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When in the early sixties the first CND badges sprouted on the 

blazers of fifteen and sixteen year olds there were those on the left 
who dismissed it as a fashionable craze. When the first contemporary 
songs with social content appeared for a time in the popular charts* 
there were those who thought that the only comment Marxists needed 
to make was to complain about the emasculation and vulgarisation 
of folk song standards, and to question the revolutionary qualifications 
of the singers. When the first colours, posters and patterns of pop art 
exploded into ordinary living, transformed teenage bedrooms in con
ventional homes, and were visible in everything from carrier bags to 
underwear, there were those who winced at the garish and the zany, 
and again found it was enough to complain of 'commercial rackets' 
and 'lowering standards'. 

Commercial rackets of course there were in plenty, as we should 
, expect unless we are extraordinarily naive. This does not explain away, 
however, what were the first outward signs of a developing noncon
formist, anti-establishment, anti-racialist and anti-war climate of 
opinion amongst very large numbers of young people. Amongst some 
this went further, and became a conscious rejection of what in America 
they called the 'fat-cat' society, the servility of the rat race for promo
tion, and the fate of those shut up in the 'little boxes' of Pete Seeger's 
song. 

Now in the last years this mood has deepened and extended, and it 
should be clear to all that a movement has developed which has 
become a significant factor in the world scene. For all its contradictions, 
for all its confused welter of ideas and theories, it represents an enor
mous potential force for progress, if the fund of courage, initiative and 
talent that it represents is harnessed to policies that will carry forward 
into the seventies a higher level of struggle for peace and socialism. 

What has given rise to the development of this mood and fostered its 
expression as a world wide phenomenon? What is new today is the 

* Now largely confined to long playing records rather than singles, owing to the 
change in buying habits of many young people, but still a significant trend. 
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enormous increase in the rate at which the crisis of world imperialism, 
which socialists have talked about and written about for so long, is 
being revealed. 

There is no mystery why this is happening. In a world already torn 
by the presence of famine, acute poverty, fear of nuclear annihilation 
and racial tension the hammer blows delivered to the heart of the 
American giant by the struggle and sacrifice of the Vietnamese people, 
and the superb leadership of the Government of North Vietnam and the 
National Liberation Front in the South have enormously accelerated 
the crisis of world imperialism and made its contradictions more 
apparent. 

This has been a struggle aided by the socialist countries, above all by 
the Soviet Union, and by the efforts of the progressive movement 
throughout the world-not least in America itself-to render P?litical 
and material aid. In America the constant menace of the VIetnam 
casualty lists hangs over every neighbourhood. The guilt of an immoral 
and blatant aggression strikes deep into many sections of American 
society. "Be the first one on your block To have your son come home 
in a box", says the bitter song, showing how far the mood has changed 
from the earlier days. 

The blows the war has inflicted upon the American economy have 
made urgently needed concessions and improvements in the social 
services difficult to obtain from the American ruling class. The nation 
that can claim to be the richest in the world has had the humiliation 
of seeing hundreds of thousands of its citizens proclaiming their utter 
poverty and marching to the gates of the White House to make it 
known.' It has seen the sickness and _ corruption of its society, its 
climate of assassination and terror, the violence and conflict in its 
cities, made the subject of countless articles, talks and discussions, all 
ending in despair and helpless soul-searching, even from those known 
as establishment supporters. The great civil rights movement which has 
over years gathered momentum has been reinforced by a new genera
tion of black Americans, impatient, seething, militant, determined to 
reject second class status, and to reject it now and not at some time 
in the distant future. 

For millions who are in poverty life is intolerable. For many others 
who are not life is nevertheless devoid of satisfaction and meaning
a fact their children have been quick to recognise and determined not 
passively to accept. 

Where Britain Stands 

The determination of Britain's right wing Labour Government to 
work within and never challenge the capitalist system, has shackled it 
to America, whose economic, political and moral crisis it shares. 
· Behind it, devastating defeats in the local elections, in front of it, 
head-on conflict with section after section of the organised working 
class, the Labour Government is forced by the logic of its position and 
under the whip of the great international monopolies, to try and pass 
on its economic burdens to that section of the people least able to 
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sustain them. It has thus chosen the path of attack upon the working 
class movement, especially upon the power of the trade unions, and 
has reduced thousands of its supporters to disillusion and inaction. 

