by now virtually total isolation and tiny
size with a half-dozen youth in Dusiin and one-man cranches in both
-selfast and Derry. Uecondly, they emerged around the need for an
adult movement and press. he first signs of the re-awakening into
struggle of the Southern workers came in June 1972 on the questions
of a second national wages agreement and Labour's right-wings
decision to form a coalition partnership.

Opportunities

so0th of these opened up new opportunities to fight for the indepen-
dence of the class and win important forces. Fence the need to
change the organisation to bring in these individdals. The trouble
was that the Youth -ulletin, though technically better since it
hwecame a printed fortnightly, was trying to be all things to all mer,
i.¢. a newsletter appealing to both adult and young workers with a
title that repelled adults and did not strike the youtn forcefully.
These things all crystalised around my conception of orientation to
the Labour militants and youth on a programme of Labour fighting for
power and being forced to lead on both the national and social
questions. ‘“his was only articulated in embryo form. There was
undoubtedly a tendency to orientate to the Labour Farty almost
entirely in this campaign and not to take it into other areas of

the class struggle. ut there was never any question of political
or organisational ligquidation into the Labour Farty, as the SLL
leaders lyingly accused me of later. In any event they never fought
to work out or discuss the tactics of this campaign with the Jrish
comrades at any stage.

Ultimatism

3y late 1972 the financial and organisational problems of the
movement rooted in isolation (itself the final product of the
preceeding 2% years' policies) became acute and showed itself in
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the deterioration of the technical standard of the 'Youth Fulletin!
as well as at the IY5 2nd Conference. This led to the summoning of
both Cde. Fry and this author to the IC October meeting. At this
Healy launched into an utterly disgraceful tirade against the Irish,
denouncing them for opportunism, tail-ending the middle class,
reformism and ... nationalism, because doubts had been raised about
the major emphasis on Workers Fress sales In Dublin. This author
was said to have lived on the surface of politics (which was true ...
because of SLL politics) and above all we had underestimated the
struggle in Zritain. He then proposed as an ultimatum the suspension
of the section i.e., its expulsion, although this author took it
literally to mean temporary cessation of activity in which I thought
some things might be clarified. This was assented to by all present
except Fry who understood what was involved. After a short break
Healy relented and said that if an agreement were reached on sales
of Workers Fress and Marxist literature in Ireland, he would not
support the suspension of the section. Once again in supine fashion
all agreed to the pronouncement of the leader.

Chauvinism

i have gone into great detail on this meeting because in a nutshell
it demonstrates the essential ultimatist chauvinist and idealist-
sectarian methodology of the SLL leaders. Following the meeting,
unable to articulate this understanding vet knowing it instinctively,
this author declared to Cde. Fry that he could not continue in the.
Irish section, This was a tactical blunder which when learned by the
sLL leadership later led to his expulsion (commuted by Fry to a six-
month suspension if financial and writing activities were agreed to)
in Decomber, despite the fact that he subsequently stayed in the
movement. Meanwhile Mike 3anda and Slaughter travelled over to
'clarify' the Trish section as a whole.

Firmness and Flexibility

Outside the Workers' League ... the adult section had been publicly
proclaimed ... and under the impetus of the industrial mobilisation
in the South against the arrest of McStiofain, an important political
development was made by this author with regard to the

national question. This was fought for with Fry and resulted in a
series of important articles on this question in the new 'Workers'
Struggle', itself an important achievement, which began to equip the
movement to intervene in a revolutionary way around the questions of
Army terror, the White Faper, the local government and Assembly
elections before the Northern workers and among the ranks of the
Provisional IRA in Zelfast. Unfortumately, at particular points the
thén-leadership of the Workers' League was unable to combine political
firmness and a necessary tactical flexibility toward (a) the Frovo
rank and file and (b) the Political -ostages Release Committee,
adopting ultimatist stances which tended to undermine work in these
fields.

McHtiofain

While this was happening the 5L1L and Workers Fress for the first
half of 1973 said virtually nothing about developments in Ireland,
Worth or South, despite the fact that in December 1972 they ran a
series of articles by Ian Yeats on Folitical leadership in Ireland,
and held a Fublic Meeting in London demanding YMcStiofain's release

B
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(to date thoir only praclical activity on the Taish question in
Eritain). This author was engaged in writing a perspective which he
had insisted on, taking in the struggle in Ireland since the early
sixties; its relation to the Tritish struggle, and its political
lessons. In the course of this he developed a basic critique of

the 5LL's position on the national question here. For tactical
reasons this difference was only communicated to Fry who expressed
partial agreement with it and agreed to submit it to the August IC
meeting. Fry considered however that there was a danger of capitu-
lation to the national bourgeoisie in it and pointed to a review of
'Freedom 3truggle', never published, by this author, in which there
had not been the usual simple sloganising but a posing of fundamental
political questions in a concrete fashion to the FIrovo rank and file.

fxpulsion

in due course the criticism of the 5LL was submitted and led to my
second and final expulsion by the JC for 'liquidationism into the
¥frovisional IRA' without the criticism even discussed at the meeting.
This author was prevented from defending his position at the Dublin
Leage Sranch meeting that weelk. '

WELTHER THE IRISI. SECTIOCI?

Looking at the press of the Irish section since August, one is shocked
at the fact that 80% of it consists of Workers' FPress reprints and

of the rest the material on the Iorth is simple phrase-mongery that
avoids the need for real struggle, while nothing is said of the
struggle of the Shop Stewards Committee against the ifational “age
Agreement in the South from whose activities the voice of the Jorkers'
League is noticeably absent. Jhile isolation, much of it directly
inspired from London, is intensified there is a reliance on inter-
minable cabaret shows for finance that now consumes all its activities.
There is taking place a headlong retreat into a world of photo-
montage fantasy, more and more removed from class activity. Already
half the cadre nucleus in Dublin has left and groups won from the
Official 3in Fein in Derry and Dublin rnust soon follow for they are
joining a sinking ship. Its lMational Secretary, though dedicated,

is not the type politically who is prepared to face :‘the consequences
of revolutionary integrity, especially when this leads one to
scrutinise the role of individual leaders. If the Workers' League
finally disintergrates, it will be a testament to the criminal
chauvinistic irresponsibility of the SLL towards the Irish
proletariat.

THE LWR AU'D TEE CGCRFI

Bven after the JLL faction's split, the LWR contimued to ask for a
further discussion with the SLL. Their letters were never answered.
This weakened them in 1971 greatly when the Pabloite IFG began to
intervene in and organise around their Dublin youth section who
joined in its majority with the revisionists and split from the L¥WR.
‘“he 'two-nations theory' of the LWR was obviously a major factor in
this but the failure of the SLL once again to intervene against the
USFI was also an important factor. iionetheless, this bitter
faction fight against the Fabloites, later the RMG, clarified many
question for the LWR leadership and helped them later grasp the
issues involved in the IC split. They contacted the OCI in April
1972 and attended the 2nd sessior of the XIC Ire-Conference in the
summer of 1972, later becoming a section of the OCRFI.
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Discussion

This article does not suggest that the OCI and the LWR possess a
monopoly of political wisdom (as others do) or that neither have
made mistakes in the past. The national question (e.g.) comes

in mind: Algeria and the OCI who have since analysed their 1958
mistake, while the LWR are struggling with their own national
problem so as to rectify ideological and absentionist errors
committed in the past. The most important thing is that the
national question like all questions is fully discussed with -
positions freely taken and fought for within the OCRFI whose

fight to make the OCRFI become the leading centre for the recon-
struction of the IFI is the sole rallying point for Trotskyists and
militants looking for a road to the FI. The pamphlet is being
published as part of the political discussion and clarification
leading to the Open Conference, itself crucial to the re-building
of the FI as the centralised 7orld Farty of Socialist Revolution.
It is directed in particular to members and international followers
of the 5LL which in its own country now talks about 'the end (!)

of the role of the 'lefts' in the Labour movement after the 1973

LF Conference' (#F, 6th Cctober, 1973}, thus overthrowing all the
teachings of Lenin and Trotsky on the Labour Party and moving to an
openly sectarian policy epitomised in the 'Transformation' (by decree,
outside the conditions of development of consciousness among the
masses) of the SLL into the fevolutionary Farty. The SLL's future
is in the melting-pot unless its ranks examine their history honestly
and change course before it's too late.

3
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ELECTION THOUGHTS
rirst let me make it clear that the following is no 'in depth' study
that can be used in a general sense., It is merely a fragment of
opinions expressed by some workers in a large engineering plant in
Jest London. If it has any value at all it lies in the fact that
unlike the opinions 'expressed' by people interviewed by the Capit~-
alist and 'Trotskyist' press it outlines the disjointed consciousness
of workers and some of their illusions - I would add that the plant
concerned (CAV Ltd., Acton ) had 'blacked' generators purchased by
the Company to reduce the effects on production of the 3-day week.
Also fears of large-scale sackings permeated the entire site.

