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THE "ULTRA LEFT REVIEW"
VEHICLE WITHOUT LIGHTS.

[ S EE T A DU P A t
Tho purpose -of this te%t is to reassert the politics of the party, This is
made negossary by not only the genersl debacle of the "I{C Lffair" but also
by the particular impact this has had upon revolutionaries, on their under-
standing of what constitutes the correct mode of political organisation.
In this instance we see the trajeetory of Whldcat-Ultra Left Review as being
towards the old trap of localism and federalism, albeit motivated by concerns
for the real problems which face revolutionaries todayzg_fﬁ‘ T

. T
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(1) The impact of the defeat of the prolétariat in the 1920s subsequently
manifested itself in a nupber of .ways. One .of the ‘modt important was the
disarray around theé ‘guestion of organisatiom. - 4t ‘it most polarised this
debate was seen in the anti-organisational stance of the councillists,kuhle
an example of this; and at the other end was the perty orientated wiew .of
Bordigha. The former suw all political parties as"part of a bourgeois
racket which were inimical to the interests of the working class and which
would lead the class to defeat. The actions of the Bolsheviks.and-thquefeat
of the working class in Russia supplied the councillists with the evidence
for this interpretation., On the other hand, the Bordighist tradition stands
as the polar oppsosite of counc;llism,‘drawinthhis‘cothﬁsidqrfgom,thegsame
revoluticnary ‘moment.  This tradition concluded that'the party is theessence
of the revolutionary proletariat, :

AR Sl o
No matter howwe uight deprecate either one of thse‘fré&itiohs it is imperutive
that we realise that both were serious responses to a reul situation which

- faced the proletarian movement. The success sand defeat of the revolutionary'
wave, especially the subscquent "turning" of the boishevik/party/state,this
did not pose self-evident solutions. The situation of a successful proletarian
revolution, the holding of state power; the ‘attémpt by a prolctarian party
to hold state power in the midst of spiralling defeat, all this was yholly

.-news. Lessons had to be drawn, with greater or lesser speed., The experiente = =
could not, did not, leave comuunist .groups undarked, = '

- (2):77ith the reawvakening of the mass and minority proletarian: movements in
the 1960s the old legzcy of organkational confusion re-emerged. In Britain
the councillist vision found extreme expression in Zolidarity, to the extent
that not only did it reject party orientated politics (characterised as
"Leninist" or "traditional left") but alsorejected marxism. Houwever, its
Thetorical hardness on orgonisation was not encugh to save it from the whole
problem of organisation: how should it organise?, indeed should it organise
at all? These questions affliced it right up to the point at which it
merged with Tocial Revolution, After that point the problem rewmained.

The debates that we witnessed over the past few years, culminating in the
dissolution of "nationszl" Solidarity were in part merely the continuation
of this long standing problem of orgenisation,.

With the founding of Revelutionary Perspectives/cwo and World Revolution the
question of the nature and content of political orgenisationfound different
expression. Through & long and painful process, in%paf""ed by the Prench
group R.I., both orgunisations arrived et centralisezu conceptios of political
organisation., However, just as Solidarity was plagued by the crganisational
question, so these groups continued and continue to wrestle with the prohlem.
One expression of this is the constant sniping between the two organisations:
WR being charged with councillism, and CWO characterised =g an organisation
which is incapable of understanding the inner strength of the proletariat,
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(3) At the present moment, outwith the confines of WR~CWO, the debate, if

~ not exacily boiling simmers. The frecturing of Soliderity and the splits
within the ICC have broughtto the fore the question of the how and wherefore
of organisation, The first attempt to come %o 8rips with the problem in the
new particular situation was News of War and Revolution. NWR whilst rhetorically
calling for, in the long-term, = centralised internstional organisation it
argued that for the moment such = formation was not possible; It was argued
that the low-level of class strugzle, the tiny nature of the communist move-
merit meant that it was meaningless tao attempt to build such an organisation
at the present time; 411 that was possible, said NWR, were local actions
by like minded people, .- They did not formilate 2 theoretieal denial of the
need fc:{a Qenﬁral;sed;party'simply & pragmatiic response to isoletion,
This response, however,- conld mot be and was not neutral, . In effect it was: .
a new lo¢alism and federalism, R ' T Do SRR

(4) vhich brings us to Wildcat and ULR,  Let it be stated from the outset, . .
thet' the criticisms we make are not to be classed along with those of such °. -
detractors as the ICC end the CW0, Ve recognise the organisation and ing<
ividuals involved as part of the proletarian movement. Also, although we
reject the method of organisation we take seriously.the coﬂcerns which lie - .
behind the response, The experience we have all<had, directly or indirectly, -
ffom the ICC-CWO €xperience mezns that we are faced with a real struggle to ..
re-establish our political bearings. Any -eriticisms we make are mede from ! :
within the same class terrain that the comrades occupy, .. : R
We think that the proposals of the Wildeat "eollective" are simply nothing
more than an attempt to build a revelutionary intervention around localiam,
connected by federalist ‘principles., The way that it defines the role of the
Ultra Left Review testifies to this, S ) . L Z
"a modestly produced and non-sectarian newsletter for those
‘individuals-who describe themselves variously as anarchist - -
comnunists, libertsrian communists, council communists, left ¢ .
communiste etc." ‘ ' _ , . S e
This is strisztforward federalism, Clearly the comrades themselves are: - :
conscious of this in that they do.not formulate'any committment to a-long. i -
term”organisatiqnal intent- for the Review other then being a "vehiecle" fop. -+ .-
" jpint" work. Bub. such a vehicle we fear-is destined to be an. 'old~banger! . -
bourd to run-out of revolutionary gas. Nowhere in the proposals do we find
& comriittment to the Review being simply a stepping stone on the road to.
future organisation. The Review at the centre of " Joint" activities .is. an
end in itself, : : S : :

Toranore

We would not be unheppy about the notion of 2 bulletin which was envisaged

as & moment in the regroupment of revolutionary forces. The- debacle of the
recent past has created great difficulties any ettempt to overcome them could

be carried out through a discussion bulletin, which would enable differences

¥o be dired, and political resolution to be reached. But the bulletin would -
only be a meens to. an .end: the end ‘being the rebuilding .of .an interrational
centralised party, drawing its sustenance not only from the immediate struggle
of the working class but also from the legacy of the revolutionsary period, as :
found in the revolutionary 3rd International and the parties associated with it,
Because we do not find this cencern within the Eropesals of the Review, quite
the conmtrary in fact, we feel that direct’participation in it would not be
fruitful for either side. This committment to centralised politics is not made
on a whin, nor is it as some might naintain some failure in our Personal  make- -
up but flows from a theoreticsal appropriation of the realities of class society. -
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(5) As we said st the begining the zim of this text is to reassert the: need '
for a centrally organised international organisation. This is not teo argue
that it can simply be willed into existence. It cannot. The experience of

the CW0 is good testimony to this. Ve would accept much of what the comrades
- i0f News of War and Revolution said when they highlightedlthe|internatibnal;?? i
" and at times intentional,’fragmentation_of the reﬁolutionary oovenent, It ig”
most certainly {orn by sectarianism, it is very small and heterogeneous, '
However, we reject the conclusion that NWR allowed to flow from this CoL
circumstance. The need %o organise for the_party'now, in the sense of seeing
the inmediate and the long-term end being international ragroupment, this is
not put into abeince because of the present weakneszes, Quité-the-contrary.

To achieve the long term goal requires that we .are aware ef it now and that

we work towards it in an immediate fashion, If this is not done, and the
tactics of WWR or the Principles of ULR zre adopted then there energes either
by design or by default, a localist and federslist bPractice. Rather than
such a.mode of orgsnisation being a "reslistic" stepping-stone to future

united wstrength in feet replicates a1l the fragmentations which exist st
present, and gives stimulus to their future existence,

The question of why we must organise through internationsal party structure:
isone. which can only be answered by looking at the realities of the divisions
which exist withih capitalism, by gresping why it is that the history of -
proletarian struggle is in part charscterised by the :continued and continual - -
existence of revolutionary fractions. The bete~noir of councillism is the
problem of "existence": the lack of surety of why,if indeed at all, why the -
working c¢lass needs the councillists. The history of libertarianismz and '
councillism is strew with examples of liguidationist tendencies which. ettempt - -
to dissolve themselves into the class at large, thus dispensing with seperate
political existence. For us,however, seperate political existence is.given’
coherent explenation by locking at capitel; the existence of revolutionary
fractions reflecis the structural iimits of capitalist social organisation,

We all accept that the proletariat is a definite socio-economic -category -

within the capitalist mode of production, - It is common currency for the =~ -
proletarian fractions thatthe working class is exploited. But not only

this., There are implications which flow from the reality of the situation

which .the working class finds itself in. = . i, It-is,the only cless which .
can emancipate-man kind from the fetiers of class 5¢, this is derivitive of - = -
its place within capitalism. But it is also derivitive that the class gives
birth to distindt politiea) fractions. This is a consequence of the frag-
mentation which capital imposes upon the proletsriat, The bourgeois mode

of production, whilst it is organised at a socially integrated manner, is

2180 necessarily disintegrated: the division of labour extends throughout

the whole of soecial existence; the work probess is. broken down into a myriad

of constituent parts within the single work place, within the nation state,

and between nation states. For the proletariat this fragmentation is expressed -
in both time and space. As & tonsequence its consciousness is circumscribed,
In its day to day struggle against the bourgéois state ete the working class
does not construct a cleéar vision of its "destiny" ie to smash capital-and

build communism. Capitalist reality constently limits the immediete perceptions
of .the class, If we take the fundamentalfpositions around which communists '
organise today - the dqqadeﬁce of capital and .the political imperatives which
flow from this - these positions did not spring immediately from mass class
struggle, from day to day stfuggle, They were arrived at via theoretical
elaboratinn carried out by political groups. The long term political goal

of .tHe ‘proletariat is is consciously carried through history by revolutionary
fractions. Yolitieal groups have, to a grezter or lesser extent, clarity on
the possible world which the working class nicht construct,
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_ For us the whole history of class struggle within capitalism, &nd especially
the example of the Russian revolution, has deconstrated that the mass of the
class does not sposntaneously generate a political -critique of capital necessary
for it to perceive the political imperatives required sc that it internation~
alises its 'struggle, fThis emerges from the interplay of the organised political
fracticns and mass class organs; We can already here the voice of the "
libertarian saying "here we g¢ 2gain, the proletarist ag envisaged by Lenin,

& class incapable of rising above trade union consciousness", Against thig
objection we would side with Lenin et.al., not because we agree with the
details of Lenins politics but because we are aware that his conceptions

ére pbuilt upon the realisation thet the politicdal future of the Proletariet

in part depends upon the ability of revolutionaries to go beyond immediste
economic concerns, This capacity is-a erucial function of, rahher the

crucizl function in thé struggle agst capitsal, Again we can here the liber-
tarian‘accuse'us of wanting to "inject" conseiousness from the outside,

But this accusation is to completely misread the formation of proletarian
revolutionary consciousness, : The historically extended class consciousness

as found in pelitieal groups, whilst it is distinet from the mass day to day
activity of the class it is not seperate from it. It grows from the general
evolution .of capital, and the specific moments of the working class's struggle,
It expresses the inner historicael possibilities of the given moment and in

turn is affected by this moment. The politicel consciousness of revolutionaries
is a living ofgenism, which feeds off and is part of class struggle. The
oft-guoted examples of the Parisg Compune and the 1905 revolution illustrate

the mechanics of class struggle. The attack upon the bourgeois state end

the building of soviets these elements were not born from the heads of
revelutionaries, "injected" from the outside; neither were the theoretical
implications and political imperatives generated by these acts thrown up

out of the mass struggle in a simple and irmeddiste way. These latter

elements grew within and from the class's own struggle. The historiecal
apprepriation of the two acts, Paris Commune and Soviets, was taken up by
revolutionaries and returned to the class at the nmass level during the rev-
olutionary moment in Russia, At that moment although the organised eXpress=
ions remsined distinot from the mess of the class they were clearly not
seperate. The Russian revolution was the vindiention of political crganisation,

Revolutionsries distill the expericnce of the class and attenpt + reintigrate
the proletarist's own experience at the level cof political consciousnese,
Both elements, the mass activity of the class and the sctions of the minority,
are essentizl parts of the revoluticnary equation,

S

The need for organised revolutionary fractions distinet from the nass expressions
of the class is, =s we note above, born of the very realities of capitalist
reletions. But why should this be centralised? Histrorically the eclass nature

of the proletariat is to be a elase which is without intrinsic antagonioms,

This is not to say that history is not strewn with exanples of internal gtrife,
it is. Bul very rezl though this is it is potentially possible, through
revolutionary conscilousness, for the proletzrist to rise above such divisons
that exist. 7This the bourgeoisie canrot do. Only the proletariat can unite
over the realities of the capitalist division of labour and by doing so

destroy them. The tasks of the proleteriab are international and common,

The solutions which the proleteriat presents to the decomposmition of capital

are the same no matter what netion state they find themselves in, The

soluticn of communisnp is globol; certainly loeal conditions arc taking into
account and nodify interventions and actions but the central political structure,
and the ordering of social life is global and coordinated,



The fact of the international nature of the working class and the
necessity for there to be political minorities force the conclusion
that only a centrally organised class party can play a fruitful role
in the class struggle, in the long term. The revolutionary
organisation mirrors the international nature of the proletariat, and
it should be remembered that in action the tendency is for mass
organs of the class to centralise themselves. A common political
framework, a common political programme, makes it possible for a
coherent and consistent intervention to be made in keeping with the
essence of the proletariat as a class. To look to a loose federation
of like-minded people as the consummate revolutiocnary organisation is
to completely misread the political ++++++ of the working class.

(6) Finally, we recognise the difficulties which face revolutionaries
now, particularly those who came into contact with the ICC, and those
who do not accept the alternative of the CWC. But we should beware
throwing ocut the gains made by both those organisations. In the last
Bulletin we stressed the dangers of monolithism, but this condition
is not to be confused with centralism. If we take the example of
Solidarity, this organisation, although it rejected central party
structure was in practice monolithic and bureaucratically
manipulated. The openness for debate that exists within the Wildcat
collective we welcome; however we feel that for us to enter the
“collactive” of the Review would be to act dishonestly on our part.
For the moment, seeing no alternative, we will continue to use the
Bulletin as our medium for debate.



Correspondence

Letter from the ICC

We have recently received a response from the ICC to two letters sent
them this year, the first to which they devote twelve lines in reply,
concerned possible subscriptions to ICC publications and other
mundane matters, the second being a response to our circular letter
regarding the Falklands affair. On this latter subject they write
the feollowing:

“We have also received, (belatedly?), your undated letter proposing a joint intervention on the
Falklands issue. But even had we received this far earlier we should not have wanted to participate.
Briefly there are three reasons.

1. The basis of any agreement in the analyses of the Falkland affair among the organisations and
anonymous individuals listed would surely be narrow in the extreme and no clear perspective on the
real and serious significance of these events would be held out to the working class in such a Jjoint
intervention,

2. A joint intervention signed by these organisations and individuals would give the working class a
totally false picture of the actual state of the proletarian milieu. Your list is a hotchpotch of libertarian
throwbacks to the late sixties,/early seventies, groupings who deny the need for organisation and who’s
existence is even in doubt and assorted dilettantes put alongside militant marxist organisations to give
an air of seriousness and basic agreement. We certainly do not want to give the impression to the

proletariat that this sectarian-ridden milieu is behaving in a responsible manner when it so blatantly is
not,

3. We do not want to participate in any such activity with you. We have already written in our press
and to you directly commenting on your unprincipled behaviour, especially your participation in the
effort to break our organisation and your threats to call the bourgeois state on us. The publication of
your Bulletin speaks volumes about your “political’ concerns, and show them to be unchanged. We
can see no basis for political work with elements who maintain such an unreservedly hostile and
irresponsible attitude to the ICC,

We shall comment pubiicly on your bulletin soon.”
The ICC.

Now this letter is without doubt one of the most astonishing
documents to come our way in a long time. Here a number of statements
are made which give us all a keen insight into the present mental
state of the ICC. After the traumatic events of 1981 in that
organisation it was to be hoped that time would have healed the many
obvious mental scars displayed by them and that the ICC would cnce
more be able to view the world around it cocherently and rationally
rather than in the fremetic, vicious way in which it had been
responding to it. Such a calming down, =such a return to rationality,
would have been a major step in its rehabilitation in the eyes of the
international proletarian milieu, a milieu made extremely suspicious
by the actions of the ICC over the past twelve months or so. This
letter, following on as it does from various parancid utterances in
the press of the ICC, shows that this organisation still needs to
take a long hard lock at itself and its relationship with the rest of
the proletarian milieu in order for it to act positively within such
a movement.



This present letter shows not only no positive movement but not even
any positive, responsible intention. Let’s look at what is being
sald in these three paragraphs and a line. Basically the ICC rejects
involvement with other groups, individuals in the proletarian milieu.
Their explanations are as follows:

1. “the basis of . . agreement . . narrow . . no clear perspective”

Using this sort of logic Lenin in 19i4 should have shut himself up in
his garret in Geneva and asked Krupskaya to knock on his door only
when the Great War was over. ¥hat the ICC is saying here is that
unless the response to war includes agreement in its entirety on the
reasong for, results of, the war ete. it is narrow in the extreme and
could give "ne real perspective to the working class”. Using this
sort of logic all the activities of the left wing of Social Democracy
during WWl to rally the anti war groups at Zimmerwald and Keinthal
was a waste of time. Lenin should have realised that the basis for
agreement was “narrow in the extreme” since he would be consorting
with anti-war socialists who didn’t have his specific understanding
of the war or his slogan of ‘Turn the imperialist war into a civil
war’ or Bukharin’s clear understanding that the war heralded a new
era, the era of the decline of capitalism. In actual fact of course,
the War was the single most important item which led to the
regroupment of revolutionaries in the RSDLP. (see Lunacharsky’s
memoirs, The Great Overturn 1919) forcing revolutionaries to reject
the sectarianism which had divided them and separating them from
those propelled by the war into the capitalist camp. Internationally
the war started the process which was to regroup revolutionaries in
the Communist International. Now no one is, for a moment, comparing
the Falklands situation with World War One but the basic principle is
the same. Revolutionaries have a duty to respond to the wars of the
bourgeoisie, to oppose the slaughter of proletarians in such wars -
whatever their differences in analysis, and this is best done with
one voice. To reject this fundamental lesson is to jettison all hope
of collaboration on even this, the most direct, obvious and basic of
terms.