Meanwhile from the most reactionary sections of the ruling class 
there emerges the authentic, undisguised voice of Toryism, seeking to 
take advantage of the situation created by Labour's bankrupt policies 
and the discrediting of what is misleadingly called 'socialism', by 
providing a scapegoat for the least informed to chase. Thus the racist 
demagogy of Powell and Sandys, basically shared by many Tory 
leaders even if more discreetly expressed, is flung dangerously into 
a seriously explosive situation. 

It is against this background that we have to see the movement of 
revolt and rebellion amongst young people, especially but not ex
clusively amongst students in higher education and in senior schools. 

It is true that this is still a minority of youth, but a very significant 
minority, which sends ripples far out into the general mass. This is 
made the more important by the fact that, although we rightly do not 
regard the process as nearly fast enough, the gap between the student 
and working class youth has narrowed. 

Never have international contacts, international experiences, been 
so immediate and easy. Television cameras bring the events from Saigon, 
from Chicago, from Paris, from Berkeley, into the homes of millions 
throughout the world. Transcending frontiers six million record players 
revolve with the same records, some owing little to the mass media 
and promoted by the travelling, corresponding, experimenting, mobile 
youth of today. 

"Let us not talk falsely now, the hour is getting late" says the singer, 
and strikes a note immediately relevant to the mood and condition 
of the time. 

There are of course those who, Communists believe, do indeed 'talk 
falsely'. It would be strange if in this fast moving, lively, searching 
mass, we did not recognise old and outworn theories resurrected in 
new guises. Each generation has to discover and reject such theories 
for itself, but it should not be forced to do so in ignorance of all that 
has gone before. Yet there are those who assume that all activity which 
is courageous and militant and calls itself revolutionary must be 
positive, and that to engage in any criticism is sectarian. They see the 
weakness in the adult movement, the failure adequately to follow up 
progressive decisions of the Labour Party and trade union conferences, 
what appears to them to be the continued stranglehold of the right 
wing on any effective mobilisation, the menace of racialism, and the 
attack from the ruling class. They share the impatience and despair 
of young people anxious for change, and have an immediate emotional 
reaction when any attempt is made to question the policies and direc
tion of a movement which has shown itself so immediately radical, 
militant and active, so critical of the world scene it is inheriting, so 
resistant to intimidation and blackmail from those in authority, so 
impatient of the acceptance of injustice and inequality by its elders. 

Thus in a letter published in the correspondence columns of the 
Morning Star one writer attacks those who "get into a subjective panic 
about ultra-leftist groups and substitute label sticking for objective 
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thinking and political leadership". We can of course agree that labels 
do not help, unless we get behind them to the policies they represent; 
but it is also necessary to be clear, and the French events should have 
brought this home to us, that discussion about policy is not super
fluous, but a matter oflife and death itself. Only those totally unconcerned 
with the results of their actions can fail to recognise that the policies 
necessary to fight and defeat world imperialism have to be based not 
only on courage and a general feeling of antagonism to capitalist 
values, but on a careful analysis of the situation in the real world, and 
on the great heritage of the revolutionary struggles of the past. 

Not all who claim to be revolutionary advance policies which 
further revolutionary struggle. As Lenin said, " In contrast to the 
whining and panic of the philistinism of reformism, and of the phili
stinism of revolutionariness, the Marxist must as soberly and as pre
cisely as possible weigh up the alignment of actual class forces, and 
the incontrovertible facts." (New Times and Old Mistakes in a New 
Guise, August 20th, 1921.) 

It is of course not enough to quote Lenin' and claim to be a Marxist. 
Many people can and do make such claims. But we can try to accept 
this advice to weigh up the facts, and in this way examine the "revolu
tionariness" of some of the groupings in Britain who claim to be on 
the "left of the Communist Party". 

This does not mean that Communists believe that their own policies 
are always correct, that they have some magical recipe for the right 
answer, that they are not capable of lagging behind, or of going too 
far ahead. Furthermore the aftermath of the revelations of the 20th 
Congress of the Communist Party . of the Soviet Union in 1956, and 
the divisions existing today in the international Communist movement, 
have naturally had their effect in diminishing the enormous attraction 
and mobilising power which would otherwise have come from the 
decisive change which the October Revolution made in the balance 
of forces existing in the world, and from the staggering achievements 
of fifty years of socialism. 