Unlike the 1970 General Election when apathy was the dominant factor
- where many of the CAY workers couldn't distinguish between Labour
and Tory governments, the 1974 election was followed with interest,
this is not to say that no apathetic elements remained - they of
course did - in fact these elements had hardened into cynicism. =¥y
and large the workers wanted Labour back. The issues concerning
them most were prices, mortgage rates (many have houses), education
and rents. The EEC was also an issue which cropped up in discussions
- this had 'upped' food prices in most workers opinions. Some
believed that !'the Unions' had ruined the last Labour government,
that the fight against 'In Flace of Strife' had opened the door to
the Tories and their Industrial Kelations Act - a future Labour
Government must be given a fair crack of the whip.

Issues that Concerned Workers

The prices issue dominated all the discussions - some saying that
price controls had worked during the war, others felt that it was a
'fact of life' that food was no longer cheap, that Wilson had been
chucked out in 1970 on this single issue. Office staff considered
themselves let down by the Tories especially on the issue of
mortgage rates - their children were finding it impossible to
purchase a home of their own,. Council house tenants had endured
several rent increases since the Tories took power. Although many
expressed distrust of politicians in general, they nevertheless
wanted their grievances dealt with and the election speeches were
critically examined. “ut those reading the Wr bkecame despondent.
Everyone was a 'con merchant' or a traitor if they didn't live in
one of the 9 constituencies where the WRF was standing ~ they were
to vote Labour - but everything in the paper pointed to the futility
of such an exercise - the Revolution was clearly 'not on', the
Party had decided on the 'Feaceful Road to Socialism' [1l!

Attempts to Divide Members Fail

The FMiners' strike had affected the earnings of all the manual
workers - and this despite Management's  propaganda had not turned
them against the strikers - the most consistent message that
I'anagement received was '1 wouldn't go down a mine if I was paid
£100 per week' ! iad the lanagement's plans worked the shop
stewards committee would have been faced with a major split in the
membership. The Company had purchased several expensive generators
and the diesel fuel to run them - approximately one~third of the
work force would be employed on the 2 days when there was no power
available from the Grid - another third would be asked to come in
on these days to work in the dark without heat. This would have
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left about 1200 workers on a 3-day week. In line with its parent
Company (J. Lucas), CAY began a 'voluntary' redundancy campaign.
Mass meetings were convened and the demand - 40 hours work for all,
zlack the scab generators - was made and carried. Unity (with some
small cracks here and there) was maintained.

The Labour rarty slogan 'Back to work with Labour' therefore got a
good response from CAV workers and Nigel Spearing, Labours'
candidate, got a good audience one lunch hour outside the plant. He
challenged the Management to reveal its plans for the Acton site -
the local press echoing local traders fears for the future of the
giant plant gave the story front page coverage. Management's
interference with the Social Security payments for CAV workers also
increased the general excitement.

Class Nature Revealed

The knowledge that Joseph Lucas (CAV's parent company) annually paid
out £12,000 to Tory funds was a useful point in arguments about the
company's bias - workers who last year had received a miserly £2.29
site increase, which of course shrank after Income Tax, didn't
exactly love the Management when that was revealed via the Labour
Research: Information 5heet. Foremen, who were Tories (as many are),
found their political influence diminished since they, like the rest
of the staff, were drawing full salaries for doing precious little
on the two days workers were absent. The class nature of the situa-
tion revealed itself quite sharply.

tFPetty~“ourgecis' Zflements in the Factory

The few East Luropean elements had among them several landlords whose
Tory bias was a constant factor in CAV politics - a number of owner-
occupiers among the indigenous wor} force were also landlords - not
in the old sense but in having talen upon themselves a mortgage
(probably they were unable to find private or Council rented accommo-
dation) as manual workers they found the monthly payments a severe

burden - and thus had tenants to ease the payments - still others
were 'comfortably off' as workers go, having finished vpaymgnts for
their homes. The boom period has passed, but the products of massive

overtime and landlordism and the inevitable Spanish holidays have
left their mark - many of the individuals in this category, by no
means all of them skilled, made known their intention of voting
either Tory or Liberal - the support for the Liberals was something
new. It is often forgotten by Lefts (who preach impoverishment of
the masses) that in the South Bast of ingland many a man's wage is
supplemented by his wife's earnings, not a factor to be overlooked
when dealing with the economic effects of developments such as the
3-day week, Apart from 'overtime' some sections also perform wori
of an entirely different nature outside of the regular employment.
This then forms the economic basis of their petty-bourgeois opinions.
More extreme elements are in the main unable to communicate their
counter-revolutionary ideologies because of language difficulties

and find no political expression other than 'anti-unionism' but few
scab as in the past., Tears of redundancy because of age and

language difficulties have forced most to, reluctantly, join the
'"Communist' union. The Foremen and Assistant Foremen are either
right-wing Labour, pro-Jenkins 'who would make a good Prime Minister'
(although curiously they are anti-3E ) or Tories, few admitted to

be Liberal sympathisers.
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Zenn Speaks - YWorkers Listen
Labour gained most support prior to the polling day with the
Wedgewood ‘enn statement on fuel stocks - immediately people started
telling each other that there were tons of cocal in and around their
local power stations - one, of course, had to allow for exaggerations
- but intelligent individuals not %nown for wild statements were
saying quite clearly that even where the power stations concerned
had been out of usc for months 'Welsh mountains of coal had been
stock piled for over a year'. The generally acceptedconclusion was
that the Tories had deliberately planned to defeat the miners, that
the 3-day week, the 'Switch Something Off' campaign, and all the
hardships involved were the fault of :jeath and the Tories. The

fact that prosperous individuals were constantly preaching about the
'l'ational Interest' and the need 'to pull our belts in' also added
fuel to the flames. Juch was this feeling that a suggestion that

the factory should be occupied and all the power turned on (when it
was banned by fuel Regulations) began to receive popular support in
sone quarters. Fractical difficulties stopped this development - if
groups came in and the Frower was 'cut off' by the CECG- it would be
difficult to organise the occupation.

'iorkers rress! Antics

The WF could not make up its mind about the need for a Labour govern-

ment, which puzzled its readers. “he whole emphasis was on exposing
vabour as_ traitors, whereas the real 'exposure', they had been told,

would take place when Labour in power would have to attack the work-
ing class in order to manage capitalism in crisis, at the same time
the demands of the class would be put as their needs and aspirations

were being thwarted by their govermment. The conditions would then
be ripe for the Revolutionary Farty. Zut the WE seemed to concentrate

on its own activities in 9 constituencies - all the TU leaders were
rogues - all the 'Labourites' were traitors, assisting the Tories
who were (aj preparing for Civil Jar, {(b) going to Smash the Trade
Unions, (c) going to incorporate the TUs into the policemen of the
wtate,

from one day to the next the prospect became more confusing and
terrible - worse, it in no way corresponded with that which the most
advanced layers were thinking and saving. This meant, of course,
that unless CAV was an island divorced from the rest of the class
(remember, we were 'blacliting' generators to assist the miners), the
entire working class was unfit to carry out its historic task - only
the YRy and its 9 candidates could do anything - but of course what
they could do without the mass support of this same working class
was never disclosed. The paper began to be extremely difficult tc
sell, in 1969 more than 30 copies per day had been sold, now it was
a question of 5 (if the sellers turned up that is). TCenn's import-
ant speech had been attacked, there was no difference between 'lefts'
and 'rights' in the Labour Tarty - the workers in their overwhelming
majority wanted Labour back, but the matter was of 'no consequence'
~ the people who believed that there was no difference, in mair the
more cvnical and apathetic of the work force were strengthered by
the paper's antics (hardly material for revolutionary consciousness!)
The militants wanted Labour back, few had illusions that teverything
in the garden would be lovely', but they wanted the hated Industrial
Relations Act repealed and this Labour had promised to do; they
wanted 'out' from Burope and re-negotiation of the terms had
attached to it some form of public referendum. As for prices - the
Saturday 'Daily Kirror's' Shopping Clock had more effect than the
revolutionary press. .o the i/t appealed to the cynics who_would
probably abstain in the General ZTlection anyway. The most advanced
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layers were the most critical of the paper., At this time of
polarisation the I was very out of touch.

“irds of a Feather 5it Together!