2. “groupings who deny the need for organisation . .”

Looking at those circulated with the original letter it is difficult
to see to whom this slander applies. Certainly there are groups and
individuals whose concept of organisation is not one which we {or the
ICC) would agree with but this is a very different matter from saying
that they have none at all. It is the height of arrogance to state
that if others do not agree with ones conception of organisation of
revolutionaries then they must deny any such need at all. We may
disagree with conceptions of organisation of others and in that casge
we must attempt to validate our case and try to persuade cothers
of the correctness of our conceptions but it is sectarian indeed to
dismiss the efforts of others as a denial of organisation itself.

3. “hotchpotch of libertarian throwbacks . . assorted dillitantes . . air of seriousness”

Here the ICC push essentially the same line, but with an additicnal
twist. The implication here is that because these people are a
hotchpotch of libertarian throw back then they cannot be serious
revolutionaries. Now this is itself quite a serious thing to say. We
had been aware that certain statements of the CWO concerning their
belief that there were but two proletarian organisations in Britain



seemed to preclude all others, including the libertarian milieu, from
the workers movement but we had bee unaware that that the ICC

were moving towards the same position by saying that such a milieu,
even if a “throwback to the sixties”, could not be serious
revolutionaries. We ourselves have serious criticisms of libertarian
methodology and organisational practice but none of this indicates
that there is a lack of serious commitment to revolutionary activity.
The ICC must justify this slander.

4. behaving in a responsible manner .. etc.

Now this really is a Catch 22 situation. The ICC, in order to prove
that this sectarian ridden milieu cannot behave in a responsible
manner, will themselves act in a sectarian manner by refusing to act
responsibly with the rest of the milieu - thus proving (sic) that the
milieu cannot act in a responsible manner. A real piece of
doublethink. Any attempt to act responsibly and in a non-sectarian
manner will evince a sectarian response from the ICC and a refusal to
invelve themselves in a responsible non sectarian activity. Just who
is being sectarian and who is being responsible here?

5. Now the ICC letter would have been depressing enough if it had
stopped at this point. However the ICC are not content to only expose
themselves partially - its the whole hog for them or nothing at all.
The third paragraph of the letter is the real killer. One can almost
imagine the scene. They‘ve written the first two paragraphs: the
writers pause, realising the weakness of the arguments therein,
realising how easily they can be refuted. They are thus forced to put
down in black and white the REAL reason why they don‘t want to be
inveolved.

“we do not want to participate in any such activity with you.”

The non existent underlining of the last word positively shrieks at
the reader. After all the flannel of the preceding paragraphs, after
all the smokescreen of ‘responsibility’, ‘sectarian’, ‘dillitantes‘
ete. ete., the central point that any activity involving Aberdeen is
verboten finally comes to the surface. And why? Because we are deemed
to have “been involved in the effort to break our organisation”. {In
fact this is the corrected version. The original, covered in
snopaque, reads “your effort to break cur organisation”)

It is necessary here and now to publicly, before the whole
proletarian milieu, REFUTE THIS CALUMNY, to deny ABSOLUTELY this
false accusation of the ICC, not merely te clear our own name since
even the most ridiculous of lies, if not refuted, take on some
reality by repeated telling, but because it is around this assertion
that the ICC will hinge its continued refusal to involve itself in
the activities of the proletarian milieu in Britain. Let us therefore
state clearly, here and now, that we are not in any way involved in
any attempt to break, destroy, or even mutilate the ICC. Readers of
the bulletin should be only too clear that our present activity,
public as it is, is based upon an understanding of the need to combat
sectarianism within the proletarian milieu. Our actions speak for
themselves. Az to the assertion that in the past we have been
involved in attempts to break, destroy the ICC, we would refer
readers to the text which follows this letter wherein we attempt to
give a clear picture of our development vis a vis the ICC over the
past year or =o.



Aberdeen and the ICC

This is not the first time that the ICC has attempted to con the
proletarian milieu into believing that our criticisms of their
activities was part of a well laid plot to destroy them. It is
therefore about time that we showed the stupidity and falsity of
these claims. To do this we are forced into the murky past of the ICC
and we hope that our readers will bear with us. What follows is not
an attempt at an analysis of the ICC, let alone an attempt to analyse
the events in that organisation in 1981, merely an attempt to refute
this infamous assertion that the ex-comrades of the ICC in Aberdeen
who produce his bulletin, were ever involved in any attempt to break
the ICC.

By the early summer of 1981 it was obvious that a crisis was brewing
within the ICC. A number of comrades, mainly in the British section,
World Revelution, had resigned over what they identified as the
negative way in which the political positions of the organisation
were developing and the monolithism and sectarianism they considered
rife. Partly in response to these resignations a group of comrades,
again predominantly in the British section, proposed the formation of
a faction within the organisation so as to allow a coherent response
to the problems they saw. The basis for this tendency was later
outlined in their foundation document.

“INTRODUCTION

1} For some time now a growing number of comrades have been becoming increasingly concerned
about the state of the ICC. Different comrades, more or less independently, became aware of a number
of problems including,

(i) The numerical stagnation of the ICC and the growing number of resignations.

(ii) An increasingly ‘routinist’ attitude towards our activity and our intervention, reflected above all in
the declining quality of the press.

(iii) The failure to deepen our analysis of class struggle beyond the level of abstract generalisations.
(iv) The increasingly bizarre nature of our analysis of inter imperialist conflict, election results and
every aspect of the life of the bourgeoisie.

(v) The development of an organisational practice which, while rejecting monolithism in theory, was
becoming increasingly monolithic in practice.

Constructive criticism of all these weaknesses in the work of the ICC can be found in the internal
bulletins and International internal bulletins. At first sight these different problems don’t seem to be
related to each other. However in every case comrades who tried to address these problems found that
it was impossible to have a meaningful collective discussion which would enable us to resolve them.
On the contrary the response we got was indifferent, patronising or (increasingly) hysterical, But
whatever their tone the common content of these replies was to deny that the problems we were
concerned with even existed. We found, to our astonishment, that we seemed to be confronting the
kind of bureaucratic apparatus, jealously guarding “its” organisation, which we had naively assumed
only existed in leftist and other bourgeois organisations.

This experience forced us to ask ourselves whether these different problems were in fact related. Qur
initial conclusions suggest that not only are they related, they have reached the stage where they are
become mutually reinforcing. We further concluded that it was no longer possible to improve the work
of the ICC through piecemeal criticism, or through the established organisational framework. We
decided therefore to form a Tendency through which to address the various problems in the ICC ina
more systematic and concerted way.”

from “The Formation of An Intermational Tendency within the ICC.*




The Aberdeen section of WR, though we were in sympathy with a number
of the concerns of the Tendency, did not join it. We considered at
the time that its formation was premature, since we were unable to
see a ccherent thread in the many concerns expressed. In addition we
felt that the formation of such a fraction would produce a response
from the central organs which would merely raise the tension and set
the tendency on a trajectory cutside the organisation.

At about the same time a prominent end founder member of the ICC and
a member of the central organs of the organisation, one MC, wrote a
text commenting on the situation within the ICC in which he located
the problems of the organisation in an alien, menacing influence
which had to be eliminated. As the tendency foundation text
introduction noted:

“This text was written before we had a chance to read MC’s latest, denouncing a “tendency” within the
ICC. It really is ironical that when at last a member of the International Secretariat admits that those of
us who have been saying that there is something seriously wrong with the ICC were right all along, he
tries to pretend that it is all our fault! We can assure MC from our own experience (if he will excuse
this lapse into empiricism) that our influence in the ICC has, until now, been minimal. It is to
overcome this that we have finally decided to form the Tendency which MC seems to think has been
secretly directing the work of the ICC for the past three years. So he who seeks the cause of the
problems in the ICC must look elsewhere. We cannot claim (in all modesty) to yet be more than an
extremely weak expression of, or reaction against, these problems.

The other notable feature of MC’s text is that it quite openly refuses to deal with the political questions
which have been raised by the various elements which nom form the tendency. Instead it, in effect,
calls on the ICC to kick us out before the political discussion has even begun. Like most of MC’s
recent texts, its aim is prganisational rather than political. This simply proves yet again that one cannot
be a bureaucrat, {even a minor one), and political thinker at the same time. To see this kind of
degeneration in someone who has played such an important role in the revolutionary milieu is at once
sad and frightening.”

From: Intro to Draft of “The Formation of an International Tendency.*

The response of the central organs of the ICC was predictable. They
wholeheartedly endorsed MC’'s text. They seemed to believe that they
should ke the arbiter of whether a tendency was or wae not to exist
and gave a version of the statutes of the organisation which denied
the tendency separate meetings, correspondence etc., defining these
as secret, conspiratorial practices outwith the accepted parameters
of the organisation. Not surprisingly many tendency members soon grew
disheartened at the prospect of discussion on these premises and left
the organisation. Some kept material they had when they left such as
internal bulletins and others in London tock a typewriter from a
store of machines in crder to continue their political life and some
archival material which they informed the organisation they intended
to copy and return. The respeonse of the central organs toc these
latter was hysterical and focused on the morals of such activity
rather than on the political consequences. The Aberdeen and
Edinburgh comrades of the ICC were attacked for stressing that the
ioss of a few magazines and a couple of typewriters was paltry as
compared with the collapse of the British section of the ICC and we
were falsely accused of supporting such thefts. At this juncture and
after many letters, we wrote to the entire organisation summarising
our position, especially in the light of new attacks then being
launched at an ex tendency member from France - Chenier, which
attempted to identify him as a police spy. This we saw as yet another
smokescreen to divert the membership’s attention away from the
pelitical questions ontc false trails of moral turpitude, the evil of



keeping your intermal bulletins and the supposed penetration of the
ICC by police spies. We quote here the entire letter since we have no
wish to be accused of compulsive quotation. We therefore apologise if
much of the letter is obscure. We feel however that the full text
will accurately give our position at the time, a time when we were
still inside the ICC, a time immediately following the departure of
the majority of the Tendency.

Aberdeen
26th October 1981

Comrades

The recent circular letter from the WREC Secretariat of Oct 157, closely followed by the text of the
15™, from Exeter, in their studied evasion of the real issues that confront us, merely tempt us into
another debilitating chase to pin down the half truths, the distortions and the untraths. Tempting as it is
to annotate the former in order to drag out what is being said, what is being avoided, and what actually
WAS said by various comrades at various times, we refuse to be drawn onto this exhaustive path once
more. The time for that is past. The only ‘winner’ to emerge from these destructive “you said, we said,
you said” arguments, are those who wish to avoid the political issues. In this letter we will attempt to
stick to the major political questions that are raised in both the circular letter and the text from Exeter,
political questions which bring into question the very existence of the ICC.

1. On the Question of the Expulsions

We think the arguments put forward to justify this are preposterous. We don’t think that the present
situation can be compared to the occasions in the past where the organisation has refused to accept
resignations. In these situations the refusal to accept a resignation had a meaning, a reality which
derived from our real ability to affect specific aspects of the real world, that is to say, by refusing to
accept a resignation we were saying to a comrade that, despite his intentions, for our part we still
considered him a part of the organisation. This had real consequences which we controlled, that the
comrade’s place in the organisation was still open to him without going through the process of
candidature and that the comrade was free to contribute to our internal debate in International Internal
Bulletins, which he would still receive, with access to correspondence and group meetings etc. It is not
a case of keeping a comrade in against his will or forcing him to do something he doesn’t want to do -
we know that is impossible - if a comrade wants to leave we can’t stop him - our acceptance or
rejection of his resignation deals only with our behaviour. We have only two choices here: we can say
that we don’t accept the consequences of his resignation and we continue to treat the comrade as a
member or we are free to accept the consequences of the resignation and thus confirm it. In this case, of
course, we are still free to add whatever criticisms of a Comrade’s political behaviour we feel is
necessary. What makes no sense, either logically or politically, is to refuse a resignation, to say “no we
don’t accept the consequences of your actions, you're still in the organisation and to prove it were
expelling you.”

We ask all comrades to consider how this must appear to the outside world. For those unfamiliar with
the situation the announcement in WR43 could only be meaningless. For those familiar with the events
it could only seem a lie. If some form of the gobbledeegook and doublethink contained in the circular is
to appear in public it can only further discredit the organisation. It will seem as a clumsy effort to cover
a lie or as evidence of our increasing estrangement from reality. (note 1)

We would wish to take up one further point on this issue. We want to dispute once again the Sec’s
assertion that comrades who refuse to accept the terms of the Sec’s resolution are, by definition,
outside the platform of the ICC. If the taking of material at the point of a split is anti-proletarian and
absolutely unacceptable to the collective understanding of the ICC then why were we accepted with
open arms when we split with the CWO? The Sec is correct to point that that they advised us to return
the CWO’s materials, that hasn’t “slipped our minds”, but neither have we forgotten that we rejected
their advice and that they took us into the ICC with considerable quantities of CWO materials, a fact
which was no secret to the ICC, and some of which material now graces the archives of the ICC, Tt
should be noted that there was no attempt thus to destroy the CWQ, no keeping of material which we
knew the CWQ had no other copies of.



2. The Question of Tendencies

There are many aspects of this question - the significance of the emergence of a tendency, its mode of
functioning, its relationship to contacts and candidature, how to act at Public Meetings, how our press
deals with it etc. etc. - all these aspects the ICC must define for itself once and for all at forthcoming
congresses. For the moment we want only to deal with a tendency’s mode of functioning. To quote
from the circular:

** . . the methods employed by tendency members only accelerated the departure of comrades.
Why? Because members of the Tendency flouted and opposed the methods the organisation
has set itself for conducting its work. And being part of this tendency, or aiding and abetting
it - like the comrades in Aberdeen - could only condone such actions and encourage more of
them, accelerating the trajectory of these comrades outside the organisation.”

Or as Exeter says;

“What is unprincipled activity? . . organising secret meetings while pretending to be members
of the organisation - distributing secret texts.”

If the Sec is referring here to the tendency’s insistence on its right to its own meetings and
correspondence then we can only reject the Sec’s interpretation of our Stacutes. If we accept the
possibility of tendencies and refuse to suppress them, which, according to our statutes we do, then as
far as we are concerned that can only mean that we allow them the means to function as a collectivity
within the larger collectivity of the whole organisation. A tendency is not just a group of comrades who
share similar views on specific issues and happen to say similar things in IBs and at our congresses, If
we say that they are allowed to act collectively then they must be allowed to meet together to
correspond and to discuss in order to prepare their collective contribution to our discussions. Its not n
question of allowing them secret meetings or texts or whatever. On the contrary we insist that they
understand that their discussions and contributions are not their private or personal concern but are part
of all our discussions. Therefore we insist that their collective efforts are returned to the Organisation
as 2 whole. For us that doesn’t mean, and can’t mean a refusal to allow a tendency to meet and
deliberate together as a separate grouping, as part of the process of collective intervention in our
internal life. Obviously there is much more to be said on this but we would ask comrades to investigate
how tendencies in the proletarian movement operated in the past and not just in the ICC. All we want
to add here is that we believe that a major factor in the exit of the tendency, this one, and all prior ones,
is the ICC’s practice of suppressing them in defiance of our statutes by refusing them the basics for
their existence. That’s why we have no sympathy with all the outrage and hysteria emanating from the
central organs on this question of secret texts and meetings. As far as we are concerned they weren’t
secret texts but tendency texts . We think the existence of a tendency represents less danger to the ICC
than the suppression of a tendency by the central organs by this sort of demand which effectively
cripples any such manifestation and labels their legitimate actions unprincipled. It is therefore no
surprise to anyone that every tendency that has formed within the ICC has been subjected to this and
has precipitately fled the organisation. Comrades must look to their own actions as well as to those of
the tendency in order to discover why these comrades left when they did.

3. Aberdeen

In their treatment of the Aberdeen section in their response to the furore (note 2) occasioned by these
activities we believe that the Sec has not only been dishonest but has also stepped outside the platform
and statutes of the organisation. On the one hand they have said that they will not trust us with the
funds necessary to carry out a task which we were delegated to do and are in the process of completing
but on the other hand they state categorically that we are not suspended from the organisation and that
we are free to carry out other tasks. We think that they are acting in a manner alien to the ICC’s
conception of a militant. We don’t have, and never have had, inside the ICC, a hierarchy of different
types of militant receiving different levels of trust from the organisation, trusted to do some tasks and
not others. This is NOT the way we operate. A comrade is either a militant of the organisation, rusted
with the resources of the organisation or he is not. We can’t have partial trust, partial members. It's an
intolerable situation for us as a section . The central organs must tell us where we stand. We can’t
continue in this neither fish nor fow! situation.



But let us state again how we have been seeing the situation. Firstly we had no intention of resigning.
Despite our criticisms of the organisation and our growing concern at the way things were shaping up
we’ve been arguing our heads off to anyone who would listen over the past few months that resignation
was not the way forward — cf. our letters to HL and ME and to the Tendency. We refused to join the
tendency not only because we thought its formation was premature but also because we thought that
the way it was constituted was likely to lead/drive it rapidly out of the organisation. This had been our
position both individually and collectively throughout the events above, Despite this the WREC Sec
chose instead to rely an the remarks supposedly made by one comrade which none of us in Aberdeen
can remember being made about comrades in Aberdeen in the present period and which did not
represent our views. Whose fourth hand rumours now? As for ‘ripping off” the organisation, we think
our views have been consistently distorted by the WREC Sec. We can’t see any fundamental

difference between our views and those of Huddersfield or Birmingham. Let us once more guote from
Cormack’s letter:

“In this situation our overriding priority is to reply to the political analysis behind the actions;
to argue as clearly that we are NOT a sclerotic organisation, that we DO have a vital role to
play within the communist movement and the struggles of the proletariat; to point out to the
comrades involved . . . we remain, according to their own analysis, part of the communist
movement and have need of our physical and pelitical resources and that their actins can only

hinder the fraternal relations which will have to exist in their and our future activity.” (letter
of 25/9/81)

However we are clearly wasting out breath saying all this. The Sec’s circular letter tells us plainly that
it doesn’t matter what we say:

“Whatever the comrades of Aberdeen write, they are on the way out of the organisation unless
they soberly assess their trajectory.”