The future however-the victory over imperialism- depends upon 
united action on an honest and principled basis by all those forces 
prepared to join together in an attempt to alter the collision course to 
disaster on which Britain is travelling. Communists believe that this 
is not only necessary but possible, and that there are significant changes 
in the British labour movement which give hope that unity around left 
progressive policies is not just a ritual slogan but a realisable objective, 
out of the hard experience of yet another Labour Government tied 
to reformist right wing policies. 

It is in this situation that ultra-left sectarian policies, whatever the 
intentions of the people concerned, impede the growth of that united 
action, create confusion and lack of confidence, and eventually re
inforce the attempts of the ruling class and the right wing reformists to 
sap and render impotent the initiative of the millions. 

It is the purpose of this pamphlet to try and show why this is so, 
and thus to pass from an examination of labels to policies. Our aim is 
not to resurrect historical controversies, but to show the consequences 
of certain policies. Many of the organisations concerned are not new 
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organisations simply thrown up by the demands and opportunities of 
the current political situation, but long established groupings who only 
now have found some support mainly from young people, many of 
whom will probably find quite new to them the coherent political 
position and past history which is the background to these current 
policies. Supporters, however genuinely active and committed to the 
idea of a socialist society-and it is clear that there are many such 
people-must face up to the total policies of organisations they sup
port, as expounded in their journals and publications, and understand 
where these policies can lead. 

We have to avoid on the one hand the thoughtless, superficial and 
terribly dangerous judgement which would look upon those taking 
part in this youth explosion as a bunch of irresponsible anarchists and 
extremists- a view sometimes to be found not only amongst Tories as 
one would expect, but also in the labour movement. On the other 
we must challenge those who reject and even react with hostility and 
emotion to any suggestion that there are ultra-left groupings seeking 
to win support for policies which for a number of reasons we might 
expect to have an appeal to young people, but which will not strengthen 
revolutionary struggle against imperialism. 

We want therefore to ask the question how best to promote that 
struggle. How best not just to strike our flag and proclaim our hatred 
of the capitalist system, but how to move masses into action to assault 
and defeat it? What are these groupings that claim to be on the left 
of the Communist Party, and far more revolutionary? What is their 
background and what are they saying about the life and death issues 
which confront us ? 

Main Divisions in the Ultra-Left 
We start then from the position that Communists make no exclusive 

claim to be the only force on the left. On the contrary in our programme 
The British Road to Socialism the view is made clear that "socialism 
can only be won by the combined action of the working people led by 
their socialist and democratic organisations. The Communist Party 
has a vital part to play, but it does not seek an exclusive position of 
leadership." 

Communists, as do all other forces of the left, claim the right to 
explain their policies, and to criticise those policies which appear to 
them dangerous and diversionary. We do this not because we wish to 
introduce divisions into the left forces gathering strength in Britain, 
but precisely because we believe that it is these ultra-left policies which 
do in fact divide. 

Communists seek by argument and discussion and participation in 
struggle to persuade the labour movement of the validity of their 
programme as a strategy for the defeat of imperialism. In the course 
of the fight to win support for this programme we must deal with those 
theories and activities which appear to us harmful and obstacles to 
advance. 

7 



While space does not allow detailed treatment of the many groupings 
that exist, especially as they constantly split and combine anew, it is 
possible to divide them into certain main categories. 
(i) Trotskyist groups of various kinds, who may attack each other 
fiercely, but who nevertheless share a common heritage in that they 
look to the writings of Trotsky for their main inspiration (particularly 
the founding programme of the Fourth International which Trotsky 
published in 1938*), and would publicly or privately agree this was so. 
It is strictly in this sense that we use the term 'Trotskyist' in this 
pamphlet. 
(ii) Groups which do not have a Trotskyist background and whose 
policies stem from anarchist and syndicalist ideas. 
(iii) Groups which consider that they support the line of the Com
munist Party of China, although here again there are many con
troversies and feuds between them. 

Events from 1920-1945 

Before we can examine these groups in any detail it is necessary to 
examine briefly the period following the end of the first world war to 
the end of the second. 

Trotskyists of course have a very simple recipe for this period. All 
the defeats of the working class and the failure to follow up the October 
Revolution with further revolutions in Europe, were all due to the 
Communist Parties and the Communist International. 

"The Fourth International has already arisen out of great events: 
the greatest defeats of the proletariat in history. The cause for these 
defeats is to be found in the degeneration and perfidy of the old 
leadership." (Transitional Programme.) 