“ut what really upset readers was the antics of Utephen Eammond, the
AP journalist who was the WRi candidate for Dunbartonshire Central -
his sitting at a platform with the Tories etc. really inflamed old
readers. iow can this happen, how can someone warn of Tory plans to
smash the Unions one day, then sit down with the class enemy the
next? The paper got ripped up, of course there was no answer to
this, tlhie man had openly stated that his main reason for standing
was to ermpose Jimmy Reid the Stalinist; the Tories seemed to be a
lesser evil, yet it was the Tories who were in power, the Stalinists,
like the WR¥, scemed all set to lose their deposits. Reid's
publicity seeking (Scottish Daily Xxwress marathon) etc., as well as
the IkG's talking to the bourgeois Fress {we do, you don't) had been
rightly condemned by the WPF but apparently this had all changed
becausce of the Jeneral Zlection. From this moment on I refused to
sell the wvapecr.

Jorkers Janted the Labour Governrient

30, despite the Wr's cooling-off towards supveort for Labour - the
workers were determined that they wanted a Lad»our government - the
rights wanted a social contract and attacked Scanlon's hints that it
didn't exist, the lefts wanted collective bargainring returned - they

wanted the epngineers' claim met in full, the overtime ban planned by
the 1'C wasn't enough, a .'ational strike was required, and that should
have been called in conjunction with the liiners' strike. lo-one
thought that the Liberals were a serious contender for power, the
point that they were 'neutral' not tied to Unions or Fig ITusiness

was not attractive to the workers. They had problems that needed
urgent action, putting things right means conflict, the problems

were more pressing than the fear of struggle. The Centre Foint
occupation was onc demonstration, one protest that did get the
workers' blessing - it underlined the class nature of private

property, homeless and inadequately housed people versus the proverty
owners and developers. 7The WF more or less dismissed it+as pointless.

Vating Habkits Change

When polling day came, a significant rnumber of workers had got up
earlier thar usual to go to the polling booth to vote. Cthers who

lived locally went in their lunch hour - generally votirg takes
nlace in the evening when one has settled down after a meal, this
explains the number of abstensions - but this phenomenon suggested

a nigh poll.

A Matter of Irdifference, or is it?
or oo luch, Too Late

The next few days were interrupted by the weekend aund the absence

of workers from the factory cn Monday and Tuesday (the 3-day week )
however, when they returned the feeling against ieath's hanging on
to power had angcered many, and even backward clements hinted that
the Queen was in cahoots with the Tories, yet the Wk scemed indiff-
erent to the colour of the next government! The line dramatically
changed, a demonstration was called to demand that the Tories get
out - trade unionists were invited to bring their banners - too late
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the Tories had already gone. Too carly - Trade unionists had to
go _to their branches (a) to _get permission to tale the banner, (b)
to collect it. esides not every branch held meetings on a Monday,

- result, a march whose objectives had already been achieved and no
TU banmners!

The policy now became clear, the WF had attacked reformism in order
to build it up - so it could be knocked down later, the 'left swing'
of the election (in fact more voted Tory than Labour, indeed more
voted ilational Front than ¥RF!) would pave the way for the Farty.

it is of course not 'left swings' based on votes but the specific
weight of the organised working class with a revolutionary leadership
that is decisive, but the WRF, as far as CAV is concerned, never
entered into the situation - they were millions of light years away.
There is a desperate need for the revoluticnary party based on the
Lth International Frogramme - the crisis of leadership is indeed the
over-riding probiem of this cpoch.

(For those who doubt the conclusions drawn in relation to the WF,
I suggest a study of the papers published during the period
February to March would be a most useful exercise. )

One worker, a reader for more than 3 years described the WF thus:

'Its like a nagging old woman sitting in the back seat cof
your car - the direction is wrong, so is the speed youre
travelling at - either too fast or too slow - nothing is
ever right, the trouble is that she herself can't drive'.

Another man told me -

'Tt's one thing to put demands on the Labour government

- that it keeps to it's manifesto - but to tell workers

that it will act as a Trojan horse for the Tories after
you're asked to vote for it only confuses them - somehow
your message about Reformist betrayal ends up in the reader's
mind that you (the WE seller) have somehow conned him into
voting Tory! '

People still look at my copy of the Wi, and apart from the 2 "IRF
miners votes, theywere singularly unimpressed -~ Hammond's vote
(52) was 'too many' in the opinion of many workers, the Stalinists
of course had a field day at the W2P's expense. Mot only had
Hammond sat with the class enemy, but also with Jimmy Reid as his
'main reason for standing' - had been thoroughly trounced for his
troubles.
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Objectively the defeat of the Conservative govearmment hns been the
most important achievement of the recent election. “The Conservative
tarty constitutes the main threat to the organised working class.
ihe Labour government, however fragile in parliamentary terms, has
the proven support of the mass of trade unionists. This was tested
at the polls, This government, elected by the working class, both
to defend living standards and make changes to specific legislation
is a frustration for the big bourgeoisie, which sought to force wages
down through the aggresive policies of the Conservatives. Tarties
and governments are not exactly identical with the class which they
represent. The Tories were found lacking in ability to hold down
the unions. It was inevitable under the quickly deteriorating
economic conditions of the past two years that the more vulnerable
sections of capital would be calling for alternatives to Heath's
patient attack. However, the important sections of Tritish capital
remained with Heath. The obvious and more deep-rooted swing to
Liberalism and nationalism revealed the rising frustrations and
nervousness among the petty bourgeoisie and professional layers.
Undoubtedly this move was provoked by the collapse of money values
and a consequent pressure on credit and salaries. "o section of the
important capitalists yet stands with this movement, In itself it
represents still a first reflex of those not immediately linked with
the working class, or with the strength of the big bourgeoisie.

in the main the organised working class, consisting of trade union
members, voted Labour., This was a confirmation not of a low level

of appreciation of the crisis of inflation but that the link between
Labour rarty and unions remains central to the political activity of
the working class. Amongst the working class there was no signifi-
cant move to other tendencies than the Labour Farty. %he tendency,
given voice by Fowell and the ational Front in Z“ritain, and by Craig
and Faisley in llorthern Ireland was supported by a small lumpen
element in the working class, as well as by the disoriented petty
bourgeois layers.

This was provoked in lMorthern Yreland by special conditions, in

an area where a Labour party has never been dominant. I Fritain a
clear distinction must be drawn between Powell and the ifational
“ront. Powell speaks for a section of the Conservative Farty which
has at least a link with the important bourgeoisie itself. The
Mational Front represents in embryonic form that movement of lumpen
and unorganised rabble which receives substance only when the
bourgeoisie backs it. The liational Front vote reveals that condi-
tions now allow the growth of such an anti-working class movement
on an enlarged scale. Despite this the lumpen element within the
working class itself remains unorganised.

During the period of Tory government after 1970 and especially
since the ¥entonville 5 incident, a working committee existed
between the FLF, the L¥, I/EC and the TUC. The trade union bureau-
cracy will undoubtedly work now with the Labour government to
restrain the actions of the unions. However, this is not the
decisive factor. The will of the bureaucracy is not simply
strengthened by a Labour government. Objectively, in terms of its
ability to organise freely and in terms of the pressure which can
be brought to bear on those who supposedly control the state, the
working class in returning Labour was strengthened.

W
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The programme of the Labour Farty contains pledges to repeal the
Industrial Jelations Act, the Housing Finance Act and certain other
laws. These pledges are a result of the fighting actions of the
workers over three years of Tory government. The pledge to repeal
these laws expresses the link the Labour Frarty has with the working
class, in practice.

Labour, as a reformist government, held within the bounds of capital-
ist property relations, will work in the general interest of capital-
ism. Objectively what this means in the period of the decline of
Sritish imperialism is an attack on the standards of workers and
intensified exploitation. Labour is a particularly bad tool for

this job, on behalf of the bourgeoisie. Labour is elected to fight
for the working class, its strength really lies in the support the
trade unionists give it. It can attempt to stall action by the
unions, but it has never successfully mounted a sustained attack on
the working class in the manner of Zaldwin, of Churchill and of imeath.
liot in the time of MacDonald, nor Atlee, nor #Wilson has it fully
satisfied the requirements of the bourgeoisie.

The new Wilson government, especially in view of its rarliamentary
fragility will attempt to buv off the most important sections of the
working class. In this it will not incur the total oppoosition of the
bourgeoisie. 1ot every industrialist has yet discarded the traditi-
onal Fritish methods of buying off the jmportant sections of workers
to disarm the class as a whole. e must not forget the 'financial
deal' which was recently offered to the miners, albeit by a cranky
accountant. It is certain that the real odjective base for such a
‘conciliatory' approach - the reserves of imperialism - have largely
vanished, but consciousness, even that of the bourgeoisie, changes
more slowly. Before turning to fascist alternatives the bourgeoisie
has to learn its own weakness, just as the working class its strength.