Let us be clear. For the Sec it’s our actions which re putting us outside the ICC. What do they mean
by this? Is it our receipt of secret texts of the tendency? We have already said what we think of this. It
is our understanding of this that the Tendency were remaining within the statutes in the partial
circulation of those texts and it was up to them to decide when and how they returned their
deliberations in a collective manner to the whole organisation. As for our own texts and letter within
this period, there has been nothing secret about thern. We have ensured their total circulation to the
ICC by distributing them to everyone and not just to the central organs. Because of the urgency of
these debates and the incredible speed of events, delays in correspondence in these times can only be
damaging and we do not have confidence in the ability or the will of the current central organ to
achieve a speedy or full circulation. From references in other comrades’ letters there seem to be at
least two letters emanating from the Sec which we have not seen. We still haven’t seen the letter from
Lille threatening ‘exposure’ (note 3) which caused so much heat. We have no idea what the comrade
in Leeds thinks of all this, nor the section in Southampton. If they haven’t said anything, that in itself is
significant and the central organs should let the rest of us know. And what about the London section?
Has this section anything to say about current events? More importantly why have we not had an
Internal Bulletin since July? How are the comrades in other national sections supposed to be able to
follow these debates without an IB or an ITB?

Let's look at our other actions which, according to the WREC Sec are putting us on a self induced
trajectory outside the organisation. They accuse us of fuelling hysteria. We would be the first to admit
that we have been outraged by the outrageous behaviour of our central organs and that this has been
reflected in our correspondence. However we ask comrades to ask themselves which is more
damaging to our organisation, comrades being called liars or comrades telling lies, comrades being
called Stalinists or comrades acting like Stalinists? People who are wiping their hands after calling a
comrade a police agent have no right to lecture us about attacking political positions and not
individuals. Its actions like that and such as in the Sec’s last Resolution calling for a loyalty oath (why
not a blood test), in which we can find the source of any hysteria in the organisation, not in the angry
response.

It has thus been the position of the comrades in Aberdeen, both individually and collectively, that the
ICC had not yet been proven to be sclerotic or dead. It was certainly becoming increasingly clear that
the platform and statutes of the organisation had allowed differing interpretations of many political



questions to coexist within the organisation, questions which the dynamic of class struggle was forcing
us to investigate and elaborate and which elaboration was resulting in differing interpretations being
brought to the surface which were necessarily being discussed end evaluated. Such discussion and
clarification has always, we believe, been a hallmark of an alive proletarian organisation as opposed to
the impudent brushing aside of such questions, a-la-MC, as alien, menacing interjections, in an
otherwise rosy, solved world. We reject the notion that there is and always has been, ONE ICC view
of many of the points of debate over the past few years and that any criticism, any opposition,
represents a shift, a change, a different (even alien) view to ‘that’ of the ICC. This is patently not true
and for comrades to present the situation in this way is itself a major means of preventing a full
elaboration of the differences - and their resolution. For example, to present the present development of
the left in opposition and the nature of the capitalist state etc. as the ONLY possible development of the
resolution previously agreed by the ICC, sanctified by time even as far back as the Communist
International, is both utterly incorrect and clearly partisan. It is also a very effective way of polarising
any discussion into that old duet - the ICC versus others.

Thus, however fearful we were of what we regarded as the turn to Sectarianism, exemplified in part by
this kind of ‘organisation of discussion’, this kind of conception of what had been the major
preoccupations of the current over the past two years or so, the crippling of discussion, the lurch into
political positions on the state deriving directly from the period of counterrevolution, as proletarian
militants our perspective was a struggle within the ICC, no matter how hard, to reverse this turn back to
the sectarian sterility of the 30s and 40s. Our commitment was to continue the painful work of the past
ten years, to produce in the ICC a live vital proletarian organisation looking to the future and open to
the discussion and clarification of political questions which the development of class struggle was
forcing upon us, so that our intervention in the class struggle would aid the development of proletarian
revolution, an organisation which could take its place proudly within the proletarian milieu, trusted by
that milieu and able to act as a key part of the political leedership, a pole of clarity which is essential
for the destruction of capitalism.

4. The Chenier Affair

However the Chenier Affair has put all this into question. First of all let us say that we take the WREC
Sec’s point about using 2nd and 3rd hand information from people outside and hostile to the
organisation and then adding our own conclusions to such. Whatever our own feeling about who can
and who cannot be trusted in this affair, we haven’t helped, in this instance, to create the foundations
for an objective analysis of the affair. However our understanding of this affair remains unchanged. It
does not depend in any way on any information received from Lille. It depends on:

a. The public proncuncement in RI declaring Chenier ‘suspicious’ and ‘dangerous’.

b. The open and widespread rumours about him being a police agent. It is irrelevant here who started
these rumours, although it seems obvious enough to us. Taken in conjunction with the ICC’s public
statement, unless the ICC says otherwise, it can only be believed by the milien that we endorse them.

c¢. KT’s presentation to the London section in which Chenier is clearly and unequivocally indicted as a
police agent. We quote: '

“Bearing all this in mind, there is a strong suspicion against Chenier. There is no fundamental
proof either way and probably never will be. No one is 100% convinced but most members in
RI at least, feel there are grave grounds for disquiet. It would be foolish to believe that the
ICC is any more immune from state infiltration than other organisations of the past.”

We presume that KT was speaking on behalf of the central organs and explaining the rationale behind
the public pronouncement, even if no evidence whatsoever was given in the presentation.

Taken together it seems absolutely clear to us that the ICC is attempting to politically destroy the
comrade in question on evidence which is utterly non-existent. Whatever the reasons for this, whether
it is a mistake, self deception or something more conscious and sinister, we believe that it is absolutely
unacceptable in a communist organisation. We think that it has done irreparable damage already, both
inside the organisation and in the milieu at large. It has reinforced all the anti-party elements in the
proletarian milieu, damaged whatever progress we had made on the question of sectarianism and
monolithism and created an atmosphere of suspicion and distrust throughout the milieu, discredited us
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as an organisation and has seriously compromised our ability to carry out serious debate internally in
the future.

These actions of the central organs of the ICC effect such a marked move away from the essential basis
of the ICC hitherto that all comrades must re-evaluate the ICC itself and their own position within it.
As we have said in our text and appeal on this question, the Chenier affair stands on its own. In this
sense it must be seen as an event of such importance that the consequences will decide the future of the
ICC itself. However much some comrades may see it as one more step in a progression of mistaken,
confused or unprincipled actions by the ICC, every comrade, wherever he stands on the discussions of
all the other questions we have mentioned earlier, must decide which side he is on in the Chenier affair.
Whatever you think about the role of the Central Organs, the Left in Opposition, the State in Decadent

Capitalism. how to conduct discussions etc. etc., these pale into insignificance before the fact of a
proletarian organisation carrying out a political assassination on one of its former members without a

shred of evidence whatsogver. There are no easy options on this one, no half way house where one can
rest and let the furore slip by you

The WREC Sec in their circular 1etter says that we must consider the possibility that no one agrees
with us. First of all of course this is patently not true as the letter from ex-members recentty circulated
clearly shows and as calls and correspondence received from existing members also shows. But let us
take the Sec at its word. What indeed if the bulk of the membership of the ICC is willing to accept the
present situation regarding Chenier and validates the actions already taken? What an indictment of the
ICC! Before the whole proletarian movement. Here we have a situation akin to the most bizarre,
surrealist parodies of bourgeois justice. The judge has already pronounced sentence and is donning the
black cap. Only now are the jury being asked for their verdict and are being told that the evidence to
substantiate both judgement and sentence will be given them afier the trial is over. How like the
Moscow Trials!

If this is to be the accepted practice of the ICC where then will the ICC stand before the proletarian
milieu and the class? The line will already have been drawn. Those who are willing to wait until after
the ‘execution’ (November) to hear the evidence, stand as condemned as those who carried out the
judicial murder. The ICC is already acting in a manner that is totally unacceptable in a proletarian

organisation. Those willing to judge, condemn and carry out sentence on such a basis have been seen
to be acting thus long since.

If the comrades of the ICC are prepared to be involved in these disgusting affairs they are as much part
of the rot as those who carry them out. The ICC will indeed have been proven to be as dead as a
doornail, for what possible respect can anyone have in the milieu for an organisation which is willing
to destroy a militant in such a manner and on such a basis?

How could any militant or political organisation possibly trust an organisation, regard it in comradely
fashion, see it as a part of the future party of the proletariat, as a pole of regroupment, as a political
leadership?

Even within the organisation itself the burden of such disgusting behaviour will be immense. For every
militant there will always be the questions:

How far can I go in this discussion before I am condemned as an alien force, a menace, a petit
bourgeois?

How far can I go before I am regarded as suspicious?

How far before I am a police spy?

Comrades, if this is indeed the future, as it is the present for the ICC as the Sec says, if indeed the bulk
of the organisation wholeheartedly accepts this reality, then you will have categorically destroyed the
best organisation the proletarian movement has managed painfully to produce since the last
revolutionary wave. You will have been responsible for the creation of a monster which every thinking
militant throughout the milieu can only regard with extreme suspicion, an organisation which no
proletarian militant worth his salt would approach with a barge pole until a period prolonged of self
rehabilitation has been carried out.
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Until it is made clear to us whether this is or is not the present position in the ICC we see no value in
meetings such as that projected in November, in post trial justifications. The Chenier affair is not a
subject for discussion, for this would be like discussing the culpability of the corpse as we take it down
from the gallows. Rather it is a subject for outright condemnation, a condemnation which, if it does not
erupt from the membership of the ICC as whole, will mark the pronouncement of death for the ICC as
a living, vital, open organisation of the class able the take up any position other than outcast in the
regroupment of revolutionary forces.

Ingram: Cormack: Ferguson: HC: / Aberdeen
GM / Edinburgh

Notes to the letter:

1 The position of the central organs of the ICC with regard to those
who had resigned and taken materials such ns IBs and a typewriter
with them was that their resignations were not accepted and instead
the ICC would exclude them from the organisation (and this AFTER they
had resigned), because of the manner of their resignation.

2 This refers to the fact that Aberdeen had bheen arranging the
printing of a pamphlet for WR and without telling Aberdeen AT ALL the
WREC Bec had decided to ensure that no further funds to pray for this
would be forthcoming. Despite what a recent Internationalism-Tampa
correspondence seems to say about this matter the text of the
pamphlet was returned to the ICC when we left the organisation as a
matter of course.

3. This letter is still unknown to us. We have been told that it
refers to the exposure of militants of the ICC before the proletarian
milieu as lacking seriousness shown by the taking of drugs at a
political gathering in France. Without sight of the letter however we
cannot really say what its significance is.

4. See issue No 1 of this bulletin for our public statement on this
affair.

The above letter, in summing up our understanding of the situation
within the ICC during our last days in that organisation, shows
clearly that while members of that organisation we in no way
attempted to “break” or *destroy” the ICC. Our concerns to the last

were to reform it by drawing members’ attention to the problems
afflicting it.

By the middle of the next month the central organs of WR and the ICC
had taken decisive steps which resulted in the Aberdeen sectiocn and
cther sections of the ICC in Britain leaving that organisation. On
Guy Fawkes night they entered the homes of former members and took
material belonging to those perscons, tried to reclaim monies they
claimed were theirs, took personal and hostage material and generally
acted in a manner totally unacceptable in a communist organisaticn.
We in Aberdeen alerted the rest of the milieu and the ICC to this
situation and for our pains received a hysterical response from the
ICC. To this we replied on 25th November once more but this time
from outside the ICC, giving a resume of our position.
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Aberdeen
25th November

To the WREC Sec

We are in receipt of your letter of 15th November. It is good that you have sent it not only to other
comrades who have abandoned the ICC though we note that you have omitted Rowntree and the
Manchester comrades, but also to the CWOQ, who will now be able to see the collective lunacy the ICC
is reduced to at first hand. There is thus no need for us to point out the internal incoherence of the
letter, the fact that arguments in one paragraph are flatly contradicted in others or even later in the same

paragraph, or that points being made at one place are justified with reference to something or someone
entirely different.

However in all this bizarre material there are a couple of things which we would wish to comment on
and bring to the attention of all receivers of the letter.

1. With reference to your recent spree (note 1) the logic of your defence (sic)is clear. They behaved
badly to us so it is OK to do the same to them eg. you say:

“What you leave out of your Victorian melodrama is what the ex tendency comrades did to
begin with.”

Well apart from the act that we have already spoken on this question and the fact that this slanders
some members of the ex tendency who have done nothing at all, by this sort of logic ANYTHING is
possible as policy for a proletarian organisation if the ‘others’ did it first. This is a very clear exposition
of how clouded your appreciation of what the duty of a proletarian organisation is under such
circumstances, whatever the provocation. This cloudiness is even clearer in the matter of Aberdeen’s
response to the original taking of typewriters. It is an utter and base lie to say, as you do,

“Aberdeen publically defends the position that when you leave a proletarian organisation you
are entitled to steai the resources.”

This we repeat is LIE which only your collective hysteria has prevented you alone from understanding,
despite repeated Attempts by us to direct you to what we have really said on the matter. We have no
intention of YET AGAIN quoting from our letters. Those who wish to remain blind and deaf will do so
despite the fact that they have eyes and ears so long it would appear as they can use this evil slander to
blacken our names.

2. We don’t understand this cryptic reference to Aberdeen’s secret correspondence. (note 2) Is this
another red herring to confuse your members, another slander to avoid responding to political
questions? So far as we are aware everything we have written has been extensively circulated {despite
the opposition this perfectly respectable action has brought forth from certain quarters.) Some
elucidation is certainly required or is this to be another accusation with no evidence forthcoming? Will
you ask your members to take this on trust as you asked the CWO to take your filth about Chenier on
trust because, "you've known us for a few years”. You seem to allude here to some well organised
network of secret writings from us. I assure you all comrades, this is as much of a mystery to us as the
evidence for Chenier being a police agent is to the ICC.

3. Ewe are intrigued by the phrases quoted from the letier from Chenier to Klara (note 3) and since you
obviously think it important, would wish to see the whole letter. As it stands it merely shows that one
comrade at least didn’t hold out much hope for the ICC in June, a fact which should be only to well
known to you since the first texts by the Tendency and interventions at the July Plenum clearly
indicated that this was the case. The whole text comrades if you intend to use this to prove some point.

4. It is indeed strange that you are accusing all and sundry of slander when this very letter shows that it
is a technique you yourselves are becoming more and more adept at. What in heaven’s name is
slanderous about what Aberdeen has been saying about your recent activities? Do you deny having
done EXACTLY what we said you did? NO! In fact in this particular letter you appear to be revelling
in it. Well, you know what they say about pigs and shit. :
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More, it is you who are hiding behind the police in this disgraceful affair. (note 4) You were confident
as you broke into people’s homes and stole their personal possessions that your victims would put
proletarian security before their own or their physical safety and NOT do what they could to protect
themselves. So don’t give us any more crap about anybody hiding behind the bourgeois state or
children. The only difference is that you do so willingly, knowingly, as a part of a decided practice. We
do so in defence because we can see no other way of protecting ourselves, our belongings and
dependents from the ICC hit squads. And to add insult to injury you have the cheek to tell us in this
letter that you “defend the principle of non-violence within the working class.” And this after your
recent demonstration of just where you really stand on this issue - a graphic demonstration of the
disparity between principle and practice in the ICC.

5. But worse is to follow, You threaten that you intend to continue carrying out such acts. You intend
to continue to attack peoples homes an steal their personal belongings and would do so WHETHER
THE PREVIOUS THEFTS OF TYPEWRITERS HAD TAKEN PLACE OR NOT. This is absolutely
clear from your letter.

“The ICC fully intends to recover the material and money.”
“The bulletins belong to the collectivity.”

Your statements about recovery are nowhere specific to those who took typewriters, they are not even
related to injustices you feel have been committed against you. ANY comrade who leaves owing any
dues or who keeps his bulletins, is automatically due for a visit by the heavy mob. We can only be
grateful that this letter now makes this policy CRYSTAL CLEAR ,

In such circumstances how can there be anything but an atmosphere of fear between comrades who
have left and the ICC, whatever their response to the events of the past six months. Yet you have the
audacity to berate us for trying to ensure that such performances are not enacted in our homes!

Our threat stands. You invade our homes at your peril. You steal our belongings at your peril. You
destroy our equipment at your peril. Our threat stands until you cease these outrages and repudiate
these policies.

6. The greatest tragedy, of course, is that throughout all this you have refused to make any political
response at all to the disintegration of the British Section of the ICC. So fixated have you been with the
loss of typewriters and the principle of splitters not taking Internal Bulletins that the (presumably)
inconsequential fact that half the membership of WR has left has received no comment at all, no
political analysis whatsoever. Comrades, you desperately need to swallow your bile and atiempt in a
calm, rational manner to study what is happening to you.

7. Your comments at the end of your letter about what we in Aberdeen brought into the ICC are sadly
reminiscent of what the CWO said when half its membership left(5). The leavers had leaver really
understood what the CWO was about, in fact had never really been CWO members. In fact over a two
year period 75% of the members of the CWO had never really been members of the CWO. Since then
the CWO has, in this respect at least, learned a lot about what the duties and responsibilities of being
part of the proletarian milieu are. It is a sad, sad affair that in this respect you demonstrate that the ICC
has a considerable amount to learn about precisely the same point today.

8. To conclude, if the actions of some of the ex-tendency, on leaving the ICC, were a blow to
proletarian unity, then the recent performances of the ICC, from the Chenier affair to Breaking and
Entering, have undoubtedly set back the proletarian movement at least a decade. You can’t continue to
blame others for your shit. Nobody believes you, comrades, and the sooner you admit that the better for
all of us. :

Aberdeen

Notes to the letter,
1. This refers to the forced entry into the homes of ex-members

2, The WRECSec letter alleged that Aberdeen had been in secret correspondence for some four
menths, presumably for nefarious purposes.
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3. This refers to a letter from Chenier to a member of the London section of WR which we
believe was purloined when an ex comrade’s house was broken into, along with hostage
materials belonging to that other comrade. Despite repeated requests the ICC has never let us
see that letter.

4. Aberdeen was accused of hiding behind the bourgeois state by threatening the ICC with the
police if the hit squads visited us. Qur bluff succeeded and we were not “visited’..

Nowhere in this letter or in the earlier one is there any attempt to
break or destroy the ICC. Our intentions are quite clear, to explain
clearly to the ICC and the rest of the milieu, the effects of the

actions taken, and to urge the ICC to reappraise their decisions and
actions.

Since this letter was written we have continued to act in a
completely responsible manner towards the ICC and we will continue to
do s0 in the future. It may be unpleasant for the ICC to see their
actions made public but this is not an attempt to destroy them. To
claim so would be like blaming those who report on wars for being the
instigators of the bloodshed. Such a position is clearly ludicrous.
Nor do we have we any desire to continually truckle through the
trough. However, while the ICC continue in their press to attempt to
justify their activities it .is necessary for the innocent to defend
themselves against slanders repeated there.