Trotskyists are alone in this view of a period which all serious 
students of history must find complex. In saying this Communists 
naturally would not suggest that mistakes were never made, or that 
there were no failures of leadership. Hindsight is one thing; struggling 
with new and world shaking experiences, as the young Communist 
parties were doing in the days after the first world war, is another. 

European capitalism in fact was able to defeat the post-war revolu
tionary movements primarily because of the role of right wing social 
democracy. 

It was in 1921 that the Third Congress of the Communist Inter
national first put forward the concept of the united front of the working 
class against the new capitalist offensive-that is limited agreements 
for common action for immediate aims. 

The Italian fascist coup by Mussolini in October 1922 brought new 
urgency to this task; but the pattern of the next years was of collabora
tion in each country between right wing social democratic leaderships 

*"The Death Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of the Fourth International, 
Transitional Programme of the Founding Conference of the Fourth International," 
New Park Publications. The founding conference was held in September 1938, 
attended by 30 delegates from groups in eleven countries. 
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and their ruling class, and the total rejection of the united front with 
Communists. 

Trotskyists are fond of attacking Communists for a leftist position 
in the late twenties, and quote Trotsky's warnings on this. Although 
this comes strangely from Trotskyists whose whole history has encom
passed every possible leftist, adventurist policy, nevertheless most 
Communists would agree that there were far reaching sectarian errors 
in Communist policy during that period, in the context of first the 
sustained right wing rejection of the united front and the long record 
of betrayal of the right wing leadership; and secondly from the in
creasing seriousness and urgency of the international situation. 

The characterisation of social democracy as 'social fascism' which 
"to an increasing extent serves the bourgeoisie as an instrument for the 
paralysing of the activity of the masses in the struggle against the 
regime of fascist dictatorship" (Tenth Plenum, Executive Committee 
of the Communist International, July 1929), fostered deeply sectarian 
attitudes within individual Communist Parties. 

This was to linger long after the error had been corrected by the 
Seventh World Congress of the Communist International in 1935, 
which sought in a powerful world wide campaign to rally the widest 
front against fascism and war. 

It was however precisely at this moment, when earlier sectarian 
errors were corrected and Communists everywhere were making their 
major task the mobilisation of all possible allies against the advance 
of fascism, that Trotskyists opposed them most bitterly. 

Trotskyists it is true claimed to support a 'united front', but it was 
a 'united front' based on the most advanced programme-the dictator
ship of the proletariat. 

"The political campaign of the united front must base itself upon a 
well elaborated transition programme i.e. on a system of measures 
with which a workers' and peasants' government can assure the 
transition from capitalism to socialism." (Trotsky- Whither France.) 

We shall see later that this demand for unity based upon the most 
advanced programme is characteristic of Trotskyist demands, and 
that 'transitional' for Trotskyists has a specific meaning. 

People's Front against Fascism & War 

This movement had its origins in France in the great People's Front 
where a broad anti-fascist movement, including non-socialists, put 
before the people the need to cooperate with the Soviet Union in 
checking Hitler's advance. 

Any such movement was anathema to Trotskyists who attacked any 
cooperation with non~socialists for whatever purpose as treachery, 
and who were primarily concerned with attacks on the Soviet Union. 

Instead of a popular front which Trotsky said "succeeded in canalising 
and damming, at least temporarily, the revolutionary stream" (The 
Transitional Programme), the slogan of French Trotskyists was "A 
Workers' Government." The same slogan was advanced in Britain. 

No evidence is given for this claim, other than the fact that 
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Trotsky wrote: "People's Fronts on the one hand- fascism on the 
other; these are the last political resources of imperialism in the 
struggle against proletarian revolution". (The Transitional Programme.) 

It will be seen how this position encouraged the most bitter opposition 
by Trotskyists who were thus told in so many words that the great 
antifascist movement was in fact a ruse by the ruling class to divert 
the revolutionary movement! 