{ithin this unresolved situation by no means all support will be
denied Wilson by the bourgeoisie. Ienn and Foot have not been made
ministers to 'expose themselves' but to placate the unions. This
irvolves, starting with the extreme contrast between Labour and
Tories over the miners wage claim, granting real concessions to the
working class. liot that this can go very far. It must be noted
that Prentice and Jenkins, the wing of the Labour Farty most concer-
ned with holding back the class struggle, have suffered effective
demotions in the Cabinet,

Ye aren't confusing the reformists' intentions with their actions at
all. We are simply poirting out that the Labour rarty, in Farliament,
is not simply a gang of villains determined to drain every last

penny from the people who voted them in. At this stage, where

Labour has overwhelming support from the working class we look at

the differences in the government as reflections of the crisis of

leadership. The left reformists are more responsive to the neceds of
the unions than irentice or Jenkins. This doesn't mean they can

fulfil these needs bt their limitations can only be tested in
practice by the actions of Trotskyists within the mass movement .
The isolation of the WRlF from events in the Labour Frarty make the
shrill verbal attacks of Wi on iZenn even more empty. iord Chalfont
can attack the WrRF in the Times, from a base in the LF, largely
because the Trotskyists have no access to the tribunes of the mass
party themseclives.
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The Labour ministers are already beginning to present signs of

their own impotence before the capitalist crisis. shirley Williams
very soon announced she couldn't hold prices down. 3Some sort of
prices and incomes policy is therefore inevitable. ¥Yut in this
situation to shout that Labour is preparing to attack workers' living

standards is to miss the point. Wilson is not Jeath. The Industrial
nelations Act is useless to a reformist government, indeed JJilson is
pledged in the Queen's Speech, to its repeal within a year. Obvious-

1y he, and Williams, are caught between the continuing (more wage
claims have recently been announced) demands of the Unions, and the
demands of the bosses. In this situation the TUC leaders as they
were from 1966-70, are directly linked with the Labour government.

Tt is here that JTilson is more vulnerable and where demands for the
carrying out of a basic programme in defence of living standards,
linked with the actions of the workers themselves, become central.
Len lurray has offered Wilson a ‘voluntary' wage restraint if certain
actions, like repealing the Industrial Relations Act, are undertaken.
Frevious bulletins have taken up the spurious charges of 'corporatism'
made against the TUC leaders in Wk, but we can add here that if
Murray were indeed a 'dedicated corporatist' he would hardly be
demanding the repeal of the IR Act. In fact the TUC approach does
reveal the desperate attempts of the union bureaucracy to 'by-pass'
the class struggle, but also the fact that the laws of iHeath are an
anathema for reformists. 1n the time of Barbara Castlds  'In Flace
of Strife' it was the TUC which transmitted the overwhelming object~
ion of trade unions to the Jilson government.

‘Jhen the Labour Farty, as a national organisation, was founded,
between 1918 and 1921, the trades unions financed it and its policies
were intended to express their general interests. The Councils of
Action, which in large part prevented the armed intervention of
Sritain in Russia, were composed of representatives from both unions
and Farty. Many of the Labour ministers in R. lMacDonalds pre-war
government were ex-union bureaucrats. The betrayal of the 1926
General Strike was carried out by a united action of MacDonald and
Henderson in rarliament and the TUC leaders.

The repeal or neutralising of reactionary laws like the Taff Vale
judgement and the Osborne judgement was equally the work' of Labour
'EF's and trade unions. The Labour Farty has been unthinkable without
its link with the unions. The Tracde Unions and Labour Farty reform-
ist leaderships have been responsitle for the biggest betrayals the
British working class has experienced. Yet through them both the
workers have voiced and won demands for better wages, repeal of laws,
education and health services and attempted to control the state.

The Labour Party exists to control Farliament. The working class and
the trade unions have an interest in Farliament which remains the
central organ of the bourgeois state in Sritainr and the highest
tribune. . Especially at times when the bourgeoisie turns to fight
and defeat the advanced, most class conscious layers of the working
class, as is the case with the ileath government, does the need for
a Labour government become an important and clear need for the
workers. At such times, especially in the pre—l924 period, 1945

and today, the Labour Farty Frogramme expresses, in weakened and
muted fashion, the demands of the working class and the needs of the
unions. These needs and demands are always specific and never
generalised into calls for a 'socialist programme'. Such calls on
the Labour leaders ignore the fact that the opposition of the
‘reformist leaders to the will to power of the working class does not
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extend to every demand, every action of the militant workers. The
Labour leaders are caught very concretely in the contradictions of
their own politics. ¥n order to exist as leadersof the workers'
movement they do repeal laws, grant wage increases, increase taxes
on the rich, nationalise property. They do this in order to emascu-
late the groping of the workers to State power.

Trotskyists must not counterpose 'socialism' or a 'socialist
programme' against the steps taken by the reformists in order to
expose them. Ve must counterpose the immediate needs of the workers
movement to the actions of the reformists, eswmecially where the
Labour government has already pledged itself to action on behalf of
the workers, as this Wilson government has. The Labour Frarty mani-
festo promises nationalisations in particular of the land. owever,
the most urgent aspects of the manifesto and the Queen's Speech,
which expounded Wilson's intended programme for the next year are

those which affect standards and rights directly. IEspecially
important are the freeze on rents and any subsidies on food. Also

the abolition of the Industrial Relations Act. The “ilson government
must be defended against the Tories unconditionaily. The Trotskyist
must, in order to advance the whole class past its reformist leaders,
not demand wholesale nationalisations as a test of Wilson, but
demand the release of the Shrewsbhury building workers, the breaking
up of the police anti-picliet squads, a permanent freeze on rents and
other measures whick can be fought for as an immediate object of the
workers movement. At a certain stage, when state power itself is
brought into question, along with the private ownership of property,
nationalisation becomes a pertinent, concrete demand to place on a
government of a working class party.

1

The British working class has, through the miners, stood up to the
state and brought down the Zeath government at the polls. It has
definite expectations of 7Jilson. Under these circumstances how wrong
it is to raise demands for immediate nationalisations to propagandis-
tically conterpose 'socialism' to the measures proposed by Wilson.
Ty does Wilson do things like freezing rerts? Obviously this was
nct the aim of the bourgeoisie which was represented by Heath. llo
sign of relief at the vent freeze teing a further |attack on workers'!
standards' has emerged in the capitalist press., “hy not? Tecause the
bourgeoisie knows that ilson is being forced to accede to the more
urgent needs of the worlzing class through the fighting spirit of
trade unionists. The election has produced an unstable situation
in rarliamentary terms, but for the first time since 1970 the govern-
ment claims to represent working people. ZHow much it does this or
not depends primarily on the strength cof the working class itself.
Like it or not, Yeath was in retreat before the unions. e knew
what was necessary to have a state strong enough to decisively

defeat the unions but he hadn't, in the last resort, the nerve. This
hesitancy on the part of licath, who sct un an apparatus, but never
really used it, reflects a hesitancy on the part of the whole

Gritish bourgecisie. The last such similar confontation with the
union movement was of course in 1926, sut the bvalance of forces
today is far more favourable to the working class. Under these
conditions it is more difficult, not less, for Wilson to sell out

the workers than it was for R. l:acDonald.

The last Wilson government from 1964 to 1970 did try to exert
pressure on the worting class, but it was an entirely different
kind of pressure from that of iJeath. Wilson will exploit the
relationship between the Labour Farty and unions to exert pressure
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inside the workers movement. This is the special virtue of reform-
ism for the bourgeaoisie. Only in extraordinary circumstances do

the reformists line up with the state against the whole working class.
Even renegades lilte the Germans Scheidemann, Ebert and l‘orke,
responsible for the deaths of Rosa Luxemburg and Leibknecht had to

go outside the state to achieve it. “hen Heath was in office the

TUC offered to consider the miners as a special case and stall other
wage claims. rieath declined. “/ilson acceded to the miners through
the auspices of liichael Foot as soon as he came to office. Why?
ecause the power base of the TUC and Labour Farty bureaucracy exists
through a complicated series of relationships inside the workers'
movement. In order to maintain control of this movement Wilson will,
on more occasions, accede where he cannot prevent the working class
taking action. OJo long as this is possible within the bounds of
capitalist property relations. This is the way reformism works.

Reforms are never excluded in the class struggle. The Left MF's
especially, like Yenn, have a stake in actually fighting for reforms.
The class struggle can never be 'reformed' out of capitalism, this

is the problem for such people, but we must insist: not every single
act they make is an attack on the worlers. Tenn especially may
attempt to hinder what he regards as certain harmful traits of

capitalism by the 'intelligent use' of the bourgeois state. He is
doomed to failure. Ve must have no illusions in Zenn, but if we

turn him into an outright traitor before his time we cannot ourselves
make a link with those advanced workers who support peovple like him,
Unfortunately perhaps for the WP, the working class is not all simul-
taneously at the same level of consciousness. Iien and women who vote
together, strike together and fight together, support different
elements of the Labour movements. Resolutions have been made by
workers who had illusions in the most right-wing reformists. Zxztreme
right wingers found themselves at the head of movements they were
unable to prevent. This period, after the election, is no exception.
it's as well to remember also that those TUC leaders, Feather and so
on, branded as 'corporatists' over a whole period by Wr were precisely
the people who were forced at the time of the Fentonville 5 incident
to call a General Strike.