Once more we say there has been no attempt to destroy the ICC on our
part. Such notions arise exclusively from paranocia on the part of
that organisation. The real tragedy is that this paranoia is
essentially preventing the ICC from contributing to the process of
clarification within the proletarian movement. It is therefore to be
hoped that they will scon find the courage to clear theilr collective
minds and abanden this self imposed isolation in an attempt to
rehabilitate themselves in the eyes of the whole milieu so that they
can once again take their place in the vital task of clarification
and the regroupment of revolutionaries.
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Since. this letter was written we have continued to act in a completely
resporsible menner towards the ICC and we will continue to do so ini the
future. It mey be unpleasant for the ICC to see their actions made public
but this is not an attempt to destroy them. To claim 50 wyuld be like, .
blaming those wha report on wars for being. the instigators »f the blosdshed,
Such-a-pssition is clearly lydicrous. Noe have we any desire to continually
truckle through the trough. However vhile the ICC continue in:their press 4o
attempt to justify their agtivities it is“hecesséry for the innocent to
defend themselves agdinst -slanders repeated there. I

TR
[PR

Once m3re we say there has been no attempt to destroy. the ICC on our. part.
Such ndtibnS‘arisé'exclusively from paranoia on the.part‘uf:thatagrganisation.
The real tragedy is that this paranoin is essentislly pPreventing the ICC

from contributing to the process of clarification within the proletarian
movement. It is therefore to be hoped that they will. soon find the, goursage

to clear their collective minds and abandon this self imposed isolation in

an attempt to rehabilitate themselves in the eyes of the whole milieu so

that they can once again take their plaece in the vital teask of clarificetiph
and the regroupment of revolutisnaries.” : :
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LETTER From the CING

b , ' y
" June 1982; .. : : _ s L
Dear Comrades, A e
. +.i:Beveral factirs have necessitated that we make a'fufthe;__
attempt to engage you - in a Political dialogue; the most recent being the
erratic nature asf your response to the Falklands issue. Although we regretted
the psychological barrier that forced You to do so indirectly we welcomea

your desire to distribute our leaflet on the Falklends as a step out of your
self-imposed ghetts. The subscquent Zigzags:¥ith contradictory messzges
emanating about whether or not you intended to' distribute it - and return

2f a used stencil,leaves us completely béwilqered as to what to make of -he
affair. We are quite willing to offer you the chance to give osut our
leaflets on motters of importance, and to leave it to you tn dewide whether
you feel; our efforts zre clear enough’ to merit distribution. But contact
round such issues must be OPEN and UNAMBIGUOUS. Could you clarify whether
you goave out this'leaflet,-and'whether_you_wduld be prepared to consider
giving ocut others in future? .

We also have to clarify the question of 'joint! leaflets. We have no opposition
indeed .welcome where it is possible, the production of joint leaflets with
other:communist groups. However, joint leaflets can only be produced between
political GROUPS. Enless you-nre informing us indirectly that you consider
yourself as such {in which case we would reasonably have to inquire as to the
political basis’'of such 2 claim),we would be committing nothing short of

"cross -opportunism" were we to produce a joint leaflet with a collection of
individuals of no stated politicel positions; especially given that these
individuals had consistently refused to megt'with us for 9 months.,

In order that ~ healthy political dialogue can toke place it isiessen{@pl for
the /ibérdeen comrades ts "climb out of your private bastion and engage - in
dialogue'. We are prepared to take Ingram's letter on our leaflet,Lgﬁq:to
interpret it as the beginnings' of a willingness to debate (despotelﬁthe;
indications to the contrary)}. The implications of the present wor in the South
Atlantic have shaken you out of your complacent isslation, and it is up
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to us to sBeize the opportunity posed by this.

We accept that the phrasing of the leaflet may have giveni the idea that the
vwar between Britain and Argentina wns a 'plot'. At the time of writing we-

had no idea that the ICC said the war wes a plot. (aphoney'war etc) arranged
with Reagan's blessing. Had we been so we would have been much more careful

to avoid any (false) impressaon that we thought so too. Given ICC ideas on
the course of history (no war till the class is defeated) it is hot surprising
that they react to the war as a. plot. We have always said that the crisis -
gives rise -to both tendencies of war and revolption,Iand‘have_never said ‘"
that wars are impossible lor phoney) till the class is smashed, Thus,while"

we accept pour criticism here we think it .is a much more important point © .-
for you to ask what the recent war has shown about the ICC's course of history -

perspectives (and conversley those of the CWO).

On theé other hand the points you make.about "demands" show that - not
surprisingly given the ICCs position - you have not even begun to think =~
clearly about these vital issues. There is no parallel between a call for
revolution and a call for limited actions ageinst a limited war. Communists

in any given situation call for the maximum that is-objéptively:possible in
order to cement’ the class struggle and achieve maximum gains in class
consciousness. It is NOT'unrealistic' to argue that, at the beginning of

the war, to have called on .worksrs to carry on struggles,not call of strikes-
work obertime etc, AND to ‘have taken. the token symbolic actions against the -
war cutlined, was .realistig, The;impépt.qf even & small section of the class
carrying ‘out such actions wpuld have been phenomenal, »T'd we were right ito
call for themys We DONT think this could have stopped the war,since we dont, -.i.-:
again unlike the ICC,believe that.class struggle stops war,unless it B
becomes revolutionary. But such actions would have been blows for internation-
alism,heightened class tensions,given revolutionaries = focal point to :
agitate round and been a harbinger of bigger struggles ahead. Simply denouncing
the war is not enough; we have to show that there is an alternative to - :
parliamentary pacifism and pressurising the bourgecisie, and that this lies
in class opposition against the war. E#ep:fhough we disagree with your-
comments we think that it is a positive sign that you aFe willing to pose

the issue of demands. z2nd not simply rest on the old ICE position that the
whole issue is irrelevant. We hope that this is a beginning of an attempti

to deepen the debate on the issue,and to clarify the tasks which face us.

If there are some pogitive signs in 1ngram's letter we wish we could say thke.
same about the text 'lLong March of the CWO' which we received (indirectly)
recently. Here we -are accused of many things,including the presentation of

a 'rigid face' to the world; this text presents nothing but a soft arse.

In it NOT A SINGLE ARGUMENT IS PRESENTED AGAINST ANY CWO POSITION. one
searches through it in vain ts find out what is wrong with our views.
Gradually it becomes clear that we are not being criticised for having wrong
views BUT FOR HAVING VIEWS AT ALL. The text points out that the CWO used to
draw its views from the German Left, ‘and now does so from the Italian Léft,
Despite attempts to imply that it has been dishonest and furtive the text
itself shows any reader that this has been o gradual acknowledged and open
Pracess, as far as any process can be fully understood by those involved in
it at the time. Our fault apparently lies in thinking that our views are
correct! At any given pémnt ih time - though admitting past errors and alsc
that our views may yet change - = group needs agreed position ts intervene
in the class,positions which it defends in o partisan manner. For our
narthern latitudinarians this is ”dogmatism”,”maﬁﬁliﬁhi%m” anc other phrases’
substituted for arguments. The TOTAL INABILITY 2f Aberdeen to organise én§ -
debate,either amongst themselves,or with others, for nine months shows clearer -
than anything else,that dialogue takes place round political positions,not
round open mindedness or whatever. With all their calls for going forwards
into the 80s the Aberdonians ate in fact heading backwards to the libertarimn
existential angst of the 1960s ("How do ¥au know yaure right" "You cohld'be_
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wrong" ete, etc) ALL this leads only in ONE DIRECTION, of which this text
is 2 'theoretical' justification To INERTIA, since the burdens of possible
error are taoo great.

We could go through this text pointing out its distertions (thét;thelqu
doesn't analyse its history, doesn't debate etc,), it simple untruths ;(that
we said the tate of profit was a "eclass line'") and its ignorante (that we,
‘or the PCInt are 'bérdigistu and don't ctiticise the, errors of'ﬁdrdiga or
the BCI), but thére would appear to' be' little point, since the text simply
festers with- ill=will towards the CWO ang nll its workstfihét noféhcunt:gf:
correction would appear to be able ts héal. It ie incrediblé that people- -
who have argued themselves into totnl isplation and inertia can accuse us

af not being open to ‘debate and dialogues the hostility with which they
haVe reacted to ex-ICCers who ARE debating with us and KNOW that it is .
possible, is a self-condemnation. For despite all the talk about dogmatism °
in the CVWO, wheh‘the'Aberdonians.denouncé these faults they are redlly sedng
their own' image; Aberdeen in the Looking ~Glass. - '

The behaviour recently exhibited by the comrades .in Aberdeen comes in.a.

long line of Ultimatum Thule actions, expressions of the chronic Aberdonian
disease, cliquism. Cliquism is a far greater danger than sécfa}iéﬁiémqbn
dogmatism, -since it is not susceptible to palitical argumeént aﬁ'éll.',ln the
space.of a few yedrs the Aberdonians have shown themselves iﬁcapabie,of
functioning :within the only two communist groups in Britain (leéving”agide

the failings of these groups, which however do not prevent others from; . -
functioning within them.). Both these splits were accompanied by acrimony, . -
and followed by bitterness. Within the CWO they were instrumeiital - as they. i1 ..
admit - in the Liverposol split, ané since leaving the ICC have failed to

debate with anysne. Unless the comrades are willing to recognise - incred- .
ible thought! that some >f the fault of all this might lie with themselves .~. , -
the ONLY conclusion they can draw is that 2ll groups are "rackets", and
retire,_Time is rUnhingout;.it requires 2 massive effort from the'QQarde

ians of the Holy Grail ts realise that the faults they delight in''éttrib-

uting to others are in meny cases their owne - ¥t nheeds revolutionary .
maturity to break from cliquishness, engage in dialogue and rebuild a

political existance. 'The.cwp may have made a ling march (which is a

stupid metaphor, since theflong march was a success), to what we believe is .
political clarification. The Ultima Thulians face short step - to

theorised inertis znd the .conclusion thét’ﬁo'qammunist group was worthy. _ :
of them. It is time that they began to ‘accept some responsability for . 1.t
their own "trajectory" to bo;rsw @ phrase, and realise that vhatever . B
faults the CWD  and ICC had, thg-Aberdonians:coﬁpounded them with {their own
cliquishness, e ' v - ’ '

This letter is written with .the hope and anticipation that you aré_willing
to end vour self-imposed isplation from the communist movement, and
specifically tg debatg with, and engage in Joint work with, the CwWo,

for the CWO - S 7 . )
B.G.Place, - ' ‘ . - . T e

CUR RERLY Co

We think it best'ﬁq address ourselves onky to what wé_céhsiqér the most.
important politﬁdam questions raised in your letter rather than chasing
down evary'%i?d'quse_and red herring. Experience, huath with yourselves
ond the ICC has tought us that such n chase tends to bhe fruitless.
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The Falklonds Leaflet

Firstly , on the question of the Falklands Leaflet, we think we have
only'ourselves to blame for:your evident confusion about our ‘position,

We felt that Eﬁe war not, only demanded an intervention but was sufficiently
important to warraat a joint intervention from as much as possible of the
proleterian milieu in the UK. Without rehearsing the arguments again, it
seemed to us that in a situation where a national capital was actively
marshelling its working class behind imperialist slaughter it ‘was necessary
to make the attempt to overcome sectarian differences in a communist inter-
vention against the war. We decided.to make this suggestion to all the
elements we knew of in the proletarian milieu and wrote accordingly. When
we telephoned our comrade in Edinburgh to let him know what we -intended
doing he informed us that he was meeting with out the following day and

it seemed obvious and quicker to: ask him to. broach the subject with you
directly. We intended to follow through by sending you the same letter we
sent evefyone else, but unfortunateiy,_it is clear from your letter that.

we didn't. We should also have kept you better informed about the after=
math of the iniative. It was an irresponsibility we'll try to rectify:
here. No, we didn't distribute the leaflet for the reasons we have already
given you. (There's nothing mysterious about the stencil being used. "To
save time, one comrade began running off the leaflet before the meeting at:
which we discussed it)., 1In addition, we felt it important that the inter-
vention be a joint one, rather than’a question of giving out a CWO leaflet,’
We think  your squemishness about joint pelitical work with "a collection : 7"
of individuals“ as apposed to a self-proclaimed "GROUPM is-a self-imposed
limitation which is your own problem. There is no shortage of precedent
for joint interventions of that sort in the history of the workeris move- .t
ment. If you are worried about "erass opportunism', nothing could have
been more opportunitive than for us to have prematurely constituted our=
selves as an ~rganisation Just so that we could have done a joint inter-:
vention with you. We think that in a situation as serious as the one ve
faced, agreement on an anti-war intervention along revolutionary and class:
lines was sufficient for a joint effort on a specific intervention. For
the future, we have every intention of pursuing the poseibility of - joint-
interventions whenever possible. As for giving out your leaflets, we have :

intervention, or the content and ‘on our own activities apd capacities,

We'll try in the future to be as open ana unambiguous in Jur contacts abouyt
such issues as we can. A

Debate With The CWO

It is clear from your letter and from what others have told us that you
are convinced that we can't bring ourselves to have any contact with you
because of "psychological barriers' and personal acrimony etc. Nothing
could be further from the truth, as we thought we had already made clear
to your comrade who visited us after our split -from the ICC. Even if a
legacy of personal hostility from sur past involvement in the CWO did
exié%t we- would consider it criminal to allow that to interfere with a
political relationship. I think our attempt to engage the ICC in a Joint
interventisn so. soon after the very acrimonious split testifies to that.
Our approzch to you is a political one and in general has the same starting
point as our approach to all the rest of  the proletarian milieu. We don't .
refuse to debate with you any more than we would refuse to debate with
anyone else.. VWe havé:contributions we wish to made to the discussion
within the proletarian.milieu and inevitably these contributions will
occasionally‘be_concerned with .the positions and practice :of the CWQ. Ve
would expect you to respond to what:we have to say and we would in turn
respond to that. That seems.to .us to -constitute debate and to be what we
are currently engaged in. We don't think that there is any guestion of

us withdrawing into a "self-imposed ghetto of isolation"., It's a question
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of deciding what is the best and mest fruitful way of conducting .any part-
icular debate and that's fuadamentaz lly a tactical question dependlng an

particular:circumstances. Nobody in the revolutlonary movement - dant affard fﬁ'

to spend.zllitheir . time conducting individual dlscussmons with . each and
every, element in the.mllleup Its 2, question of polltlcal pr10r1t1es and

resourtes. Wlth regard alvaurselves our, gudgement TE-E ‘that at ‘this partlcﬁ-:'

lar tlme wa can’ best say whot 1t is we want to say’ about “the CWD in the
pages of:our bulletin 4o cnsure ‘the widest possible ducﬂence. Given our
own .current Situation ané given your- pglitical positions and tragectory,
our general priarity is to address ourselves to.the milieu as a whole ”_'
rather than’ dévoting cnnalderab?e effort: to what we would consider to be,
at the momemt,. thefraitless task, of adregsing ourselves specifically to
you. Clearly & more specific grlorlty is: to expcehd effort tawarcs those
elements in the nilicu who to.some extent: share our preoccupatlons, and
for the moment. that doesnt include the.CWO..Agcin: theres no questlan of g
retreat. into 1solatlon=:1n addition to:the pagesi of the bulletin we have
conducted and: will continue to conduct faece torfuee d1scuss1ons w1th the
elements we consider closest to usg.‘ Y
We dont fhink our approach to this dlffers in. nrinciple from your own
but rather the problem arises from.a tactieal mlsaudgement on-’ your part.l
You believed,mistakenly,that elements splitting.from the ICC who st111
held to the need for centralised organisation. could only mive towards the
CwWo. Bluntly, your urgency for face.to face'discussion wibh ug' Sprung
from hopes.of recruitment., Theres:nething reprehensible .abdut that), 1ts
Just that -your judgement wos wrongs - While.we can understand your puzzlement
and your need to know why we werent :interested you.should also bé éble to.

understand why our prlarlty W&SDL to make spec;flc explanatlﬁns to the CWO.l

HERR

Aberdonlan ”Cllqu1sm” R o . TR
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“Unfort unatély youve compounded your mlsaudgement byfbulldlng theorles about

"psychological barriers" and Mféstering ill-will' o éxplain your rebuff._ N

a1

We repeat, our relations with you are entirely dictated by polltlcal crltgf‘
and have nothing whatsaever to do with personal hustlllty. Wé Just dont

v

have the time or room for that in the revolutlondry movement Ab for your. _3w

accusations of "cllqulsm" {(whatever this new -ism mlght be) We thlnk that"

your polemlcs.naVE degenerated intc simple insult. You'appear' to have forg-!

otten your own history. The Liverpoosl split from the! CWO took place ‘for
compelling politicel reasons .stemming from: the confusion ¢f the orlglnal
regroupment. Its true that the Aberdsnians were clearest about the need for
& split but the political reasons we advanced were accepted w1thuut___x
equivocation by the rest of the srganisation. Our own split from “the- CWO
had nothing whatsogver ts do with our alleged "inability to function within
it". We functioned without criticism within the CWO from the day of its
foundation until our split tws years later. We split from the CWO for clear
and comnelling political reasans based onpur rejection of the sectarian

and monolithic thedry and practice of that organisation. I think its fair td”"

say that much of ﬁur critique has since been accepted and’ partially assimi-’
lated by the CWQ, imfiarly with the ICC we functinned w1th1n it without
serious dispute for the better part uf four years before spllttlnc on the .
same question of monolithism and Sectarian practices We're not spending
time pefuting your slander for the sake of point scoring or to make our-
selves feel better but because we think that the isfsues involved in the
ICC split have vital repercussiosns for revolutionaries and its essential
that these issues are not sbscured by attempts to explain the split in
terms 2f individuals' psychological’ defects. T the extent that bitterness
and acrimony were involved then certesinly we must shoulder our share of
respon51b111ty 1lkt everyone else-but we "insist therc 1s no room in the

* ' . . .
* All the documents pertnining to these spllts are av;llable t2 anyone who
contacts and asks for them. '

r
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revolutibhafy‘movemént for the harbouring of grudges.

Sectarianism and the CWo.