Let us look at the French situation a little more closely. Maurice 
Thorez in his famous book France Today (Gollancz, 1936), issued just 
before the 1936 General Election wrote: "Parliamentary action and 
parliamentary successes do not for a moment distract the Communist 
Party from its principal task-the winning of the masses and the fight 
against fascism, a fight which must rely on the drive of the masses and 
action outside Parliament." He continued by explaining that Com
munists in organising the fight of the masses of the people against 
fascism, in striving to draw away from fascist influence sections of the 
middle class, in the struggle for immediate demands never lost sight 
of the final aim, the socialist revolution and working class power as 
the only solution to crises, fascism and war. Only a minority of French 
workers understood this however, and therefore the immediate aim 
of the fight against fascism could not be working class power. He went 
on, "Nevertheless the Communists can and must lead the majority of 
the people who are determined to repel fascism. And it is in the course 
of this struggle that they will be able to convince the masses" of the 
necessity for a socialist revolution. 

As Lenin says in Left Wing Communism, "Victory cannot be won 
with a vanguard alone. To throw only the vanguard into the decisive 
battle, before the entire class, the 'broad masses, have taken up a 
position either of direct support for the vanguard, or at least of a 
sympathetic neutrality towards it and of precluded support for the 
enemy, would be, not merely foolish but criminal. Propaganda and 
agitation alone are not enough for an entire class, the broad masses 
of the working people, those oppressed by capital, to take up such a 
stand. For that, the masses must have their own political experience. 
Such is the fundamental1aw of all great revolutions." (Lenin, Collected 
Works, Vol. 31, page 92.) 

In fact in the first ballot of the general election of 1936 the Com
munist and the official Socialist Parties combined had polled 3,341,132 
votes out of a total of 9,838,943, and these were votes cast not on a 
programme of immediate seizure of power, but on the basis of a 
Popular Front Government. 

Yet C. L. R. James, at that time a leading Trotskyist writer, was 
saying: "Breaking at once with the Popular Front the Communist 
Party could even then have called for the formation of soviets. The 
response would have been instantaneous." (World Revolution.) 

No evidence is ever produced for this and many other similar asser
tions. No evidence is required by Trotskyists since this judgement is 
based upon the theory propounded by Trotsky in the Programme to 
which we have referred earlier, that in this pre-revolutionary period 
the workers were everywhere ready to respond to a revolutionary lead, 
and that all that was required was the correct revolutionary leadership. 
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It is very important to remember this central fact because it helps to 
explain what would seem otherwise to be a series of totally inexplicable 
judgements on the stage reached in the revolutionary movement. 

What the Trotskyists were proposing in France was a mad adventure 
which would have split the Popular Front and led to fascism coming 
early to power, instead of being imposed later by the actions of the 
invading German armies. 

Similarly in Spain Trotskyists attacked the policies of the Spanish 
Communists who were attempting to build a broad alliance of all 
those who were ready to support the democratically elected Republican 
Government against the Spanish fascists, aided by Hitler and Mussolini. 
Trotskyists claimed that Spanish Communists should have made a 
revolutionary call to the Spanish workers who would have responded 
and established a revolutionary government. Again no evidence is 
ever produced, since the statement is based upon an article of faith 
and not upon any examination of the real situation. 

At home Trotskyists were bitter opponents of all efforts to obtain 
a broad united movement in support of the Spanish Republican Govern
ment, while Communists in Britain were participating in various levels 
of activity and support for the Spanish people. In joint committees 
for medical and material aid Communists worked with people of all 
political parties and of none who wanted to assist in this way. In 
anti-fascist and aid-Spain committees they worked with those who saw 
the need for political action to change the policies of the British Govern
ment. As a Communist Party they sought to support the organisation 
of the International Brigade, and it was Communist volunteers who 
played the main part in its ranks. 

Communists did not denounce as useless those whose commitment 
was less than to offer their lives in the battles fought on Spanish soil. 
They did not sneer at those, including pacifists and Tories, who col
lected for milk for Spanish children. They openly and honestly declared 
their position, and worked at all levels with those who would join 
them for a proclaimed specific aim. 

The fight for united action on agreed limited aims, which exclude a 
socialist commitment, in face of an over-riding danger to all is always 
denounced by Trotskyists whose appeals for unity are always based 
on their own programme, which they make the test of any commitment. 

With the defeat of the Spanish republican forces fascism continued 
its offensive. It openly declared its determination to destroy the young 
Soviet state, and to lead an anti-communist crusade. The Western 
powers were complacently watching, delighted to see German guns 
pointing East, and indeed helping to provide them for this purpose. 

During this period the Soviet Union was making every attempt to 
forge a firm alliance with the western democracies, especially with 
France, Czechoslovakia and Britain, to halt the fascist advance. 