It is possible to strike blows at the bourgeoisie without seizing
state power and taking over all property. The programme of the
Yilson government, if implemented will allow the unions to fight more
freely and hinder some aspects of economic war against the working
class. It is the work of the Trotskyists to promote this programme
by extending its points into campaigns of action within the workers '
movement. Thus when Penn tallrs of the need to open the monopolies'
accounts to inspection we insist on inspection by workers' represen-
tatives. Thus when a temporary freeze on rents is announced we

fight for a permanent controlled level, related to the cost of living.
Whenever we counterpose a demand to the programme of Wilson we must
ask: does it offer an immediate, practical step forward for the
working class or is it outside of that step forward?

Jhilst we carnot say crudely that left social democrats are
produced directly when there is an upswing in the class struggle
the Labour Farty leaders do feel the nced to relate their policies
and what they say to the existing level of consciousness in the
working class, in order to stay as a leadership.
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T thoe Tranaitjonal Trogramme, Trotsky uvutlines that the actions and
consciousness of the working class must develop up to a specific
point through its existing organisations. In Fritain this means
overwhelmingly the Labour Party. iIn the demand of the miners for a
Labour govermmnent, in the way in which the ASLEF rank and file
acceded to Juckton's calling off the one-day stri%es in favour of
Wilson, this was clear. liot for a minute do we expect the Labour
party to be pushed by the workers into becoming a revolutionary
party. Dut at this moment the workers are not asking Wilson to be

a revolutionary, because a maximum revolutionary programme is not at
all the immediate precondition for taking steps forward. In fact

the workers want Wilson to carry out certain definite measures against

the bourgcoisie, which they know are essential to defend the unions

and allow struggle to continue. The working class is not blind, but
it advances not through conceptions of 'programmes' but through its

xperience of the real stages of struggle.

For : the programme of reformism and the Labour rarty on the one
hand and the 'Trotskyist programme' and the WRI on the other are
mutually exclusive. ™hat does the Transitional rrogramme actually
say?

'The Jourth International does not discard the programme
of the old 'minimal' demands to the degree to which
these have preserved at least part of their vital
forcefulness',

The Communist lianifesto deals with this in another way -

'in what relaticn do the Communists stand to the
proletarians as a whole?

The Communists do not form a separate party opposed
to other working class parties.

They have no interests separate and apart from those
of the proletariat as a whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their
ownn, by which to shape and mould the proletarian
movement.

The Communists fight for the attainment of the
immediate aims, for the enforcement of the momentary
interests of the working class; but in the movement
of the present, they also represent and take care of
the future of that movement.'

Letween Marx and Trotsky there exists a unity of purpose: that to
advance concretely the struggle against the bourgeoisie the
Communists identify themselves with the ‘'immediate aims', the
'momentary interests', the struggle of the workers at every stage.
Lven when it flows through a reformist party, even when it expresses
itself in the prograrme of the Labour Party, and hopefully, in the
Labour government - so long as that programme preserves at least
part of 'its vital forcefulness'.

The WRF cadres, the leadership, the newspaper, must take what is
valid for the working class from the programme of Wilson and fight
in the working class -~ the Labour Party and trade unicns, for its
implementation. All the time it can then link itself with the real,




24,

subjective consciousness of the class. In counterposing the 'socialist
programme' to Wilson WF counterposes itself to the aspirations and
outlook of the vast majority of workers. This is the reason for the
low votes given to JRF candidates in the election. They were

actually moving against the direction of the majority of workers, who
voted Labour to defeat hHeath.

Verbally the WF editorials may look the same as the approach of
Marx and Trotsky - workers must vote Labour® but only in order to
expose' the reformists. This leads to an ultimatistic isolation of
all the “RF cadres from the developing vanguard in the unions. HMore
dangerously it places the main attack of the Trotskyists against the
reformists and allows no united action with those workers who still
have illusions in Wilson or Tenn or Foot. A journalistic comparison
between what the Trotskyists would do if we were the leadership of
the working class and what Wilson is doing does not advance the
fight against the ruling class one step and therefore makes no gains
for the revolutionary party.

Recently WF has placed the two approaches, that of larx and Trotsky,
and that of . Healy side by side. Thus in the same article we find
a call for Labour to implement its minimum programme {a correct
demand), with a demand that Wilson adopts a ... 'socialist programme'
and attempts wholesale nationalisations as a precondition to advanc-
ing another step. This juxtaposition is a hypocrisy. The positions
must be clarified. Zither take the methods of the Transitional
Frogramme, in which case it is necessary to immediately rejoin the
ranks of the Labour Farty, in which we fought for twenty years, and
to build campaigns which ‘filson cannot evade, seeking to unite the
whole movement; or follow the 'socialist programme' demand to its
practical conclusion, which means increasing isolation from the
living changes in working class consciousness and results in actions
like 3tephen Harmmond attacking a Cr member and a LF member from the
same platform as a Tory.

The recent 'Open Letter ' to members of the lL.abour Farty,  unfortunat-
ely addressed to no tendency, no recognizeable leaders, no platform,
reveals clearly the criminal separation from the increasingly class
conscious current running through the Labour Farty. After a series
of generalisations Gale proposes in real terms nodefinite actions,

no reason why Labour Farty members should listen to him. Instead

all we find is a promise of Wxr support (from outside the LP!) if
scmehow miraculously a few of the soldiers inside Jilson's Trojan
Horse decide to fight for a 're-call conference'.

The real issue is not on the level of the 'reformist programme'
versus the 'socialist programme' seen as ideological opposites,

The real issue is - what steps must Wilson, as the elected represen-
tative of the working class, take, in order to remove the laws of

I.eath, to defend our living standards. Contrary to the "t
'socialist programme' the Trotskyist Transitional Frogramme, is, in
every sentence, a programme of action for the workers. It is our

task to propose and organise this programme of action in the Labour
Party and trade unions, to force home the revolutionary implications
contained even in some parts of the Labour Farty 1974 lianifesto.
Foint 5 for example, pledges Wilson to 'Repeal the Housing Finance
Act, and give back to local authorities the right to fix rents

which do not make a profit out of their tenants,'

(33
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It 43 on points like +hig that workers voted Labour. “YF has
cousistently counterposed 'socialist! nationalisation of the land

to 'reformist' demands like Foint 5. Yet the immediate necessary
step to defend council tenants etc., is Foint 5. Workers will
compare the actions of Wilson not with immediate natioralisations
but with Foint 5 which they voted for. A whole campaign can be
mounted by the Trotskyists for the implementation of Foint 5, if
Wilson falters, with constituency LF's, union branches, Labour bi's
and councillors called on to support .it. This way not only the
Wilson government but all levels of the Labour Farty would be tested
in practice in front of those concerncd - this way the ability of
the Wi to fight for the real needs ('the attainment of the immediate
aims') of the woirkers will be proven and the struggle for leadership
take a real step.

To ask Wilson to accept a 'socialist programme' which finds no

reflection in the struggle or consciousness of the mass of workers
will not advance the class on the road to power. Therefore such a
demand cannot help the WRF to win the leadership in this struggle.

The German il¥D, in the 20's and 30's claimed the leadership of the
working class by right, however thke German workers did not agree and
a large pronortion continued to support the SED. So long as the

X¥D could not reach them by common demands and by advancing the
struggle it could not win the majority of workers to its banner.

The “WR¥ must turn to the working class, through the Labour rarty,
before the working class can turn to the "RE. e must organise
campaigns in the Labour rarty and unions on the outstanding problems
facing the workers movement, especially rents, prices and reactionary
laws. 'We cannot fight for Wilson to adopt as policy measures like
the Sliding scale of Wages and Jours if we cannot take the lead in
the day-to-day battles of the class ourselves. Action within the
ranks of the Labour Party is unavoidable for the WRF if it means to
achieve its aims. The working class took decades to build the
Labour rarty and it has not, and will not, reject it automatically
because of its complicity in propping up capitalism. The ability

of the vJilson leadership, again in Government to carry out wholesale
reforms is even weaker now than in 1964-7C, however this is the
wrong comparison to make (see J. Gales series on Labour Government,
1964-70). The working class now sees Labour as the only party
capable of acting in its defence against the Tories. At this

moment this estimation is correct, if only because it has no other
political party.