Finally we want to take up Your comments on our text "The Long March of

the CWO”;’Your'criticisms of it seem to us bizarrely misplaced in the
light of what the text 6pen1y pProclaimed its pﬁfpose to be. Firstly we had

no intention of criticising there specific political positions of the CWo
past or present ( although we certainly have a critique to make and will

do 8o in other texts), nor were we criticising you for holding positions,

or changing Your positions. We cant envisage arganised revolutionary activity
without the committment to political positions or without the dynamic of
change, "All this is stated quite clearly “in the text. What the text addressed
itsélf to wes the question'of_séctafiahism“and.mnnolithism by aitembtiﬁg

to draw the Yessong which we Delieve are starkly illustrated by your .own
development. YDU'starfed_dff your political life with one set of political
positions which ybu:déféhded’ip'a;manner vhich openly consigneg exeryone

else outside your platform to the ranks of the bourgeoisie. The "defence""
of your positions meant your total isolatior from and rejection of ‘the
entire proletarian milieu 'ih the most destructive and sectarian'manan
imeginable. Five years on the vast bulk of those positions you so brutally
weilded to keep’ yourself separate from the proletarian milieu have been "
abandoned. Its  clear to even you now how spurious, how trivial these o
positions were, however formally correct they might or might not have been.
Today you have a completely new set of positions which in practice you -
"defend" just as intransgently and Just as’ divisively. ( we nqié'for qxémp1e
that you apparently conceive only yourselves and the ICC to be part of the
revolutionary movement in Britain.) And what lessons have you taken from -
this Odyssey? Simply that your positions ‘were Wrong then but- are right’ nowi -
Oh mea culpa. Hés if not occurred to you that your current ﬁdgitionsff o
might prove to be just as spurious and just as trivial and inconsequential

as your last $ét? We dont think that recogniticn of thaf'possibility

leads to existential angst or organisational inertia. It should' lead to an
understanding of what is historically necessary and insepa;able from
revolﬁtioharj”aétivity'(eg. bourgeois nature of Trade Unions,Parliament;
National Liberation etc etc) and what is,for the moment ‘either purely
conjunctural (eg. Course of History analyses or Left in Opposition) of
simply 'debatable (in the fullest sense of the word) like economicc or the
date of the death of the Russian Kevolution. We think it should lead to

a profound serisusness and EBsponsibility about the gravity of taking up

a position organisationally and constant assessment about whether or not
there is a necessity to commit an entire organisation to‘any specific
position. We think for example that there is nothing to be gained by
programmatic incorporation of such a transient analysis as the Left in
Opposition; we dont See any, reasonwhy all points of view cant be Vigorousdy
expressed in a single organisation. We think that one of the lessons to be
drawn from your own experiences and that of the ICC should be a positive
reluctance to leap into a Programmatic committment prematqrelx. Your own
history is an undeniable example that in a revolutionarj“miiiéﬁ as tiny, ¢
25 fragmented and as remote from the life of the class' as ours there is
almost nothing to stand in the way of arbitrariness in the adoption of
positions. Any organisation existihg of two or ‘three married couples s#nd * °
which views the rest of the revolutionary milieu with opportunistic contempt
has very little antidote agaimst idiosyncracy. We dont think that recognition
of that reality should lead to paralysis but rather to a prafound'caution

' -about programmatic committment about a position’and to the underétaﬁding
that’ once the adoption of a positién becomes inescapable ‘the defence of

that position mustnt be taken up in a sectarian fashion., There is a world
of difference between the partisan defence of a position as an element
contribiting positively to the overall process of clarification within the
revolutionary miliey as a vhole and the defence of a position as a means to
build a barrier ogrinst that milijey, Clarity is not Synonomous with certainty
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and is pat to be used as A sect1r1nn cudgel to beat comrades. S b

If we fllp the sectarlan toin aver we 1nev1tably flnd on the ather!side
a m?nollthlc dinternal practice. The malntaln nce of, sectarian purity has
.8 tendency to militate against the existénce of internal divergences.
'Internal debate and especially its public expression is seen as & threat®
to, the sectarlan identity of the arganimtion. Yous claim that it is

o p0551b1e %o trace out your journey from the legacy of the KAPD to that

of the Itallan Left ‘in your public press totally misses the point we: are ’
trylng to make.. Yes, we can pick out trznsition points in your transitisn
from one pole to another (eg. B.G.Place's art;cch .but what . is entirely
m1551ng is any sign of the polltlcal pProcess which underlies that. Ng- 51gn
of that debate can be seen; it is entirely lost to. ull the rest of the
milieu and all the rest of us ever see is the "winning" side of the
argument VWhat happenned to divergences within the CWO 2n this issue? Were
the digsenters all convinced or have they merely swallowed their scruples°
Are the arguments they put forward now con51dered to have no weight,no
substance .at 2ll? Its not as if the issue were & private CWO affair like .
the format Qf your paper or the mimber of your public meetings or whatever
rather its a debate which .is ‘crucial to and concerns the whole revolutionary
m111eu. The result of your monolithic practice is to remove an entire ﬁart
of that debate and relegate it fo the status of private property. In
addltlon the voices of those within the CWO who continue to disagree w1th
‘the CWD'ﬁos;t;on' are now effectlvely suppressed with no possibility of '
contrlbutlng to.the debate unless they split fram the CWQ, Is this what

you mean by the "partisan defence of p051t13ns“° The reality is that the
CWO has never shown any .sign of comprehennlng the complexity:of what is:
one of the sentral issues of revolutlonary organisation and that is how ta
deal with internal divergences and debaté in 2 manner which benefits ‘the ‘.’
whole revolutlanary milieu. You have managed to deal with the morialithic -
consequences of your: sectarlanlsm only by V1rtue of the fact that you've
spent most of your political' lifé w1th 1ess than 2 dozen members.
Unfortunately the :exXperience is entlrely 1nappropr1ate to help in any
understanding of how to-deal with the central problem whlch now. confronts
the revglutlonary movement.-

AB a flnal word, 1ts depre551ng to note' that 1despite. the ‘political cartwheis
you've turned since we left you, the years have totally failed to wither
your own unique style. Comrades, read your 1etter .again, Is that olgd !
famlllar mixture of self-righteous bluster leavened with accusations and =~ '
1nsu1ts wreally your best effort 1t extendlng a fraternal- 1nV1tdt19n° o '
yours : T

Aberdeen.

LETTE R Prom TA MDA

T

Slnce the publlcatlon of our first Bulletln we have received eorrespondence
from a number .of groups and lnleIGUnls in .the proletarien milieu, from )
Britain Europe and. America. One such, the Tampa Workers Aff1n1ty Group also
sent us a. leaflet on the Falkldnds War wh1ch, dlang with: thelr letter, we “,1:.
reproduce here.. - .: S A s o
o Dear Comrades,
We receited 2 copy of ysur new Journal. Enclosed is 2 5.00
for your productisn expenses. You can send us more of the June issue if you
you like and we'll distribute it to our contecs here in the USA.

Also inside you will find a copy af our General Pronsuncement on the

like



Copies of the,Tampé,'General Pfonquﬁ¢ement' and thg?ieffer in réply from Inter.

s -

X .
i :

ICC splits (which you might already have seen) znd a recent lettr to us from
their US section (Internationalism). In the next several weeks we will be,

ambﬁg_iyh‘r thiqgsi"hﬁsweriég all of the issues brought out with three

separate,but in reality interrelated, replies. 1. our views on Social Demacracy,

Lenin and the Russian Revolution; 2. »ur bast relationship with the ICC and

2ll of the wayward criticism of us made in theirnjuly 25th lette and 3 our

enalysis of the Pannekoek-Lenin cantroversy. Ve can tell You in advance that
were going after 'Ilych' with everything we have and be a2ssured that were

' gding ts nail him; and the ICC as well. - .- . Y LT

From ysur introductory statement we concur .that the problem,of political
organisation is a centfal'andipressing one for all-COmmunist.revolutionaries.
We intend to discuss this problem at length in our second reply to the ICC.. .
Its pure 'distortion as the ICC knows, to describe sur position on organisation
as "federalist" or "lodalist". We have consistently shown marked,principled
reasons =<the hature of the 2nad International,thg Bolsheviks,the 'State in.
Transition',ete -~ for our refusal -ta join the Current over the past several
yearé@ At the same time we have come to understand the paramountﬁnecessity for
an internationally coordinated organisation of revokutionaries. ps an indespers
ible' condition for'victorisus class struggle and we ‘have made this point_in..
the Internationel Discussion Bulletin and even more vigoursusly in public
pronouncements’ hére in the US. Iss the character of this body --in its, practiee
wﬁidﬁfé?Uses'%hé“dilémna. SRR RN R s ' :

EATRET B Y . 2

there seems to usts bée no way that such a centralised, organisation of
revolutionakies ‘cah avoid bureaucratic corruption, regardless of the.gualities
“and inténtions of the members of the central International Bureau, without
formal guaranties against a permanent ¢ivisisn of labor within the organisatim
Such would ihvolve a mandatory rotation in pert or in toto, of he composition
of the' International Secretariat on an annual or- other: temporal basis. What
the brganiSafion-mightVinseiin‘cdntinuity and efficiencyg.it would more than
gain in real’ communist,integral self+activity 5f the organisation's -
membership and insureithat no elitist stranglehold could evince itself within
the organisstidn. ‘We are confident that,given the high caliber of the . ..
revolutionary milieu sf this epoch, any political and practical challenge to
“'thle proletariat cdould be met by such an srganisational framework. Anyway.
more oﬁ“inS'Will'be'fbftﬁcomiﬁg with our up-coming Repliés to the ICC. .

S ) B FOR ANTILSTATE COMMUNISM
PR : TAMPA  WORKERS AFFINITY GROUP
(pute) e

can be obtained direct' from Florida. The address of TWAG is,P.0. Box 16000 SG”
Tampa, Florida 33687, U.S.A. ' e S

Theirykeéfletjqﬁ the Falklan@s war is_febroduged_qverieaf.

1.
i

P

) Y Fe T~ A — N | . ;
SUBRSCRIBE "TQ THE BULLETIN

Guarantee your own copy of the Bulletin by ‘sending ‘us £1.00 if you are in.::
)Britaiﬁ or:£2.00}5r'éQUiﬁelant if overseas. This will guarantee the next
four issues of the Bulletin plus any other publications of ours. 4 Years
Supplfq .I SorE i el | AR e
The Bulletin costs us a considerable anount to produce and dmstribute. Help
us ensure its éoﬁfinded"pfoduction'by subscribing. L : .

Donations also are also positively requested.



TO HELL WITH THE WAR!

Cun, Two, Three -- What are we fighting for?

~ighting has broken, out betweer Great Hritain and Argentina over the Falkland
Isiands. The Falkiand Islands? You mean people are dying fer a desolate, rocky
dot in the South Atlantic, and for national regimes which have done nothing but
suprress the working-class? -t

rWhat does this absurd war really mean? One thing 1s for sure, it's not about
any high moral mrinciples, the end of colenialism, self-determination of the
1300 Falklanders, or respect for “International law®, The fssues of the 200-
mile territorial fishing rights and the prospect of drilling oil and mineral
deposlts for he winning "sovereign" rerty are relevant, but these aren't the
overrlding points elther, ' ' '

Yo, what this war means is Just that: WAR! War for the sake of WAR! Destruc-
tion of human lives for the "glory" of the "mother-country“. You see, the
mutual economic and social systems of these two nation-states -- England and
Argentina -- are in deep trouble and have been for some time. Fach hes g
national economy in shambles —- massive unemployment, runaway inflation,
industrial collapse and huge foreign debts -- and wlth no solution whatsoever
in the cards for them. The only prospects for the Thatcher and Galtieri govern-

-ments prior to the war fever was more domestic unrest ang disorder -~ strikes
and riots by the working-class who are bearing the brunt of the social misery.

So this war came as heaven-sent, and in fact, was needed politically by both
the British and Argentine governments to bolster their mrecarious rule with
Jingoism. And within each couniry all factions of the bourgeolsie ~w including
thc Ieronists in Argentina, and the Labor Iarty in England -- united as one
ratid animal behind their right-wing governments, After all, the "opposition
partles” are patricts, too!

Tha 1.3, press whizh at Tirst described the seizure of the tiny Falklands by
on~ ratlonalist mot from another as a comedy, soon lined up behind cleoser ally
*ritalin, and 1s now cuthorle over this new violent sensation, Lverybody in the

.5, 1s bLeing tushagd to take sides —~ some for "Joeg CL' England”, others for
rightful "Third Worlg" Argentlna,

Zut both sides are Apgressors! To hell with both regimes which are both enemle
of the international working-class! ' o



The maln thing to keep in mind 1s thet the Fulkland War is the future on a
small scale of what the capitalist rulers of the world have in store for humanit
Total Destructlon of Civilization! due to the incurable crisis of their soclo- Y
econemic system. Thls war 1s belng fought, just like the horrible conflicts of
1914 and 1239, because War is the only answer every national rullnge-class can
glve to the economie, political, moral, and cultixal decay of their respective
country,

War and patriotlsm are used to rope in the working-class, firmly tle %t to the

‘State and thereby rrevent any class actions against the domestic misery of the -
exploiters, Jingoism can be used to stop strikes, clamp down on the workers with
natlonal sactifice and diseipline ~- "to agalin demand "Blood, Sweat and Tears”
whether in Britain, Argentina, Nicaragua, Iran or Poland. And for what and fo;
whem? 50 that when the global state of hostility between the real contenders
the cqually imperlalist U,S. and Russian blocs -- reaches a2 certaln thresﬁqld
these nuclear missle buttons. wlll be pushed! In the meantime Thatcher*s playéoy
son car continue to gallivant around the world while Harrier planes hit the
murky deep! And the Argentine Generals can play with all of their Western—
bought lethal toys! '

American workers! Don't be taken in by these monstrous iricks the masters of.
this earth have to crush you. To prevent mors fulure wars, fo prevent the
nuclear annihilation which is "on the agenda”™ fer us if we fail 4o act in our
own class Interests, reject all calls for patriotic mobilization and Strike
- Strike, Otrike against the class enemy -- the bosses and their govarnmentsl'

.1'

Falklands so firmly

Ploody good show!

da A

"L A g A
Today they cheer me =~

—_— -

After the lousy war
_ ) AVEA WCRKERS AFFINITY (BT
Ve've got another one 2.C, BCX 16000 5G

walting in the wings! AMTA, FLA. 43687
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Another Look at the
Organisation Question

Introduction

The one clear lesson that emerged from the recent traumatic and
confused splits within the International Communist Current is the
pressing need for a fresh lock at the most central problem which
confronts the revolutionary movement today - that is, the question of
revoluticnary organisation. The splits were the product of not so
much the large number of political differences which began to surface
latterly in the internal debates of the ICC, nor because of the
gravity and sericusness of these differences, but because of the
inakility of the organisation to deal with those differences as a
fruitful and necessary part of its life. Instead the differences were
finally perceived as threatening and alien forces which had to be cut
out of the body of the organisgation. In this process the tendencies
towards a monoclithic and bureaucratic practice which had always been
present, became absolutely dominant.

The background to the emergence and heightening of the differences
within the ICC was the upsurge of class struggle at the start of the
80s beginning with the French Steel Strike, moving on through the
British cne and culminating in the Polish explosion. This wave of
struggle was seen, more or less clearly, as a signal that we had
entered a qualitative change of period with a corresponding change of
emphasis in our work as revolutionaries. Up until then the overriding
priority within the revolutionary movement which had appeared towards
the end of the 60s was the urgent struggle for programmatic clarity
for the re-appropriation of the theoretical lessons which had been
produced from the last revolutionary wave, and, hand in hand with
that, the struggle to integrate that clarity in the building of an
organisation from the mass of fragmented elements making up the
milieu. Both the ICC and the CWO are the fruits of this process. The
scale and depths of the class upsurge triggered off with the French
Steel strike produced undeniable tensions in the whole of the
revoluticnary movement as we tried to grapple with the task of
transforming our peolitical clarity into concrete and effective
interventions. Within the ICC these tensions manifested themselves on
the one hand as a belief that the mode of functioning we had evolved
appropriate to the search for programmatic clarity left us ill-
prepared for effective sensitivity to, and intervention in the
deepening struggles of the class; it was felt that we were tooc inward
looking, too concerned with the doings of endless commissions and
committees and spent too much time and effort speaking to ourselves
and that all of this constituted a barrier to our efforts to
understand the reality of the struggle. On the other hand there was
the fear that opening up to the class and attempting to relate more
closely to its activity would necessarily compromise our clarity and
that we were bending the stick too much towards intervention. These
concerns formed the background te the increasingly acrimonious
debates on not only our interventions in the wave of struggle but
also on many of the ICC's analyses of the conjunctural situation. The
Courge of History, the Left in Opposition, Machiavellianism ete.



By the end of 1981, it had become c¢lear that these debates could not
be fruitfully conducted within the ICC, let alone resolved there.
Thia text is not the place tc rehash or to prove all the bitter
disputes which led to the splits. It is sufficient merely to state
here that the debates foundered on an increasingly monolithic fear of
political differences being expressed within the organisation,
Debates continually came up against the barrier of central organs
which, in practice, and despite much rhetoric to the contrary, tended
to substitute themselves for the organisation as a whole. Clarity,
(and the organisation itself) was seen as the property of the central
crgans whose simple task was to disseminate (and impose) that clarity
cn the rest of us. Time and time again, every contribution of the
central organs to the debate, even their opening contribution to
debates which had not even been defined, let alone matured, was
considered to be the ICC position which had to be defended against
"dissidents". Any notion that the central organs should be the
expressicn and synthesis of the organisation as a whole was
completely absent. For the ICC, “clarity” is produced by the internal
life of the central organs. Certainly, the rank and file are free to
say what they like in an endless flood of intermal bulletins but all
of this is worthless in the face of central organs who treat it like
a schoolmaster treats his pupils’ essays, "Six out of ten. Muat try
harder."

Not only was there a faulty understanding of centralisation at work
within all this, in which the mechanics of centralisation was seen
and used as a device to settle all debate in favour of the central
organs, but it was compounded by the fact that centralisation was
inseparable from the operation of persomal cliques, a Holy Family of
carefully selected spouses and chums. Central organs were gelected
for their "homogeneity” and their ability “to work together” with the
bizarre result that at a time when the organisation was being torn
apart by ferocious debates, the central organs were totally isolated
from the differences in an island of peaceful homogeneity. The end
regult of all this, a welter of lies and slanders, accusations of a
comrade being a police agent, break-ins, theft and the paranoid
search for "enemies who are out to destroy the ICC", ie familiar to
everyone in the revolutionary movement. Its perhaps worthwhile adding
here lest anyone think that its merely sour grapes of splitters at
work, that these criticisms of the operation of centralisation in the

ICC has been made many times by elements who still remain inside the
ICC.