Even within the British ruling class there were sharp divisions arising 
from their attitude to the rival imperialism of the fascist powers. 

The Soviet Union hoped that the great democratic forces in these 
countries and the divisions within imperialism itself could push their 
governments into such an alliance. This would have presented a warning 
and a deterrent to Hitler's advance. 
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Right wing social democracy 
It is a terrible indictment of right wing social democracy that it 

totally failed to recognise what was at stake and was more concerned 
wit~ anti-C:ommun_ist and anti-Soviet policies than with the fight 
agamst fasctsm. ~s was the .major cause of the failure to prevent the 
de~ea~ of t~e Spamsh Republic. It was a cause too of the divisions in 
Bntam which prevented the growth of a movement that could have 
forced the signing of a pact with the Soviet Union- and thus have 
provided a chance of barring Hitler's path. 
~s for t~e !rotskyists, the effect of their political line, in so far as 

their very hmited forces allowed, was to weaken and disrupt the anti
fascist front. 

In the. end the Popular Front failed to prevent the second world war. 
Does this mean that it was a wrong policy, or that war was inevitable? 
W~r ~as not t~en inevita.ble, any more than it is today. The policy of 
bwldmg the Widest possible alliance of the people against war was 
correct then, as it is today. 

If the great anti-fascist movement had n'ot been built, if millions of 
people had not been brought to an understanding of what was at 
s~a~e and to ~ hatred of fascism, the whole course of the long and 
VICIOUS war lllght have been very different. 

<?u~ of the anti-fasci~t movement came an enormously strengthened 
soctah~t vanguard, which had a clearer understanding of the origins 
of fasCism, and the need for a socialist society; and still wider sections 
develop~d a deep h~tred of fascism and all that it means. This not only 
had an_ I~portant mfluence on the course of the war itself, but has 
equ~l s~gmficanc.e today when we ar~ facing new threats from monopoly 
cap1tali~m, and mdeed new attempts to whitewash fascism. 

The Is~ues are made clearer if we look at Trotskyist policy during 
the war Itself. 

Trotskyist policy in the Second World War 
. Li~tet;t to Mr. Healy, ~ec~etary of one of the Trotskyist organisations 
m Bntam today, the Socmlist Labour League. In 1960 in The Newsletter 
he stated in tones of self-congratulation : "The Trotskyists were the 
only in_ternati~mal t~n?ency to state that the war could not put an end 
to fascism or Impenahsm, and that it was a capitalist war which would 
resolve nothing as far as the working class was concerned." 

Again in The Newsletter of June 11th 1966 he wrote: "The second 
world imp~~alist war was. a reactionary ~njust 'war whose sole objective 
was to r~divide the colomal world amongst the victorious powers." 

Thus .m. the struggle between the fascist powers ranged against the 
first socialist base and those ~ountries in ~hich the fight of the organised 
workers had .wrested ~e~am democratic advances from the ruling 
class, Trotskyists were mdifferent as to the outcome.* 

Healy goe~ on to state explicitly that Trotskyists were not in fact 
concerned With any attempt to change the situation. Instead they 

. * Here Healy does .less than justice even to Trotsky who castigated sectarians in 
h1s ~ove~en~ who did not draw a distinction between bourgeois democracy and 
fasc1sm- as If the masses could help but feel the difference on every hand." 

Transitional Programme 
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concentrated upon "laying a basis for the crisis after the war". Could 
there be a more bankrupt admission ? 

In other words they took the attitude that there was no difference 
between _1941 and the. imperialist war of 1914. Yet can anyone doubt 
that a VIctory for Hitler would have meant the destruction of the 
whole democratic and socialist movement, the enslavement of the 
working class, and the whole history of mankind put back by hundreds 
of years? 
~~ring the war Trotskyists pursued a policy fully in line with this 

position. Thus when the urgent need was the creation of a second 
European front to complement the incredible struggles on the Eastern 
front the Trots~yists argued a~ainst this because it would be to get 
boss class armies on the contment to hold back the revolutionary 

Europea':l workers'. Instead they called for a 'socialist appeal' to 
workers m Germany as the only way to struggle against Hitler. 

Whereas the whole policy of the Soviet Union in the prewar period 
had been to take advantage of the imperialist divisions in order to 
:prevet;tt . itself becoming isolated and once again encircled by the 
Impenahsts and attacked, Trotsky was categorical in his statement 
that these contradictions were limited and would always disappear in 
face of the possibility of defeating the Soviet Union. 