The Labour rarty contains in its pregramme, pledges to reveal the
Industrial Relations Act, and to control inflation. These demands
are a response to the pressure of the workers, just as the complete
withdrawal of 'in Flace of Strife' by B. Castle was. Lil‘ewise the
unions attempted to pressure Ileath into withdrawing the Industrial
Kelations Act, with absolutely no success. This must be seen as

a measure of the difference between lL.abour and Tories. The Labour
rarty cannot escape, and must respond to, its base in the trade
unions and therefore is an inefficient tool for the capitalists.
Reformists are an element within the working class movement.
Wilson must respond (within the bounds of capitalist property
relations) to the demands of the workers if he is to remain at
their head. The trade unions in “ritain support only the Labour
rarty electorally and financially, in this ritain is largely
unique. Thus men like Heffer and LFenn, now ministers, are drawn
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to take stands on the bLattles of workers, in unions,; against the
bosses. enn spoke clearly in suppust of the UCS 'work-in', against
the yard-owners. effer was connected with the fight against the
lump in the building industry. Iany millions of workers, trade
unionists have illusions in men like Tenn and Jeffer. To unite the
class behind Labour's programme, as WF has claimed to want to do,
means in fact a principled approach to this layer. What then is to
be made of an approach which attacks Wilson before the Tories, and
the Labour lefts and Stalinists before Wilson? We estimate the
consistently active membership of the Labour Party to be upwards of
200,000, 1is the whole approach of the WRF to this layer, many of
whom are shop stewards, class conscious workers, to be counted as
the 'Open Letter' of J. Gale in WP? In practice these 200,000
members (£00,000 card-holding members) arc inseparable from the
politics of reformism which dominate the trade unions. If we, the
Trotskyists, cannot make approaches to them, then we cannot conceive
of winning the leadership of the union members as a whole.

In Britain the Labour Farty and unions act as a class front, behind
reformist politics, for the working class. To fight in the unions
on a programme of political demands, however minimal, means to

bring into question the link between the dominant section of union
members and the Labour Party, to whom many pay a levy and for whom
70y vote. The WRF, however large, comparatively to now, it may grow,
cannot break the working class, the trade unions from reformism if
it does not work within the organization of the Labour Farty, to
reach its class conscious layer, to expose Wilson in practice. The
perspective is not one of entry work to transform the Labour rarty,
but to test it, by its own criteria, to the limit, for workers to

see how far its programme and organisation will go in fighting
capitalism. These of us who work around the 'Bulletin' work as
Trotskyists in the Labour rarty. YWe support, in a principled fashion,
those actions and policies of the leacders which tend to unite the
working class and attack the bourgeoisie, and we oppose all policies
and actions which work in the other direction. This must become the
approach of the Jorkers Press.

The Wilson government appears to be fragile and at the mercy of
»eath, Thorpe and ¥aisley. In parliamentary terms this is true. But
it has come out of an offensive by the working class internationally.
Zdward iieath, desperately trying to prepare a state strong
enough to fight the unions, passing laws he was unable to use, was
in retreat before this offensive. The British bourgeoisie is divided,
however much WP plays it down. The attack by ZIdward du Cann on
death, the departure of Fowell, the vacillations of Campbell
Adamson, director of the C3I, reveal the crisis within its ranks.
It is - in this situation #ilson has been elected. Nothing remains
static. As vet Wilson has neither satisfied the needs of the
workers, nor can he, but at the same time he is incapable of
attacking the working class consistently. The Yilson government
was elected by the working class, they continue to support it, and
will do if it can hold back the offensive of the ruling class.
The weakest point in the whole working class is, at present, the
Wilson leadership of the Labour Party, but if it refuses to attack
the bosses, state or private property it must go farther than it
intends to hold onto the leadership at all.

The 1IUM leaders, especially Gormley and McGahey reveal how this
process operates. DPMcGahey, an old Stalinist, reflected the level
of consciousness of his members when he spoke of approaching the

r
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troops. Gormley nore than once spoke of bringing down the Tories,
and even of a General wtrike. TP approaches these things in
entirely the wrong way. ‘hen the leaders say such things we must

endorse them, this way they really are called on to follow their
words in action. The way in which the MUM leaders were forced to
fight for the full claim and various Labour leaders to back the
claim reveals how far even bureaucrats will go to hang on as such.

fhat the miners did to Gormley and Foot, we, the Trotskyists must
attempt to do to Wilson. OUnly along that road lies the exposure
and final defeat of reformism.
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WORKERS FREDS AND TEE LAROUR GOVERNNEUT

'That reformism is the worst brake on historic
development and that the social democracy is doomed
to failure - this is ARC to us. Fut the ALC alone
does not suffice ... the candle burns most brightly
before it goes out ... we must take the resultant
political situation as it is, without creating any
illusions. Of course, we always remain true to
ourselves and to our banner; always and under all
circumstances we say who we are, what we want and
where we are going. Iut we cannot force our pro-
gramme upon the masses mechanically'

(Trotsky - Our Fresent Tasks
7th Nov. 1933)

In our first two bulletins, we illustrated how the ¥Ri has cut itself
off from the real movement of the working class, even going so far as
to abstain from the fight for a Labour government. In this third
bulletin we will examine the WRE's record up to the vote on the Queen's
speech.

On Tuesday, 5th karch, the day after Wilson became rremier, the

WRr headline read 'Squatter HZeath Goes' (Although the lead article
was not brought up to date in many places and talks of death 'Defying
the Verdict of the Electorate') and proceeds to present the maximum
programme of the socialist revolution as an ultimatum: '‘Labour must
stand or fall on the introduction of socialist policies demanded by
the working class to defend it from the unprecedented economic crisis'
going on to enumerate nationalisation without compensation etc.

i'ow the only conclusion to be drawn from this statement is that if
Wilson does not legislate the socialist revolution , then as far as
the WRF is concerned, it can 'fall' - presumably with the WRF parti-
cipating in the death blow. 2ut what is the measure of the 'Vote for
socialist policies demanded by the working class'? - only the
miniscule vote for the WRF candidates! The fact remains that the bulk
of the woriting class voted for the Labour Farty, and it would be
sheer self-delusion to believe that it did so while subscribing to

the programme of the socialist revolution advanced by the TR¥.

To approach a worker saying 'Wiilson betrays because he does not carry
out revolutionary policies' will only provoke the reply '“ut I don't
want a revolution - all I want is to defend my standard of living,
which is what Labour will try to do'. The WRP is doing precisely
what Trotsky warned against above - forcing a maximum programme upon
the working class. The task before HMarxists is to show the working
class that these reformist policies are inadequate and that means
being in the forefront of the struggle to force Jilson to implement
them: Trotsky continues:

'You socjalist workers ... hope not only to save what
has been gained but also to move forward along the
road of democracy. Good! as long as we have not
convinced you and attracted you to our side, we are
.ready to follow this road with you to the end. Iut
we demand that you carry on this struggle for demo-
cracy not in words but in deeds. Everybody admits =~
each in his own way - that in the present conditions
a 'strong government' is necessary. Well then, make
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your party open un a real struggle for a strong
democratic government ... we TFolsheviks would retain
the right to explain to the workers the insufficiency
of democratic slogans: we could not take upon our-
selves the political responsibility for the social
democratic government; but we would honestly help you
in the struggle for such a government; together with
yvou we would repel all attacks of bourgeois reaction.
irore than that, we would bind ourselves before you

not to undertake any revolutionary actions that go
beyond the limits of democracy {Real democracy) S0
iong as the majority of the workers has not conscious-
ly placed itself on the side of the revolutionary
dictatorship ... the more serious and thoughtful, the
less noisy and boastful the character of the work, the
sooner we will gain the confidence of the proletariat
beginning with the youth, and the surer it will lead
to victory'.

411 comrades are urged to read this work - Trotsky is here talking
about the defence of democracy against fascism and the demands are
appropriate to that situation - a situation which the WRY¥ character-
ises as prevailing at the time of the election (military coups etc.)
“le do not accept that characterisation, and do not believe the YRk
believes it either, otherwise its demand would be along the lines
traced by Trotsky in this article. "hat is important here bowever,

is the approach to the working class. e insists that larxists

fight with the working class to return their party, and also to
defend that party against the bourgeoisie; to be in the forefront of
the struggle to involve the working class in demanding that social
democracy carry out its programme. Only in this way are the revolu-
tionaries seen to be the ones seriously fighting to defend the working
class - only thus will workers be won to revolutionary politics
(consciously place themselves on the side of the revolutionary
dictatorship) - and only then can revolutionary actions be undertaken,
Jas Trotsky's statement a concession to reformism? - On the contrary,
this is the only way to break workers from social democracy.