All of the foregoing is the background to where we find ourselves
teday - in desperate need of looking at the abc’s of organisation
once again (and also in desperate need of avoiding the temptation of
just washing our hands of it all by saying that all organisation are
rackets or that political centralisation is synonymous with
monolithism. It’s important that mounting a critique of the ICC
doesn’t obscure the very real and considerable gaine made by it over
the past decade.

Therefore what we want to do in this text is toc look once again at
the lesscns of the last revolutionary wave and in particular at the
experience of the Bolshevik Party. Rather than taking a detailed look
at the theory of organisation or even at the history of the debates,
we have the rather more modest aim of attempting to loock again at the
historical context of the debates as a start to looking at their
relevance for revolutionaries today.



There are three basic areas we want to look at:

1. The intermnal life and organisation of the Bolsgheviks - what was
theorised at any given time, and how that related to their actual
practice.

2. Their relationship to the class and its struggles in an effort to
map out the parameters of what we mean by a party taking up a leading
role in those struggles.

3. And finally a brief comparison of the general material context of
revolutionary activity then and in the present so that we can begin
to lock at the consequences of the differences.

The Internal Life of the
Bolsheviks

It’'s necessary to point out to both the epigones and the critics of
Bolshevism that Lenin's position on the organisation question was
never a simple cut and dried invariant which can be lifted and
applied, more or less wholesale, by revolutionaries today. On the
contrary, Lenin‘s theories, and Bolshevlk practice, was a living,
evolving dynamic, inextricably linked to the life of the class and
reoted in the changing material circumstances. Comrades who should
know better, quite wilfully engage in the most horrifying a-
historicism in order to justify their own organisational fantasies.
Both the councilists and the "partyists" have an overwhelming
tendency to freeze Lenin's theories at a single point, usually at the
point of "What is to be Done", and then use that as a distorting
prism to look at the unfolding of the revolutionary wave and the role
of the Bolsheviks within it. But the reality, of course, is much more
complex than that, both in terms of how the theory shifted and
evolved in response to the material situation and in terms of being
able to situate the theory in its original context in the first
place. And in addition we’re faced with the added complexity that
there frequently existed a yawning gap between what was said and what
was actually done.

Before looking more closely at the theory, it’s necessary to realise
that Lenin‘’s starting point was the ceaseless fight against the
opportunism of a Social Democracy rapidly moving into the camp of the
bourgeocisie. Lenin‘s fight for an elitist, vanguard party drawn
narrowly from the ranks of professional revolutionaries has teo be set
against this background of the fight against conceptions of
organisation with their roots in a period which was rapidly passing
and which would eventually have to be jettisoned. Everyone elae
within the then still proletarian camp was arguing for mass
organisations with no clear organisational distinction between the
hard core of activists and the general mass of sympathisers and
general supporters. Lenin was clear that this was a mode of
organisation teotally inappropriate both for the needs of
revolutionary intervention and for the struggle for clarity. The
whole history of the Bolsheviks’ role in the debate on organisation
is the history of the growing clarity on the need for complete
autonomy of the expression of working class interests and thus the
growing pressure for organisational separation from the old and dying
workers movement which still clung to compromises end alliances with
the liberal bourgeoisie. It hardly needs to be said that for



revolutionaries today, the argument has been won. No-one today,
within the communist movement, is arguing for mass parties with a
broad and fuzzy definition of membership nor for any kind of alliance
with "progressive" elements in the bourgeois camp. And vet we still
find today, Lenin’s fight for separation from a movement passing into
an alien camp being quoted as a defence for sectarian practices today
within the communist movement. Thus we saw, for example, the CWO at
the beginning of their existence, refer back to the Bolsheviks’ fight
for separation and to the later fight by the KAPD to split from a
movement again passing into an alien camp, to justify their
organisational separation form the ICC. It’s just one example of the
tendency to a-historically appropriate positions from the past of the
workers movement that we intend to deal with in this text. Let’s be
clear. The fight for unity today in the revolutionary movement is not
the same “unity” that Lenin fought against from 1903 onwards.
Bolshevik "sectarianism" was able to contain within it, as we shall,
see, gigantic differences both in theory and in practice. The need to
geparate revoluticnary activity from reformism and the opportunism
that an alliance between them brings is NOT on the same scale ag the
differences currently existing within the revolutionary movement.

Theory: What Is To Be Done

If we now turn to a closer look at the evelution of the theory,
again, it's erroneous and a-historical to think that Lenin and the
Bolsheviks produced the definitive blueprint for organisation in 1902
and then proceeded to implement it and thus finally produced the
successful party of 1917. Even a closer look at the 1902-1908 period
(let alone the 1817 period) shows how false this is. The Lenin of
1203 at the point of the original Bolshevik/Menshevik split is the
Lenin of "What is to be Done?" and "One Step Forward, Two Steps
Back". It is the Lenin most familiar to the revolutionary movement
and the Lenin that the libertarians love to hate. It’s the period of
the fight for "military discipline" within the party and of "All
Power to the Central Committee". In Lenin’'s own words:

"the organisational principle of revoluticonary Social
Democracy . . . 8trives to proceed from the top downwards and
upholds an extension of the rights and powers of the centre in
relation to the parts."

There was to be no room in a revolutionary organisation for
"democratic" procedures. He commented that the 2 conditions for the
existence of the broad democratic principle - full publicity and
election to all offices - was utopian and could only benefit the
pelice. (Although its clear that the conditions of illegality and
clandestinity had a huge role to play in this vision, its necessary
to realise that it was also theoretically buttressed by an
appropriate theory of class consciousness which saw revolutionary
consciousness a product of the intelligentsia). This was also the
period, as we shall see later, of the working class only being
capable of a Trade Union Consciousness. For Luxemburg, Lenin‘s
position meant "the blind subordination, in the smallest detail, of
all party organs, to the party centre, which alone thinks, guides and
decides for all." Plekhanov called him a Bonapartist and Trotsky
called him a dictator.



There's no question that we can see here the emergence of a theory of
organisation fundamentally at odds with the one held by the vast bulk
of the rest of the RSDLP, but at the same time we should be aware
that the theory and practice weren’t identical.

"Yet nothing about the Bolshevik organisation as it actually
existed at that time, justified Trotsky in talking of a
dictatorship . . . True there was no internal democracy in the
RSDLF of that time, but this fact was quite unconnected with
Leninism. In their day to day actual practice, there was little
to choose in this respect between the Bolsheviks and the
Mensheviks. Down to the Revolution of 1905 they both employed
the same methods in which co-option of leaders was the rule and
election the exception."

Liebman: Leninism Under Lenin

However, when we come to the uprising of 1905, all is changed. Both
factions, but especially the Bolsheviks, applied themselves with
vigour to getting the elective principle accepted. We find Lenin
saying approvingly:

"The, St Petersburg worker Social Democrats know that the whole
Party organisation is now built on a democratic basie. This
means that all the Party members take part in the election of
cfficials, committee members and so forth, that all the Party
members discuss and decide questions concerning the political
campaigns of the proletariat and that all the Party members
determine the line of tactics of the Party organisatiocn".
(original emphasis)

Hand in hand with this went a determined effort to curb the powers of
the Central Committee. The Bolshevik Congress of 1905 declared itself
in favour of the autonomy of local committees in relation to the
Central Committee which saw a serious pruning of its authority.
That’s not to say that the Party was wholeheartedly behind the change
-Lenin found himself joining arms with the rank and file of the Party
against the dogmatism and conservatism of the very "committeemen” he
had fought so vigorously for prior to 1905. But the defence of
organisational dogma stood no chance against the most important
feature of the Party’'s response to 1305 and that was the dramatic
cpening up of the Party to the working c¢lass. In January 1905 there
were 8,400 Bolsheviks. By spring of 1906 there were 34,000 with the
vast majority of new members being workers. 1t was clear to Lenin
that, in the ferment of class =truggle on such a scale, the rules of
membership appropriate to the fight against the opportunism of the
old Social Democracy, comnstituted a barrier between the party and its
relationship to the class. Accordingly, he fought to allow the
thousands of workers circles that had sprung up, entry into the
Party, providing only that they were not avowedly anti-Social
Democratic. There wasn’t any gquestion either of the workers being
recruited as cannon-fodder. At the 3rd Congress in 1505, Lenin is
arguing for bringing workers onto the committees in a ratioc of 8
workers to 2 intellectuals. By November, he’'s calling that "obsolete”
and demanding a ratic of several hundred to every single
intellectual. There’'s a clear understanding also, that this opening
up of the party means a change in structure and in functioning.




"The new form of organisation . . . must be definitely much
broader . . the new nucleus will most likely have to bhe a less
rigid, more ‘free’ more loose organisation®

(from the first letter Lenin wrote on return from Exile in Nov
1905.)

Democratic Centralism now:

"implies universal and full freedom to criticise, . . and if we
have resolved to draw the masses of the workers into
intelligent decisions of party questione we must have those
questions discussed in the press, at meetings, in circles and
at group meetings."

The new attitude to debate and discussion took constitutional form at
the 1905 Congress where it was resclved that:

"The Minority now has the unconditional right, guaranteed by
the Party rules, to advocate its views and to carry on an
ideological struggle."

There’s very little left here of the Bolshevism of "What Is To Be
Done” . The impact of the mass class struggle and, just as
importantly, the opennegs cf the Bolsheviks to that class movement,
transformed the old Party of 1903 and allowed it to transcend the
mode of existence appropriate to doctrinal conflicts and internal

quarrels and move onto the terrain of an open offensive against the
class enemy.

However the years of reaction which followed the collapse of the 1905
revolution saw the return of meonolithism and sectarianism with a
vengeance to the Bolshevik party. The call now was "Strengthen the
Organisation" which meant in reality, "Strengthen the Central
Committee”. The drive within the party was for absolute homogeneity
and adherence to the party line. The ceonstituticnal guarantees for
minorities and free discussion, though formally still in existence,
were abandoned in practice. It was during this period in 1909 that
Bogdanov and the Vpered group were unconstituticnally expelled for
disagreeing with Lenin‘s policy on the use of the Duma. It was the
period of a viciousness and unscrupulousness in polemics which
wouldn’'t be surpassed until the Party of the Counterreveoluticn, with
Lenin, for example, accusing Martov of being "objectively in the
service of the Tsar’s police". The de facto split with the
Mensheviks, temporarily abandened in 1905, reasserted itself once
again and was formally recognised in 1912.

When we look in the next section at the actual practice of the
Bolsheviks we can see once again the stunning and transforming effect
the class upsurge in 1917 produced. For the theory and practice of
the Bolshevik Party it was 1905 all over again but on a far larger
scale. The Party once again flung itself open to the working class,
growing ten-fold in less than a year. In January 1917 there were
slightly over 23,000 bolsheviks; by August most estimates put the
total membership at something over 20C,000. Again a very large
proportion of the new members were workers. The monolithic and
sectarian practices of the years of reaction, the years of rigid
obedience to the ‘party line’ and the dictates of a hierarchical
centralism, were shrugged off as i1f they had never existed.
Throughout 1917 the Party couldn't have looked less monclithic than
it did. The Party became cpenly the Party of Tendencies with almost



every single issue giving rise to a plethora of more or less formal
factions at every level of the Party organisation. The practical
suppression of minorities which had taken place in the years
following the collapze of 1905 was swept away under the fresh impact
of the revolution. Throughout thie period the debates were fierce,
open and public on almost every major issue from the differences of
opinion over the July Days, through the debates on the seizure of
power, to the polemics over Brest-litovsk etc. The Brest-Litovsk
debates, for example, took place in the pages of Pravda and even when
the decision had been made the Siberian Party organisation refused to
recognise the signing of the Treaty.

Again, like 19205, the monolithic, obedient, rigidly centralised party
so revered by today’s partyists and hated by the libertarians is
nowhere to be seen.

Practice

In trying to draw lessons from the experience of the Bolsheviks,
we're not only dealing with the complexities of a changing theory
dialectically linked to the ebb and flow of the class struggle but
we’'re also faced with the added complication of a practice which was
frequently at odds with (and ignored} the stated theory and
frequently ran ahead of it in a mamner which transformed it. Not only
is it necessary to historically locate the theory it’'s also necessary
to locate it within its actual practice. Without deing this, the
calls for greater centralisation or more local autonomy ete, can’t
mean anything to us. A detailed and developed examination of this is
obviously beyond the scope of this text and all we can hope to do
here is provide a few illustrative examples which the lie to the
tendency to see the Bolsheviks one dimensionally,

Minorities and Tendencies

If we look at the questlon of how debate and differences were handled
within the Bolshevik Party, even the theory would be enough to curl
the hair of the ICC or the CWO. We’ve already seen how the impact of
the 1905 reveolution produced a formal commitment to the right of
tendencies teo exist and function within he Party. As we’ve seen
already with the way that the debate on Brest-Litovsk was carried on
in the pages of Pravda, the existence of tendencies carried with it a
more or less automatic access to the public press. To quote Lenin in
1905: :

"There iz no questicon that literature is least of all subject
to mechanical adjustment or levelling, to the rule of the
majority over the minority. There is no question either that in
this field greater scope must undoubtedly be allowed for
personal initiative, individual inclination, thought and
fantasy."

Moreover, as a matter of course, minorities were represented on both
the executive and deliberative organs of the Party, from delegation
to Congresses, to the make up of the Central Committee and the
Poliburo. In September 1917, for, example, Lenin is argquing
strenucusly that all elections within the party should be conducted
around the question of support for versus opposition to,



participation in the Pre-parliament. This formal confrontation of
tendencies was to be found on every level and branch of the Party.

"almost all the local organisations formed into majorities and
minorities".
Trotsky qguoted in Liebman

This included the organs of the Press also. The notion that
homogeneity within central organs was demanded by the needs of
efficiency didn’t enter Bolshevik thinking until the days of counter
revolution well after 1917. To guote one commentator:

*In reality, the history of Bolshevism is a history of the
struggle of factions. And indeed, how could a genuinely
revolutionary organisation setting itself the task of
overthrowing the world and uniting under its banner the most
audacious iconoclasts, fighter and insurgents, liwve and develop
without intellectual conflicts, without groupings and temporary
factional formations?"

John Molyneux: Marxism and the Party

Of course, there were formal limits to the functioning of tendencies:

"In the heat of battle, when the proletarian army is straining
every nerve, no ¢riticism whatever can be permitted in its
ranks.”

However, it has to be said that, for the Bolsheviks, unlike the ICC,
the "heat of battle" wasn't defined as any old run of the mill strike
which after all was the common currency of Bolshevik life, but rather
the insurrection itself. And for Lenin, at least, it wasn’'t the
central committee or Politburo which could decide when to suspend
debate but the Congress. It alsc has to be said, that when the Party
finally did plunge into the "heat of battle” in the revolution
itgelf, far from debate being suspended, that was the very time that
debate became fiercest and most public. The disappearance of debate
in the hisgtory of the Party isg inextricably tied up with the years of
retreat and defeat.

What also has to be grasped is the degree to which the emergence and
functioning of tendencies wasn’t a product of the theoretical clarity
of the central organs but was fundamentally the product of the
pressure and influence coming from the lower ranks of the Party who
were closest to the class. As much as anything, the formal guarantee
of mincrity rights was not so much more that a reluctant recognition
of a de facto situation which couldn’t be changed. The opening up of
the Party to the class swept away the monolithic¢ tendencies and the
hierarchical respect for the central organs which in any case was
much less substantial then is usually imputed.

What is striking about the Bolshevik Party (even during the post 1905
year of reaction) is the stunning (to our eyes} degree of sectional
autonomy which existed. The party was structurally divided on many
levels, both horizontally; and vertically. There was a Trade Union
wing, a Military Organisation (itself subdivided into army and naval
wings), Factory Organisaticons etc, and, most of these divisions were,
duplicated in the local level., In Shlyapnikov’s memoirs we can find a
detailed description of the Bolshevik organisation in Petrograd which
is mind-boggling in its complexity. In addition to the factory
organisations and the various centralising crgans springing from



them, there existed separate "colleges" for propaganda and agitation,
for literary work and for organisatiori. There were also the legal
insurance and hospital fund organisations and, in addition, there
were many non-territorial groups like the Marxist Building Workers,
and the Petersburg Railway Organisation of the RSDLP. Even within the
gingle city of Petersburg many of these sections of the Party
functioned wvirtually independently with their own centralising organs
and their own means of publication - the Hospital Fund even ran its
own newspaper. This situation was duplicated across the country on a
huge scale with the tendency toward autonomy massively strengthened
by communications and clandestinity. For example, even after the
revoluticn, as late as 1819 the central committee had managed to
maintain regular communication with only 52 out of 219 uyezd
committees.

There existed within the Party a long tradition, even through the
period of momolithism, of jealously guarding the high level of local
and sectional autonomy which resulted from thisg situation. The
Military Organisation, for example, had almost total autonomy and
published its own paper, Soldatskaye Pravda. Throughout 1917 it
functioned as an organised tendency of the Left, openly defying the
Central Committee. During the July days when the Central Committee
was calling for calm, the Military Organisation used its press to
call for action. So much for unity in the "heat of battle"!! After
the July Days, the Central Committee tried to exert control and
despatched Stalin to insist that their decisions must be carried out
without discussion. He was bluntly informed that this was "quite
unacceptable” and the Central Committee had to retreat with as much
grace as it could muster. During the same period, the Petrograd
Committee demanded its own press because of the timidity of Pravda
and when the Central Committee refused, it blithely went ahead with
acquiring a publishing company and press.

It must be stressed that these weren’t isclated examples nor was it
confined to the politically more muscular sections of the party. It
was a commonplace, for example, that many small local committees
happily ignored the formal split with the Menshevik fractions and
carried on joint work with them as late as Autumn 1917 and in the
case of Omsk and Irkutsk, up until October! Space forbids any more
examples - suffice to say that they could be multiplied indefinitely.