"Imperialis~ .antago~isms will always find a compromise in order to 
block the mihtary VIctory of the Soviet Union." (The Revolution 
Betray.ed, Faber and Faber, 1937, pages 218-221.) 

Typi~~lly ~nough he concludes that in the coming war imperialism 
would . If It IS .not. paralysed by revolution in the West ... sweep away 
the regime which Issued from the October revolution". 

Trotsky is not however dismayed by such a prospect. "The danger of 
war and a ?efeat of the Soviet Union is a reality, but the revolution is 
also a reahty. If the revolution does not prevent war then war will 
help the revolu~ion: Second births are commonly e~sier than first. 
In the new war It ~ill not be necessary to wait a whole two years and 
a h~lf for the first msurrection .... Even a military defeat of the Soviet 
Um~n ~ould be only ~ short episode, in case of a victory of the pro
letanat m othe~ cou~tnes. And on the other hand, no military victory 
can save the mhentance of the October revolution if imperialism 
holds out in the rest of the world." 
. Thus the Soviet Unio_n. should have, according to Trotsky, realised 
the ~sele.ssness of participating in the League of Nations, and of 
entenng mto agreements with capitalist states since "the toilers have 
~ot the slightest interest in defending existing boundaries, especially 
m Eu~ope ... The t~sk of the European proletariat is not the per
petu~~IOn of boundanes, but, on the contrary, their revolutionary 
abolitiOn ; not the status quo, but a socialist United States of Europe." 
(The Revolution Betrayed, pages 218-221.) 

~er~ again we see the v_ery characteristic Trotskyist habit of believing 
a sigmficant and meamngful contribution has been made to the 
solution of a problem by stating what would be a desirable end result 
without relation to the existing situation and balance of class forces . 
~at Tr~tsky was contemplating in this calm Olympian fashion was 

a SoVIet Umon confronted by united capitalism with a war of extermina-
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- !io~, and helpless to save itself unless the European revolution came 
m time. 

This war was undoubtedly the aim of many in the ruling circles of 
the West, and explains the way in which Hitler Germany was assisted 
by the West to build a formidable war machine. It was also the perma
nent pr~-o.ccupatio~ O\ the Sov.iet Union determined never again to 
be the v1~tJm of umt.ed mterventwn, to prevent such a position arising. 
The ~ov1~t Umot;t d1d not accept Trotsky's alternatives, and conveyed 
the histone warmng to the labour movement of the west in the report 
to the .18th Congress of the CPSU on March lOth, 1939. Speaking of 
the attttude to fascist aggression Stalin said: 

. ':The polic~ of non-intervention means conniving at aggression, 
g1vmg free re1gn to war, consequently transforming the war into a 
wo~ld war. The. policy of non-inter:rention reveals an eagerness, a 
des1re, not to hmder the aggressors m their nefarious work· not to 
hinder Japan, say, from embroiling herself in a war with China or 
better s~ill, with th~ Soviet Union; not to hinder Germany, say fro~ 
enmeshmg herself m European affairs, from embroiling herself in a 
~ar with t~e Soviet Union; to ~How all the belligerents to sink deeply 
mto the mtre of war. ... The b1g and dangerous political game started 
by. the supporters of the policy of non-intervention may end in a 
senous fiasco for them ... " (Land of Socialism Today and Tomorrow. 
Report of 18th Congress of CPSU.) 

For those who have been nourished on the conventional explanations 
of the origins of the second world war which begin with the Soviet 
German pact and the attitude of the international Communist move
ment to the outbreak of war in 1939, the study of this speech and of 
!he r<?le of right wing social democracy in the period leading up to it 
1s an 1J:?PO~tant corr~ctive to an oversimplication of this period which, 
rrom hind~1~ht, remams a controversial one. What is beyond controversy 
1s the pos1tton taken by Trotsky, and clearly expressed in the chapter 
from which we have quoted. 

If we turn again to Mr. Healy and his estimate of the situation after 
!he second world war we find the following: "Capitalism had no 
mherent strength after 1945. It was the betrayal of international 
Stalinism which allowed capitalism to rebuild." 