Did the JRE leadership draw on this period of the nlovement's history?
They did precisely the opposite! As we have seen, they are

prepared to bring down the Labour government in conditions where only
a Tory or coalition goverrment could replace it. The importance of
the return of a Labour government for millions of workers is that in
their eyes it creates wmore favourable opportunities for gaining
nartial reforms and advancing the wages struggle. Revolutionaries
must talke into account this mass movement with all its illusions,
and be at the forefront of the struggle to prevent the Tories and
Liberals combining to bring Labour down. This is how to win the
respect and eventually, the support of workers still tied to the
policies of reformism. And it does not in the least involve any
concessions to bureaucracy, either right or left. “t is therefore
necessary that if Labour is to fall in Farliament, it must be on an
jssue or series of issucs behind which can be rallied the entire
Labour movement for its return on a massive scale in the election
that would almost certainly follow. And if, with the connivance

of the Falace, the Tories and Liberal repeat their intrigues of

1st andc2nd liarch, then the demand must be put on the TUC for a
general strike to bloc the formation of a iiberal-Tory coalition.
he JRF must have a strategy, a policy and tactics for preventing
the return of the Tories! This is the road to breaking the workers
from reformism. Sut the WRE offers something rather different.
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‘Their basic right to work -

'vJe have urged the immediate founding of councils of
action in all areas to support the occupations and to
fight for policies of nationalisation without compen-
sation and under workers control. To all trade
unionists and Labour supporters we have addressed a
special appeal: demand an emergency national confer-
ence of the Labour party to adopt a socialist progr-
amme to meet the economic crisis'

Workers have been 'called on' to create dual power - a revolutionary
situation!! The 'Gpecial Appeal' went no further than the pages of
Workers kress - no approach was made to the trade unions and lLabour
party, and in any case, the demands are irrelevant to the mood and
thinking of the working class and the political situation. Further-
more, the Wr puts forward the same demands under a Labour government
that it did under the Tory government! Mothing has changed! The
Stock Exchange plunges to its lowest level for six years, the Labour
movement has brought down a Tory government, elected a reformist

government - and nothing has changed!

(March) '
The lead article on dednesday 6th, by A. Mitchell, began - 'The newly
formed Labour government has a clear mandate from the Labour and Trade
anion movement. It must immediately repeal the Industrial Relations
Act, the Housing Finance Act, the state Fay Laws and its two corpora-
tist offshoots, the Fay Board and the }rices Commission'. ITn other

words, carry out its programme (why we should demand of corporatists,
i.e. fascists, that they should repeal 'corporatist offshoots' is not
explained) This apparent about-turn is even more surprising in view
of the same writer's characterisation the previous day of the
'Explicitly Tory terms of the Labour document'. 3But in fact nothing
had changed - Kitchell goes on to demand that the Trojan horse - to
which we shall return later - call a national conference to vote on
the socialist revolution. It was in fact a purely verbal adaptation
to the working class - tailending, not participating and leading.
There was no call to the trade union leaderships to mobilise their
members for the implementation of Labour's minimum programme, just
the diversion of a Labour party conference, and what is the purpose
of such a conference - it could only be a debate with the bureaucracy
about revolution - a debate which the bureaucracy would win, and
because the WA’ has abandoned the entry tactic, the WRY would not
even be able to participate! More importantly, by refusing to call
for the mobilisation of the working class for the implementation of
Labour's minimum programme, the WF supplements the bureaucracy and
allows it to manoeuvre with the Tories; and if such a manoeuvre comes
off in the sense that the life of the Labour government is extended,
Wilson's standing in the working class is enhanced, not diminished.

Gn Thurday 7th Mar, answering his own gquestion 'Ils Wilson's govern-—
ment to be a Tory Trojan horse?' A. Mitchell declares 'It seems clear
that the answer is Yes. riow else can you explain ... (that) PN
yesterday for the second consecutive day, the pound and shares
gained on the markets.! 1ow the previous day Shirley Wwilliams had
announced food subsidies, and the Stock Exchange, depicted in WEF as
enthusiastic supporters of the Tory Trojan horse, responded with ...
a slide of 11.7 points. The Stock Exchange is now at a lower level
than at any time in the history of the Tory government. Mitchell's
statement is a blatent lie, concocted in order to bolster a false
political line - namely that big business is as keen a supporter of
the Labour government as it had been of Heath's. The subsidies are
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quite correctly attacked by Illammond, who however, gocs on to say that
‘the working class must reject them' in favour of the nationalisation
of the food industry under workers' control and without compcensation.
'Reject' - but how? “Jhether H*Hammond likes it or not, we have a
Labour government which was not elected on the policy outlined by him,
but on the reformist policy of food subsidies. It is not there a
question of 'rejecting' subsidies in favour of nationalisation

(which is simply counterposing the minimum reformist programme to the
maximum programme of the WRi), but of finding a road to the millions

of workers, housewives and others desperate for action on prices.

What is required is a set of transitional demands, not the maximalist
ultimatum. 7The demand to be raised is the opening of the books of

the food monopolies, their inspection by elected committees of workers
drawn from the mass workers' organisation - LI, Trade unions, Co-ops
etc., together with housewives and old age pensioners etc.
Frofessional and trained people sympathetic to the workers' movement
rlust be involved in the drawing up of a national plan for the food and
allied industries. As the struggle for such a plan develops as part
of the broader struggle against the employers, the demand can then be
raised for workers' control over the food industry, as the preparatory
step to nationalisation., All this is to be found in the Transitional
Programme of the Fourth international. lut not in the Jorkers Fress.
The WiP isolates itself with its maximum programme. The subsidics
pledge won coitsiderable support for the government - but not where
Mitchell fabtricated it - in Threadneedle >Street.

A new page of squalid opportunism was also opened on the 7th March.
After contenting itself for weeks with the State Prosecutor's state-
ments, and abstaining from, when rot actually condemning, the campaign
in the working class (see Bulletin '0.1) the editorial suddenly
demanded 'Release the Shrewsbury 6'. It is not the call that is wrong,
but the cynical way their case was only taken up to attack the Labour
governrient. The cditorial rounds off 'A mighty campaign must now be
launched' (by whom? through what organisations? the paper is silert
on these questions) 'to release the 6 and implement the election
programme', The points of which are then enumerated; but this is

then vitiated by the ultra-left demand to 'disband the standing army
and the police'. I'ow what approaches have been made, and to whom, for
such a 'mighty campaign'? It is clear none have in, fact been made -
again it is Jjust a verbal accommodation to the working class - which
makes it all the more cynical. As to the demand to disband the Army,
this is a demand proper only to a revolutionary situation - which
paradoxically is analysed by Trotsky in a reprinted article in the same
issue. We urge all comrades to re-read this article and compare it
with the light-headed nounsense in the Political Committec statement
printed the next day, Friday 8th March.

Furporting to examine 'the lMiners Strike: the Lessons', the state-
ment only emphasises the secatrianism of the WRF. It speaks of

'the corporatist conspiracy bvetween Hdeath and the TUC leaders' (which
we examined in Zulletin 1) and the threat of military-police
dictatorship - in fact, if Feath was to stage a military coup, it
would have been on 2nd lMarch - but of course, his triumphant entry

in the tanks turned out to be his dejected departure in a pantechnicon.
It then goes on to claim that 'the election of Labour is the culmin-
ation of a mass movement to the left in the worliing class unprece-
dented even in 1G46'. Apart from the fact that the vear is wrong, it
is this totally wrong idealisation of the working class which presents
serious dangers. In fact, Labour's percentage of the vote dropped

to the lowest in vears - flabby sectiors of working class and a

large layer of the petty bourgeoisie turncd toward the Liberals.
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To procced from this wrong analysis leads to the conclusion, as
vacuous as it is bombastic, 'It is a negation of Chartism on a higher
political level'. Iennard too reached a new low in obscenity with a
Private-Eye type montage of a police horse defecating FHeatli. Does
this mean that the police ousted Heath and not the working class? -
some 'negation of Chartism on a higher political level'! And of
course, the lesson of the miners' strike is to call an emergency
national conference ....

Cn the 12th Mar, the editorial conceded 'Cf course, sections of

workers will have illusions in the Jilson government ... but this is
only one side of the development of the working class. The other

side is the mobilisation of its enormous class strength, which will
be intensified now that the miners have opened the door to other
workers to fight on wages ... the task of revolutionaries is to
separate this development of working class strength from illusions in
the Labour government or in its 'left' face represented by Foot,
deffer, Orme and Company'. Precisely, but how? 'Our answer is to
insist, and prove in practice, that despite Labour's election success,
Toryism will never be out of power until a real socialist government
takes over wealth and power on the basis of the ownership and control
of the means of production by the working class'. Zut this is to
restate the problem. How do you 'prove in practice!'?

'le are not averse to taking advantage of splits within
the Labour bureaucracy, but this is not done siding with
one side or the other in terms of 'left talk', dbut by
movilising the working class behind socialist nolicies
to expose all sections of the bureaucracy, particularly
those who talk most left'.