None of the foregoing is an attempt to obscure the undeniable
struggle waged by Lenin and the Bolgheviks for the establishment of
centralisation as a principle of revolutionary organisation. But its
a struggle which can’t be taken out of context. It existed side by
gide with a parallel tendency towards decentralisation and sectiocnal
autonomy. The balance between the two wasn’'t achieved by recourse to,
gome infallible blueprint for organisation invented by Lenin, but by
a dialectical interplay between the party, the class and the upsurge
of the revolution. The emphasis shifted according to the period and
the demands of the class struggle. In the periods of class quiescence
cr defeat the struggle against political opportunism took precedence
with an invariable closing down of the organisation and a growth of
gectarian practices. With the upsurge of class struggle all this was
swept aside by the influx of members. A party which doesn’t open
itself up to the class in such a period and which doesn’'t turn in
response to class pressure can't survive as a revolutionary
organisation. But a party which does open itself up to the class
invariably finds that the weight of the central organs diminishes. In
the task of responding toc the class, of being sensitive to the class
it is the "lower" levels of the party, the sections in closest
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contact with the class which come into their cwn. The centre 1s
invariably more isolated in this process and inevitably has less of a
rele to play. Within the Bolshevik Party we can see the formal
recognition of this in the fundamental changes which took place in
structure and functioning which too place in 1905 and 1917.

What stands out above all is the total falseness of the myth that the
Bolshevik Party was a well oiled monolith, founded in the disciplined
implementation of an infallible and inwvariant blueprint drawn up in
1902. With this myth a starting point, any attempt to draw the
appropriate lessons for the period is bound to be doomed to disaster,
On the one hand we have the libertarians who mechanically connect
Kronstadt to 1902 and on the other hand we have the Bordigists who
equally mechanically draw a line from 1902 to 1917. And in between we
have the elemente like the ICC and CWO who a-historically pick and
choose the features they want to appropriate or disown.

In the ICC we have an organisation which prides itself smugly on the
rejection of the monolithism of Bolshevik democratic centralism. But
in reality it has created a monolithic practice of all-powerful
central organa beyond the wildest dreams of Lenin at his most
centralised. It's only deep into the counterrevelution that we see
the Bolshevik Party approach anything like the monolithism, rigidity
and fear of debate that currently resides inside the ICC. We would
ask all the comrades of the ICC to compare the vitality, confidence
and freedom of debate of the Bolsheviks internal life {even with all
the vicious pelemice and internal guerrilla warfare), with the fear
and timidity with which the ICC approaches the possibility of
expressing differences at Public Ferums or in the Press. A comparison
of the treatment of tendencies and fractions in itself is
instructive. For the Bolsheviks we’ve already see how the interplay
of factions and tendencies was the very life blood of the
organisation. For the ICC, according to its statutes, the appearance
of organised divergences must be understocd:

"as a manifestation either of the immaturity of the Current or
of a tendency towards degeneration.”

In practice tendenciere have no right of representation on central
organs, they have no right to separate meetings) and correspondence,
and can only express their divergences in public under the contraol
and decisions of the Central organs, which tends to mean not at all.
At the appearance of the last Tendency in the ICC, it was even
suggested that it was up to the organisation as a whole, (i.e. the
central organs in practice} to decide whether or not divergences
should be crystallised in the formation of a Tendency! Not
surprisingly, in the face of this practical suppression, no Tendency
in the history of the ICC has ever managed to survive more than a
short time without splitting.,

In organisations like the CWO, we have the other side of the coin.
The “monolithism and rigid centralism” of the Bolsheviks is to be
embraced because it (1) allowed the Bolsheviks to physically survive
the years of reaction and continue to function as a pole of clarity
and (2} it was a method of organisation which produced the "unity of
action" necessary to their visions of leading the class. We will
deal with this latter point in the next section of the text. On the
first point, we want to say firstly, that their own nightmare viszion
of moncolithism and centralism, like the ICC's, is a million miles
from the vitality and fecundity of the life of the Bolsheviks. On
the question of survival, the partyists would have us believe that
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the greater cochesion and discipline allowed the Bolsheviks to survive
the years of reaction better than their rivals in the rest of the

proletarian movement. It was a position much defended by Lenin
himself.

"Of all the defeated opposition and reveolutionary parties, the
Bolsheviks affected the most orderly retreat, with the least
loss to their "army" with its core best preserved."

Lenin;" Left Wing Communism

But it is difficult to f£ind any reality in the claim. All of the
revolutionary organisations came close to being wiped out after the
failure of 1905. In 1209, for example, the Bolsheviks had no more
than 6 local committees left in the whole of Russia. Certainly with
the renewal of class struggle and the outbreak of war, they had
gignificantly re-established themselves but actually, so had the
Mensheviks, the SRs and the Anarchists, etc. We wouldn’t dispute that
the Bolsheviks played the decisive role they did in the revolution
because of the correctness of their political positions but even at
the best, it's arguable that this clarity was a product of their
sectarianism. There is a fair case to ke made that the Bolehevik
Party of 1917 was constituted fundamentally on the central gquestions
provoked by the war, in particular, the espousal of a revolutionary
internaticonalism in opposition to the various forms of defencism, and
had little to do with the pre-1914 sectarian debates. Certainly, its
undeniable the Bolshevik Party had undergone a massive transformation
by 1917 both-in terms of their peclitical practice (as we have already
geen) and in their composltion. In addition to the huge influx of
workers, there has to be added the absorption of many, many, other
political currents like the Mezhraiontsy and elements from the left-
wing of the Mensheviks etc. All of these had a profound influence on
the role that the Bolshewvik Party played 1n the revolution. There is
not any guestion either that one of the most decieive elements in
their appropriation of clarity was precisely their ability to turn
their back on sectarianism at the vital moment and open up to the
class.

We are not trying to argue here that there was no connection between
the Bolsheviks of 1903 and 1917, nor that there can be a separation
between organisational functioning and the clear defence of class
positions We have already said in this text that in one sense the
history of the Bolshevik Party can be seen as the history of the
fight for the autonomy of working class interests and their espousal
of that can’t be geparated from the form of their organisational work
-their emphasis on factory work as opposed to Parliamentary
manoeuvres etc. Their achievement of clarity is both a result of,
and dialectically, a cause of their implantation in the heart of the
class, in combination with the massive and real freedom of debate
which existed in the Party and which, at the vital pointe in the
struggle, frequently went against its centralised hierarchy. B&as
we've already pointed out, Leninist sectarianism was aimed at the
degenerating Social Democracy of the time and can’t be applied to the
current debates dividing the revoluticnary movement.

The point we have tried to make throughout this section is that the
Bolsgheviks did not play the decisive role that they did as a result
of some magic formula of organisation which can be a-historically
lifted and applied by revolutionaries today. Certainly we can and
must use the experience of our revolutionary forebears azs a
foundation for our activity but they haven’'t bequeathed us some
eternally valid form of organisation which we can happily apply
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willy-nilly to the best of ocur resourcesz. The efforts by these
elements in the revolutionary movement who are trying to rebuild the
Bolshevik Party today or like the ICC who are building Byzantine,
convoluted bureaucratic structures in preparation for future needs,
owe little to a Marxist understanding of the crucial problems which
confront us.

Party and Class

Althcugh this text is primarily concerned with the "internal" aspects
of organisation, it would "be totally artificial to try to separate
that from the Bolsheviks’ relationship to the Class and from the role
that they played in the revolutionary process. The understanding of
how revolutionaries organise is inextricably tied up with an
understanding of how a reveolutionary class consciousness emerges and
of the relative roles of party and class in the revolution itself.
Once again, it would be totally false to imagine that there exists
some gingle invariant blueprint, articulated by Lenin in 1802 and
which, when rigorously applied, allowed the Bolshevik Party to play
their indispensable role in the revoluticon of 1917. The dialectical
and historically rooted unfolding of Bolshevik clarity and practice
which we traced out in the foregoing section has to be repeated when
we look at their external life

The fight for a rigid centralism that we've seen in 1902 in "What is
to be Done", is inextricably tied up in a view which sees the working
class capable of achieving only a Trade Union conscicusness.
Revolutionary and socialist clarity is seen as the product of the
intelligentsia who are charged with injecting this elarity into the
class from without. The Party is fundamentally the Party of the
intelligentsia. Although its true that "What is to be Done" has to be
situated in the context of the fight against the Economists and
against their tail-ending of "economic" struggles, and that the
thrust is more against an attempt to separate working class activity
from "political™ activity than it is against the potential of the
class, there’s no doubt that Lenin’s understanding lagged far behind
that of the German Left and Rosa ILiuxemburg. Her critiques of the
Bolshevik centralism of this time and her "Mass Strike" text remain
an excellent and valid analysis of the inextricable commection
between the “economic" struggles of the class and its political
dimension.

However, the reality of the class upsurges in 1905 and even more
importantly, in 1917, fundamentally transformed Lenin’s theories and
Bolshevik practice. In "Two Tactics of Social Democracy", written
immediately after the 1905 events, he’s acknowledging not only:

"There is not the slightest doubt that the revolution will
teach Social Democratism to the masses of the workers in Russia
...At such a time, the working class feels an instinctive urge
for open revolutionary action.®

but also that:

"The elementary instinct of the work class movement is able to
correct the conceptions of the greatest minds.*
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The revoluticn of 1805 and the halting role played by the Bolsheviks,
forced Lenin to a recognition, not only of the vast revoluticnary
potential of the autonomous activity of the working class, but also
to a glimmering of the very real limitations on the capacity of a
Party. The ferment of 1205 emerged from the class itself quite
independently of the revolutionary fractions, who for the most part,
were taken aback by events and for months after, very hesitating
about supporting them. There could be noc denying the greater
boldness, dynamiem and radicalism of the working c¢lass, nor the way a
revoluticnary politicisation arose inevitably out of the day to day
ferment of the struggle. "Econecmic" strikes flowed into "political"
ones and from the factories out onto the streets and against the
state. Lenin was forced to recognise that it was the proletariat who
were the first to realise the objective conditions of the struggle
were maturing and demanding the transition from the strike to the
uprising. True, it was the Bolshevik Party which eventually called
for the rising in Moscow but it was brought about by the inexorable
pressure on them being exerted by the workers. As much as anything,
it was a case of endorsing the rising or being swept aside by it.

Belshevik confusion and timidity is perhaps best summed up in their
initial response to the Soviet phenomenon.

"The Petersburg Committee of the Bolshevike was frightened at
first by such an innovation as a non-partisan representation of
the embattled masses, and could find nothing better to do than
to present the Soviet with an ultimatum: immediately adopt a
Social Democratic programme, or disband. The Petersburg Soviet
as a whole, including the contingent of Bolshevik workingmen as
well, ignored this Ultimatum without batting an eyelash."
Trotsky -"Stalin".

Despite the lesgsons learned from 1905, this same hesitancy and
confusion within the Bolshevik Party was to be repeated in 1917. Time
and time again, we find the Bolsheviks and particularly their central
organs, lagging behind the impetus and radicalism of the class. The
crucial February 23d strike in Petrograd broke out against the
instructions of the Party, although, when confronted the following
day with the spectacle of 200,000 striking workers, they managed a
reluctant endorsement. But their intervention was always to try to
calm the struggle. When Bolshevik workers began to demand arms,
Shlyapnikov, on behalf of the Central Committee, refused point blank.
It wasn’t until the 27th that they managed to produce a leaflet and
that was in extremely limited numbers and merely called for a
Provisional Government with no mention being made of Soviets,

Until Lenin’s arrival, the strong rightward drift of the upper
hierarchy of the Party tended tc dominate its life, despite the
radicalism of much of its rank and file. In the early days of 1917,
the Bolsheviks were finding difficulty in separating their policies
from those of the Mensheviks with a constant tendency towards support
for the Provisional Government. There was even the emergence of a
right wing tendency arguing for a policy of national defence and re-
unification with the Mensheviks. The fight waged against all this by
Lenin from the "April Theses", through the splits of the July Days
and all the way to the seizure of power is familiar to us all. As in
1905, we can search in vain for the well-oiled Boleshevik fighting
machine with sharp political clarity and a disciplined “unity of
action", leading their worker troopsg intc the revolution. Far from
presenting a monolithic bloc of clarity the Bolsheviks were publicly
and fiercely split almost continually through 1917,
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Their initial views of a class capabkle of only a Trade Union
consciousness were totally confounded by the spectacle of a
revolution being made by that very class.

"The February revolution . . . was the spontaneous outbreak of
a multitude exasperated by the privations of war. . . The
revoluticnary parties played no direct part in the making of
the revolution. They did not expect it and were at first
somewhat nonplussed by it. The creation at the moment of
revolution of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers Deputies was a
spontaneous act of groups of workers without central
direction.”

E.H.Carr - "The Bolshevik Revolution".

The reality was undeniable. We have Lenin’s famous quote of the
period about the workers and peasants:

",..{they are) a thousand times more leftwards than the
Chernovs and a hundred times more leftwards than we are."

This awareness marched hand in hand with the opening-up of the party
to the working claas that we I've chronicled in the first section of
this text. The history of this period, from 1914 onwards, and
egpecially in 1917, i& the history of the Bolshevik Party becoming
the party of the working class, in every sense of the term. We can
see this manifested at every level, from the huge influx of workers
into the party that we’ve already noted, through to the electoral
succegses in the Soviets in the latter half of 1217, to their
complete contrel of the factory committees. By September 1917, there
were only Bolsheviks to be found on the factory committees, with the
Mensheviks and SRs completely routed. Despite the disputes and
vacillations of the Bolsheviks, from 1914 onward, their stance on the
war separated them sharply from their rivals in front of the class.
Only the Bolsheviks stood unhesitatingly for the class struggle in
the face of the war. While everyone else denounced the discord and
the threat that class struggle brought to the policy of national
defencism, the Bolsheviks were wholeheartedly behind it. The
congistent policy of fighting for the autonomy of working class
interests led the Party to being deeply implanted in the heart of the
class by 1917.

"They were among the masses, at the factory benches, every day
without a pause. Tens of speakers, big and little, were
speaking in Petersburg, at the factories and in the barracks,
every blessed day. For the masses, they had become their own
people because they were always there. The mass lived and
breathed together with the Bolsheviks.”

Sukanov quoted in M.Liebman: Leninism under Lenin

It was this openness to the class, this wvulnerability to the
pressures of the class, which was finally responsible for sweeping
away the timidity and conservatism of the Bolshevik central organs.
Almozt everywhere it was the rank and file of the Party, the ones
closest to and most sensitive to the class who were the most .
consistent radical elements. The Bolshevik Military Organisation was
one of the best examples of this. Az we’ve seen, it functioned
consistently in 1917 as a left, radical faction cof the Party.
Composed of soldiers who had, for the most part, only recently jeined
the Party, it was in direct and intimate contact with the class.
Whereas the main central bodes of the Party - the Central Committee
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etc. - were free from direct pressure from workers and soldiers, the
Military Organisation, born of revolutionary events, was more exposed
to the radicalising effect of popular exasperation and could draw its
arguments against the timidity and, conservatism of the central
organs directly from working class pressure. Itg an irony of history
that Lenin, wheo originally set out to build a Party based on a rigid
centralism as a guarantee of political cohesion, and clarity in order
to provide a sharp edged tool of action, found himself in the
revolutionary process having to reach over the heads of those central
organs to appeal to the lower ranks of the Party and even to the
class outside.

“"Class conscious workers must take the matter into their own
hands, crganise the discussion, and exert pressure on those at
the top."

Lenin, quoted in Liebman

In a very real sense, the pelitical clarity and correctness of
Bolshevik slogans throughout the period came almost directly from the
class itself.

When we turn to the period following the seizure of power, we find
the same process multiplied a hundredfold. Despite, or perhaps
because of, the formal assumption of state power by the Bolshevik
Party, we can see absolutely clearly in Lenin, the realisation that
the carrying through of the revolution, the building of a new
society, is fundamentally in the hands, of the class. At the 2nd
Congress of Soviets in November 1917, Lenin is arguing:

"We must allow complete freedom tc the creative faculties of
the class."

and in Pravda that same month, he writes:

"Comrades, working people! Remember that now you, yourselves
are at the helm of state. No-cone will help you if you
yourselves do not wait and take into your hande all affairs of
state ... Get on with the job yourselwves; begin right at the
bottom, do not wait for anyone."

{Original emphasis)

In hig "State and Revolution" of the same period, the whole emphasis
iz on the fundamental role of the class in the tasks ahead. The Party
hardly rates a mention. And there's nothing surprising in this
stance. It was fundamentally not much more than the recognition of
the social reality in front of his eyes, for once again the class
were running ahead of the Party. While the Bolsheviks, for example,
were still tied to a policy of nationalising only the "commanding
heights" of the economy and were exploring the peossibility of some
form of collaboration with the more amenable capitalists in the
running of the economy, the class were surging ahead with the
expropriation of the means of production. The slogan of Workers
Control and its application sprang directly from the autonomous
activity of the class and forced the Bolsheviks onto a much more
radical stance. According to Liebman, for example, of the 500 odd
enterprises that had been nationalised by June 1918, about 400 were
taken over as a result of local action that the Bolsheviks had either
tried to hold back or divert.

On the land question, the Decree of Land Division merely followed
after the wvirtually totally uncontrelled seizure of the land by the
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peasants themselves. Many of the first collectives on the land were
also the product of local initiative independent of Party wishes, as
were the actual setting up of the Committees of Poor Peasants.

At every level of society, this process was at work. In the
administration of justice, hundreds of popular tribunals with elected
judges sprang up spontaneocusly: in the question of housing,
expropriation went ahead in an uncontrolled fashion and the
educational system was thrown open by the dynamic upsurge of the
masses themselves. Committees in every conceivable area of social
life sprang up spontaneously. Lenin was speaking only the literal
truth when he said at the 7th Party Congress in March 1918:

"What our reveolution is doing is not accidental...it is not the
product of a Party decision but ... (is} a revolution that the
masses themselves create by their slogang, their efforts
...50clalism cannot be implemented by a minority, by the Party.

It can be implemented conly by tens of millions when they have
learned to do it themselves."

Whatever illusions might have still lingered in the Bolshevik Party
about their role in the building of the new society, the reality,
following on the meizure of power rapidly dispersed them. However
potent a tool the party might have been for interventicn in the class
struggle in October 1917 they certainly weren’t physically capable of
taking the entire administration of the state intc their hands. 1In
Petrograd, for example, the Central Committee had an office staff of
4. Even by 1919 it was still only 15. At local levels there were
virtually no permanent apparatus in existence. In the early months
following on Octcber, the assumption of power by the Bolsheviks was
to a large extent symbolic., Stalin as Commissar for the Affairs of
the Nationalities had at his disposal one table and two chairs in a
ghared office. The Commissar for Agriculture wasn't even that lucky.
He had to borrow a table from Lenin’s office. In addition to all
thisg, as we've already seen, communications throughout the country
were very bad and even where they were possible the local
organipations frequently chose to blithely ignore instructions from
the centre. To quote Liebman again:

"In general, the drawing up of laws and decrees...was, as a
rule, only symbolic in character, or rather it served merely
propagandist aims, since the Bolsheviks were without the means
of making their legislative decisicns effective."

Throughout the first year of the revolution, the most substantial
force in politics and society was the direct activity of the masses
themselves, with more dynamism and effectiveness than any other
facter in public life. In this period, the intervention of the class
was decisive, continuous and was effected without mediation.
Throughout every level of society, as we’ve seen, workers control
appeared before the law that legalised and persisted without regard
to official attempts to divert it. The theory and practice of
Bolshevism, at the full flood of the class in revolutiomary action,
could do little else but absorb and reflect that reality. Instead of
the customary picture of a unified, moneclithic and disciplined
General Staff directing the course of the revolution, we see a Party
awept up into the dymamism of the class, becoming a living expression
of the ¢lasa, open to it, expressing in fierce public debate all the
confusions attendant upon that, but most importantly, becoming
radicalisged by it. It was the disappearance of this upsurge and the
disappearance of the working class from the stage that concretised
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the tendencies in the Bolshevik Party towards monolithism, rigid
centralism, party dictatorship and absolute hegemony of the central
organs.

Role of the Party

We‘re aware that this text is, of, necessity, seriously unbalanced.
The indispensability of the Party to the revolutionary process and
the necessity for centralisation with that Party, are taken as given.
The point of the text was te try to lay the basis for countering the
widespread myths of the monclithic party and look at the limitations
on both the role of the party and the operation of centralism. But we
don’t have any illusions that the gigantic upsurge of the masses, as
thoroughgoing as it was, as politically radical as it was, as
influential as it was on the clarity of the Bolsheviks, was any more
than just one side of the equationm.

It was the political intervention of revoluticnaries which was vital
in giving shape and direction to that upsurge. It was revolutionary
intervention which ensured that class response to the war and the
privations imposed, remained on a proletarian terrain and defined the
consequences which flowed from their activity. We’re not arguing
here either, that it was just a question of clear communist
propaganda which persuaded the working class but that an inextricable
part of that was the actions of the Party. The Bolsheviks were a
fighting part of the class struggle.

Their role in the planning for armed insurrection, the seizure of
power and the dissclving of the Constituent Assembly, was an
indispensable part of the revolution. It set the parameters for class
action and eliminated the negative alternatives in a way that
propaganda never could have. Only a Party could act like that and
only a Party could provide the necesgsary depth of political clarity.
Only a Party:

"... foresees the whole struggle, locates and establishes
tactics, exercises persuasion over the remainder of the
proletariat ....it seeks revolution alone, regards everything
from this perspective, always puts the general cause of
revolution above all other interests both in the national and
the international struggle."

Gorter- "The organisation of the Proletariat‘s Class Struggle"

For, no matter how advanced and radical the class might be in the
revolution, their conscicusness is bound to reflect, to some extent,
their fragmented material position under capitalism. To guote Gorter
again speaking against the councilist tendencies:

"Can they deny that the class condition of the proletariat
enables only a small section of the proletariat to develop brad
and deep understanding? Can they deny that large sections
within the factory crganisations will therefore always be
opportunistic, individualistic, utopian and insufficiently
developed? No. And that, therefore, the factory organisation
can never make or lead the revolution alone."

{Ibid)

Of necessity also, this hetercgeneity in the consciousness of the
proletariat means that the Party can only be a fraction of the class,
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a minority. Gorter’s guite well aware that the conception of mass
parties belong te the past.

"Therefore, a small Party everywhere."
(Ibid)

He goes on to say:

"Can this one small party simultaneously rule this mighty
adversary, massively armed capitalism, and the mighty
proletariat? Can it be the dictator, the despotic ruler of
both, of adversary and proletariat? The very numbers involved
rule it out."

(Tbid)

and Luxemburg herself makes clear that it’s not simply a guestion of
numbere. The ability of the Party to function as the organiser of the
clags struggle, as the order-giver, is limited not just by size but
by the very activity of the class itself. We’'ve seen time and time
again, how often and how crucially, the initiative and dynamism
sprang directly from the class, catching revolutionaries completely
unaware. This doesn’'t mean, and didn’t for the German Left either,
that revolutiocnaries cant or shouldn’'t involve themselves in direct
organisation of moments of the clase struggle. Certainly, as part of
their intervention, revolutionaries will call for strikes, for
demonstrationg and for armed uprisings. The German Left did so.
Sometimes successfully, sometimes not: just like the Bolsheviks.
There's no question of the German Left being nothing but some form of
super-propagandists. The point is that we’ve seen historically that
this organising role can only be a PART of the struggle and by no
means the decisive part. The movement of the class in revolution
just doesn’t lend itself to detailed plans of action which can be
implemented by an omnipotent Party. The twists and turns, the sudden
outbursts and periods cof quiescence, can neither be foresee nor
called into existence by any Party, no matter how sharp or
digciplined. What is essential, and unique to the Party, is the
pelitical intervention. And even here there are no blueprints. We've
seen how even that most centralised and "homogenous" party, the
Bolsheviks, were in reality constantly divided about their analysis
and intervention., Of course, the general guidelines can be picked
out, but the understanding of what that general clarity means in the
day to day struggle, only comes on the march.

It’s fundamentally the class themselves who pose the guestions and
give a guide to the answers. It can’t be foreseen in advance. A party
which understande this and realises it can't pretend to have the
answer to everything in advance is a party which must be open to the
influence of the c¢lass in revolutionary action. At such a time, rigid
centralism is entirely inappropriate. It’s the layers of the party
closest to the class which makes the running, and we’ve seen that
that tends NOT to be the central organs, which frequently at the
vital point play a conservative role. In addition:

"The political purpese of an organ having such great powers is
understandable only if those powers apply to the elaboration of
a uniform plan of action, if the central organ assumes the
initiative of a wvast revolutionary act.

Luxemburg -"Leninism or Marxism

If, on the contrary, the political dimension of the party’s
intervention is seen as central, then that fabled "unity of action",
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so dear to the Lenin of 1902, is seen as a chimera. What’'s important
is the party’s political contribution which demands a party open to
the widest possible debate. What we’ve tried to demonstrate in this
- text is that the Bolsheviks played such a decisive role precisely
because their practice and to a certain extent their theory, at the
high points in class struggle was in accord with the criticisms of
the German Left. We know, of course, that that accord had a fragile
existence and didn’t survive the remocval of the class from the
revolutionary stage.

What we’ve tried to do in the text so far is situate the questions of
monolithism, centralism and the nature of the party's leading role,
within a concrete, historical framework, cleared of myth and wishful
thinking. Without that, the question of organisation must be dcomed
te remain on the plane of the abatract. We hope that we’'ve
demonstrated that the party of history was neither the nightmare
monolith cof libertarian slander nor the superb, unified, decisive,
fighting machine, the revolutionary General Staff of the partyists’
wishful thinking.

Then and Now

It’'s impessible to draw any accurate lessons from the material we’ve
just dealt with unless were aware of how crucially our material
situation differs from that of the Bolsheviks. Even on a straight-
forward quantitative level, the gap between revolutionaries today and
the Bolsheviks pre-1917 is so huge and unthinkable it tends to be
universally ignored by the political milieu. In 1903, the Party
could afford to pay about 30 full-time distributors of Iskra. (That'’'s
congiderably bigger than many entire organisations today.) By 1905,
there were just under 10,000 Bolsheviks. As a result of the
insurrection that rose to 34,000 by 1906. In the mame period, there
were about 14,000 Mensheviks. In the RSDLP as a whole, in 1907 there
were 84,000 excluding the Bundist, Polish and Lettish sections.
Bolshevik membersghip fell -during the years of reaction, but by the
beginning of 1917 it stood at about 20,000. By August of that year,
there were almost a quarter of a million members. All this has to be
set against a total working class population of perhaps three and a
half million. :

But the numbers really only give a hint of the vast differences
between then and now. Revolutionary fractions in general, and the
Bolsheviks in particular, were implanted in the class in a way we
can’'t even dream about today. Even when the Bolsheviks were finding
little direct support in the class, their arguments and politics were
totally familiar to the class. Revolutionary positions and debate
were part and parcel of working class life. For the flavour of what
this meant in concrete reality, it’s worth reading the memoirs of
Shlyapnikov. Although anecdotal, many of the anecdotes are very
telling. In 1914 he re-entered Russia disguised as a Frenchman and
began work in a Petrograd factory. Within days, he was at the centre
of a lively and vigorous debate surrounded by workers not only keen
to discuss political actiwvity, but demanding to know about
revolutionaries in exile like Martov and Lenin. In his travels
throughout Russia, even in the most remote and isolated of villages
he has ne difficulty finding politically active and committed
workers. Not always Bolsheviks of course, but the political
tradition was there.
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The entire proletariat were highly politicised. When strikes broke
out, as a matter of course, the workers co-opted members of
revoluticnary fractions onto their strike committees. We all know
the stories of Bolshevik leafleta being passed from hand to hand
until the print was rubbed off and the paper was in tatters, of
workers in factories who would handwrite copies of newspapers and
even pamphlets in the absence of duplicating facilities.
Revoluticnary parties were seen by the class as their parties {(even
when they disagreed with them.) By 1917, of course, it was the
Bolshevik Party which predominantly held this position. We’'ve already
quoted Sukhneov's evocative descriptions of the masses "living and
breathing together with the Bolsgheviks"

As we’ve pointed out elsewhere in the text, on every conceivable
level, the Party was seen as the Party of the working class. Even on
a straightforward sociological level, the vast majority of its
members were workers. Even as early as 1505, over 60% of members
were drawn from the industrial working class. (D.Lane - The Roots of
Ruzgian Communism) This percentage increased in the years of
reaction as a result of the exodus of intellectuals. In some areas
ag many as 12% of all factory workers were actual members.
(L.Schapiro.} Even in the darkest days following 1905 when the party
was in disarray and its ranks were decimated the milieu was
unimaginably different from today. Even with workers demoralised and
shunning the party for fear of repression, the fertile scil still
existed in terms of the hundreds of thousands of workers with a
revolutionary background and a familiarity with the political
arguments.

All the debates and polemics of the period about organisation,
regroupment and the role of the party only make sense if we can grasp
this general background. Obviocusly, we must draw lessons from the
period, but it can only lead to disaster if we think we can transpose
the arguments and positions directly ontc our present situation.
Today, were not talking about thousands or tens of thousands in our
fraction alone, surrounded by hundreds of thousands of other
militants, all working in a class of only a few million, more or less
totally familiar with the debates and fiercely committed and
partisan. On the contrary, we’'re faced with a few hundred militants
throughout the world, working in a class gigantically bigger, which
doesn’t know we exist and is totally unfamiliar with revoluticnary
positions. We are tiny, isolated and remote from the class in a way
which would be unimaginable before 1917. '

It was our starting assumption, (a largely unapoken one), in the
revolutionary movement of 10 to 15 years ago, that, yes, we were tiny
and isolated but the process of deepening crisis and class struggle
was inseparable from a growth in size and influence of
revolutionaries. So far we’ve seen no sign of that. We think we’ve
reached the point where the revolutionary milieu must confront that
cpenly and decide how it affects our activity. It seems clear that
different types of activity and organisaticn might flow from an
initial assumption of progressive growth than from believing that the
organisation will only grow at the point of revolution.

Isolation

It’'s clearly an attempt to grapple with this problem that is at least
partly responsible for the paths chosen by elements like Wildcat and
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NoWaR who have argued, in practice if not in open theory, that
centralisation in our present tiny state can only be synonymous with
monolithism. In a different way the CWO fantasies about factory
groups and "transmission belts" are obviously another response to
this problem. Whatever the pros and cons of the utility and role of
factory groups in a period when we have sufficient influence in the
class to be able to set them up, to put them forward in the present
period as a means of creating that influence in the Ffirst place, is
clearly a delusion based on desperation. The CWO don‘t have any
factory groups and they have no means of getting any. No-one in the
revolutionary milieu has (including Battaglia Communista,
notwithstanding their token factory groups.) One might as well argue
that if we had a multi-million circulation daily paper, or 10,000 man
sections in major cities, it would increase our influence in the
class. It would, but it all belongs to the realm of fantasy. It's
impossible to have any respect for an organisation which indulges in
this sort of make-believe. However, perhaps the CWO can be forgiven
their desperation given their conceptions of organising the class.
We've already seen how the Bolsheviks themselves were unable to
undertake this role so it’s hardly surprising to see signs of stress
in the dozen or sc members of the CWO.

The plain truth is that as revolutionaries we have to face up to the
fact that there are NO magical devices to short-circuit our isolation
from the class. Certainly, we must intervene in the class to the
limits of our abilities but the destruction of our isolation doesn't
regide in our hands. We can’t change that, no matter how self-
important we become, or how ouvrierist or activist, and nc matter how
hard we try to make our language and press more "accessible" etc.

All we can do is realistically assess the material limitations which
confront us, as a guide planning our work on a sane and balanced
bagis.

Monolithism and Sectarianism

The fight against monolithism and sectarianism must also take account
of our tiny size and isolation. We can reproduce the Bolshevik and .
German Left rhetorie about party democracy, about opening up to the
masses etc and we can reproduce their intentions (the best of them),
but we can’t reproduce the social and political reality .which gave
the Bolsheviks their vitality. Their tendencies towards monolithiam
and the substitutionism of their central organs were always countered
by their size, implantation in the class, and the relative autonomy
(in practice) of the various elements which made up the party. The
vigour of the debates inside the Bolsheviks, their ability to retain
relatively enormous differences inside the party without splitting
it, can’'t be reproduced in a group numbered in dozens and remote From
the class, despite all the best intentions and all the detailed
constitutional safeguards. Without the invigorating contact with the
class enjoyed by revolutionaries in the last revolutionary wave, its
hardly surprising that the milieu is racked by sectarianism,

While we remain small and isolated, the pressures towards
monolithiem, family cliques and sect-like behaviour must be enormous.
But, however powerful they might be, we can’'t hope to even start to
deal with them unless we can first recognise their existence. The
sectarian practices, guerrilla tactics and viciocus unscrupulousness
employed by Lenin towards fellow revolutionaries might have heen
acceptable in the fertility of pre-1917, but in the fragility and
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isolation in which we find curselves, its criminal. Our priorities
must be a fraternal husbanding of our strength, of reaching out and
embracing as much of the revolutionary milieu as possible, while at
the same time, reconciling that with a method of organisation which
allows and promotes a rigorous search for clarity. Any attempt to
attain one without the other can only be political suicide.

Perspectives

This text is not the place to present a detailed plan for the future
cof revolutionary activity, but we can begin to sketch out the general
framework of where we stand.

1. We remain committed to the belief in the necessity for a separate
organisation of revolutionaries which will play an indispensable role
in the revolutionary process. Nothing in the history of the working
class or in our understanding of the operation and role of class
consciousness leads us to believe that communist revolution is
pessible without the existence of a party, however momentous the
upsurge of class struggle might be. The upsurge and decline of
struggle in Poland confirms us in that belief. We think a communist
intervention, however tiny in such an upsurge, can have a decisive
impact out of all proportion to its size. In addition, the experience
of the Bolsheviks in 1905 and 1917 shows the enormous speed at which
an organisation can grow in such a situation.

On the question of what it means to play a leading role, we're
entirely with Luxemburg and the German Left in the belief that the
influence of the Party over the working clamses is exercised Primarily
through its ideas, its programme and its slogans rather than through
the power of its organisation and its own initiation of action. The
latter two elements are undoubtedly part of the activity of a Party,
but they can never be the defining part. Certainly,.in our present
tiny size and isclation, any attempts to "organise" the class can
only be fantasy.

2. Without elaboration here, the body of class positions contained
more oxr less in the Platform of the ICC are inseparable from
revolutionary activity, and would form the necessary foundation of
political clarity.

3. Federalism and localism are incompatible with communist
organisation, which can only be centralised. We’ve already tried to
demonstrate in the text that we don't think it’s poesible to rummage
through working class history and produce a blueprint for
revolutionary organisation which can be applied willy-nilly.

"Centralism in the socialist sense is not an absolute thing
applicable to any phase whatscever of the labour movement. It
is a tendency which becomes real in proportion to the
development and political training acquired by the working
masses in the course of their struggle.n

Luxemburg -"Leninism or Marxism"

The accusations of the ICC to the contrary, when we left that
organisation we didn’t turn our backs on centralisation, but on a
form of centralisation which had substituted itself for the
organisation as a whole. We are FOR centralisation which allows the
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whele organisation to speak, to think and to act. We are with
Luxemburg when she says:

"The Ultra-Centralism asked by Lenin" (or of the ICC apparat)
“is full of the sterile spirit of the overseer. It is not a.
positive and creative gspirit. Lenin’s concern is not so much
to make the activity of the party more fruitful, as to control
the party - to narrow the movement rather than to develop it;
to bind rather than to unify it."

(Ibid)

4, We reject the notion that defence of clarity on the class lines
and commitment to a centralised mode of organisation is synonymous
with monolithism and sectarianism, along the lines of the ICC and the
CWO. ©Cne of the lessons we've tried to draw in this text is that an
organisation can't survive as an organ of the class without the
widest and most thorough-going freedom of debate both internally and
publicly and that is inseparable from the free operation of
tendencies and fractions. Far from seeing this as a sign of
*immaturity or degeneration” as the ICC do, we think this is an
inevitable sign of the health of an organisation. As we’ve pointed
cut elsewhere in this Bulletin (in the letter to the CWO), a
practical rejection of sectarianism must start by understanding that
in a milieu as tiny, fragmented and remote from the life of the class
as ours, there is almost mothing to stand in the way of arbitrariness
in the adoption of positions. Therefore, we should exercise a
profound seriousness and responsibility about the gravity of taking
up a position organisationally, and a profound caution about the way
we choose to defend those positions in the political milieu in which
we work. But standing alongside this caution must be a positive
boldness about opening up debate publicly. The whole revolutionary
movement has to put away its current timidity. Its the suppression of
debate we have to fear. The milieu is too tiny and weak to be able to
afford the bottling up of debates inside individual organisations.

We have to exorcise the notion that political clarity and cohesion
demands either the total agreement of everyone on everything (as in
the old CWO vision of "programmatic centralism"), or the presenting
cf a united front to the external world as in the ICC.

We don’t present this text as a final closed position but as a
contribution and we hope, a focal point, in the debates opened up by
the clear sharpening of the tasks of the proletariat and its
revelutionary fractions at the beginnings of the 1980s. We would
welcome all comments and responses.

Cormack