Once again, the ultimatum. 'Zllusions' are in the policies of
Jilson and the lefts - they are not broken 'in practice' by vpresent-
ing an ultimatum, dbut by leading the campaign to implement them.
Reformiste can only e exposed on their own programme! This means
giving critical support to Wilson and the lefts in so far as they
fight to implement that programme; not in the bhelief that they will,
tut confident that when they pull back, the MHarxists will be seen as
the ones seriously fighting for the interests of the working class.
And this is how to take 'advantage of Splits within the Labour
bureaucracy'., Critical support for the lefts must be given when they
fight a retreat from the programme., There are, in fact, nany instan-
ces of critical and conditional 'siding with one side or the other'
in the history of the revolutionary movement - Lenin's call 'All
nower to the Soviets' , which were controlled by the lensheviks and
SR's, 'Down with the ten capitalist irinisters' was similar - even
in the history of the Trotslkyist movement in =Zritain we had the
levanites, the Clause U4 committee, CI'D against CGaitskell, 'lake the
left 1iP's fight' campaign etc. - many older comrades were won in
these campaigns, which basically, had a correct orientation, All
the lessons of the “ritish and International revolutionary movement
are being dissipated in a sectarian turn away from the real hopes
and aspirations of the working class - the attitude to 'splits in
the bureaucracy' is simply political voyeurism.

The sarme issue illustrates this clearly: the previous day Jilson
had announced the 2ents Freeze, a measure which gained considerable
support - and the Workers Iress ignored it (after all, 'Toryism is
still in power') except as a derogatory aside on Clay Cross. ot
that the demand Clay Cross should not pay the £1 increase is
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incorrect - it should se talten up in the campaign to force the repeal
of the Houusing Hrnanco Act, not to try and illustrate the worthless-
ness of the freceze, i.e. as a ste»n»ping stone towards sharpening the
conflict between Tilson and the working class, and not as an obstacle
- wiiich is what the bureaucracy wants,

The danger of all the chatter about a Trojan horse was clearly

illustrated on lLonday 1llth Mar, A young miner is quoted as saying

'‘Vhat was said on the front page of the JTorizers rress is true - the

Labour Tarty {(yes -~ 'Party'} is a Tory Trojan horse sent into the
working class'. “Je do not blame the miner for this - this is the
price paid for the consistent sectarianisnm of the RF, The greatest
gain this century of the Iritish working class - its mass party - is
written off - it was built by the Tories and pushed through thc _gates
of the working class. ut the Labour Farty is the political
cuxpression of the trade unions - 530 they must be Tory organizations!
Clearly there is only one way forward - build the 21 and the Z2ed
trade union, the ATUA !'!!' The WIF leadership may deny that this is
their positior, but there is an inescapable logic here - one that
clearly misleads and confuses worlers. .Je repeat - if you cannot
defend the Labour party there is no chance of exposing its leadership
- and the i cannot even defend the Lebour party against its own
supvorters! This Trojar horse is yet another expression of the petty
bourgeois radicals in the TRF and has its own logic - all organizations
with Tureaucracy can be characterised as capitalist and 'sent in' -

' | even the UUSR! The noint incessantly stressed in the struggle with

. ' the State Capitalists has been that if you cannot defend the past
gains of the worling class vou cannot nhone to make more gains. This
is of course being borne out in the casc of the TTRF - for all its
bragadoccio about mobilising the working class, there is not omne
secticir of workers that the T7F can in fact mobilisec!!!

The Queen's sneech was, of course, a retreat from the manifestc which
emphasises our position - that the campaign for implementation is
the road to ernosure. 7F, however, was only able to sink deeper into
the morasse of Trojar horses and crnergency conferences, OCn Friday
15th Mar., Wr put its finger on the Problem: tThe Labour leaders have
turned their baciis on (in fact, they have never faced) basic
natlonalisation without compensation and under workers control ...
this has ncthing to do with narliamertary majorities, but is a
product of the reformist politics of the Labour leaders'. Yes, but
it is preciscely these 'reformist politics' in which workers have
illusiors. ‘ihe success of TIRF pelicies was illustrated in a demonstr-
ation the previous night. Originally called to 'relcase the
Shrewsoury 6'(in fact this demand was at the bLottom of the lead

e banner) it was planned ior alimost a weelz {first announced in TF

" lionday 1lth March; and J¢ claimed a turnout of 600. 1o building
worl:ers tanners were carried - which emphas’ses the discredit
brought by the Ti:'s abstention in the campaign conducted uop to
their imprisonment. Murthermore, there is a London membership of
approximately 1,000 and a national target of 10,000 by lst lLay -
and yet after a weck of campaigning only 600 or so could be
movilised! (s
N

On the Friday the Liberals announced that they would vote
for the Tories amendment on the Queen's speech - clearly to bring
down the government and set up a Liberal/Tory coalition. I
solemnly counselled 'On lionday night Toot must declare the govern-
ment's intention to immediately repeal both the Industrial Relations
Act and the Counter-Inflation Act. If it has to, Labour must go




34,

down fighting for its election commitmonta'. Toimaliy correct! Jut
here was no exprocss defcunce of the Labour government, no call to the
unions to mobilise their members in defence of Labour's programme
against the 'Tory-Liberal Zlactmail' It was in fact a purely verbal
adaptation to the working class - tail-ending, nct leading a fight to
show how Labour can implement its programme. Indeed the election
programme was then written off with ar appeal for an emergency

conference. ~ut the lefts then spoke up! Rene Short, on 17th March
warned that she and others would not vote with "ilson if there was
any dilution of the Queen's speech. OJplits were appearing in the

bureaucracy - she criticised some of Wilson's ministerial appointments.
She had a more sensitive finger on the pulse of the working class than
the WRF! How did Ji recact? True to its sectarian isolation - 'not
siding with one side or the other' it polted fun at Short !! (sece

18th liarch) The fact that on 19th March she 'is to be congratulated!
and 'is right to raise misgivings' makes the position worse. This is
Just tail-ending the lefts, and the duplicity of the JF's congratu-
lations can be gauged by tie fact that Scanlon's speech threatening
the strength of the AULYW to force through the election programme was
never reported. These were precisely the splits in the bureaucracy
that a revolutionary party would seel to exacerhate.

The Tories and Liberals in the event, did not vote against the Queen's
speech, which delighted ¥ as it 'proved' the Trojan horse theory.

~ut what was the real reason? “hen the Liberals announced they would
vote for the Tories amendment, they anticipated that the defeat of
Jdilson would lead to Zeath being asked to form a government. Iut
Tilson out-manouvered them - he announced that he would not resign,
but would force another election - and it is likely that Labour would
then be returned with a muclz greater majority. True, concessions

were made, but another factor was Tilson's election threat - he
threatened the Tories with the working class!!

In conclusion, the following points are clear from the above:

1. Originally the JRF was quite prepared to see the Labour
govermnent fall, unless it legislated the socialist
revolution. '

2. The demand for implementation was taken up after considerable

delay, i.e. TVE TRF only tail-ended the working class.

3. The refusal to call for the mobilisation of the working class
to defend the Labour government, and to ignore those
instances where the bureaucracy itself threatens such
mobilisation shows that JRF would be hanpy to see the
government defeated by the Tories, i.e., bring to an end the
most favourable conditions for winning the working class to
revolutionary politics.

L. The demand for an emergency conference of the Labour Party
is, in fact, reactionary in that:

a) It isirrelevant to the present political situation,
thinking of the working class, and

b) it spreads very dangerous illusions. It is a turn away
from mobilising the class to win new gains in favour of a
debate with the bureaucracy.
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The dmara -+ saturday 23rd i.arch, illustrates tihdis cloavly, Tn the
lend article [itchell savs the lefts 'are not going to fight for
Lapour's minimwmm »rogramme. They must De compelled to. And that
means calling an immediate .abour narty confercnce to adopt a
socialist programme for the crisis ...' ut do you force ihe
implementation of the minimuwn programme by adopting a new, mus:5mum
prograrme? ‘The 'Cpen Letter' in the same issue only serves to
emphasise this noilsense. It is addressed not to the Labour losdtarshin
but only to Wr readers. It assunes that the Labour Farty will vote
to accent a revolutionary programme, which we do not accept. It ‘
thereiy predicates that the working class already has a revolutionary
consciousness, which is nonscnse. The Labour rarty must then 'go

baclk to the country for a mandate to end capitalism' - the »narlia-
mentary road! And if the Labour Party stands on the mazimum programme
wiiy should the Yk put up 50G candidates (never repudiated!)? Indeed
wiy have a revoluticnary party at all if the Labour leaders can be
forced to the left in this way? IZverything emphasises our woint in
suiletin o, 1 that the founding of the WRr signified the beginning
of a dissolution of the revolutionary party.

5. If any organisation needs an emergency conference it is the
HlE, to fight its way hack to Trotsityism., Trotsky's above-
quoted article, The Transitional srogramme, his life's worl,
is a condemnation of thie T today.

Reorientate the TR:., et the discussion hegin.