According to Trotskyists just as in 1936 the French and Spanish 
workers would have taken power and established a workers' govern
ment if only a 'revolutionary leadership' (by which of course is meant 
a Trotskyist ~eadership) had be.en in existence, so in France and Italy 
after the war 1f only the Trotsky1sts had been strong enough the workers 
were ready and waiting for socialist revolution, and lacked only 
leadership. 

Today they have the same simple estimate. In a journal of an Ameri
can Trotskyist organisation we read that Moscow and Peking
"potential~y these forces are capable of bringing the capitalist epoch 
to a close m a matter of days." (International Socialist Review, Jan/Feb, 
1968.)* Such quotations could be multiplied. 

* This is the American equivalent of International,published in Britain by the 
International Marxist Group. 
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This is a Trotskyist dream world. No evidence is ever produced. 
Trotsky said it in the programme of 1938; therefore it must be so. We 
are asked to turn away from the hard and difficult task of forging in a 
complex world a force capable of changing society, and to soothe 
ourselves with talk of revolution, until such time as Trotskyists are 
influential enough to lead us over the barricades. What happens in the 
interval between, as Mr. Healy made clear in his comment on the 
anti-fascist war, is not a matter of concern. If we turn again to the 
Programme written by Trotsky in 1938 we can see the origin of this 
attitude. 

The Transitional Programme 
Clearly written under the illusion that workers everywhere were 

ready to desert the traditional parties and flock to the banner of the 
Fourth International, Trotsky wrote that already "the advanced 
workers of the world are firmly convinced that the overthrow of 
Mussolini, Hitler and their agents and imitators will occur only under 
the leadership of the Fourth International", and that outside this 
leadership "there does not exist a single revolutionary current on this 
planet really meriting the name". 

Ludicrous as such a claim was in 1938 the passage of thirty years 
has made it no less bizarre. Nowhere has Trotskyist leadership suc
ceeded in leading workers to power, nowhere has any movement of 
any significance developed which has been led by Trotskyists. Nowhere 
do Trotskyists face the heavy responsibilities of Government, knowing 
that their policies and actions can influence the lives of millions, and 
having to deal with the world situation as it is, with states as they 
exist, with people at the level of understanding and consciousness in 
the flesh and not in text books. 

We can see now that there is a logic behind these extraordinary 
statements. The central question for all Trotskyists is that of building 
this Trotskyist leadership, since there is no other revolutionary current 
worth any consideration, and no advance can take place until this new 
leadership has been fashioned. 

The major difference between the Trotskyist groups is therefore not 
a question of programme, but primarily how to fashion this new leader
ship, and the methods necessary to achieve it. 

This was the reason for the major split in the Fourth International 
in 1953 which gave rise to the present proliferation of rival groupings. 

In this examination of Trotskyist policy we have made no attempt 
to deal in any detail with the origins of Trotskyism, arising from the 
policies put forward by Trotsky first inside the Soviet Union and 
later in exile. Such an examination would require separate and lengthy 
treatment.* 

Instead we have taken as a starting point the programme of the 
Fourth International which is a basic Trotskyist document, and is 
a clear presentation of Trotsky's political line on the world situation 

* The reader is referred to Cogito, theoretical journal of the Young Communist 
League for the first part of a three part study of Trotsky by Monty Johnstone. 
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in 1938. If therefore we can show the relation between Trotskyist 
current policies and this programme, and demonstrate what we believe 
to be their ultra-left characteristics then it is reasonable to assume 
that similar doubts must be cast upon Trotsky's position in earlier 
controversies. 

However it is necessary to comment upon the Trotskyist claim that 
the revelations of the 20th Congress of the CPSU have shown the 
Trotskyist opposition to Stalin to have been correct. This is to confuse 
two separate questions. 

There can be no doubt about the main political line advocated by 
Trotsky and his supporters. This is a matter of history. Trotsky first 
as we have seen attacked the policy of building up the strength of the 
Soviet state, claimed that this was impossible without the development 
of further socialist revolutions to sustain it, called for all possible 
measures including military actions to promote revolution within 
other countries, and attacked the concept of an organised disciplined 
party. In exile he formulated the demand for the revolutionary over
throw of the Soviet Government, which remains essentially the policy 
of all Trotskyist groups today. 

Had the Soviet Government and the CPSU shared Trotsky's panic, 
had they turned away from the colossal task of building socialism in 
a backward country, ravaged by war and imperialist invasion, en
circled by enemies, the object of hatred and plotting by the capitalist 
world, had they engaged in provocation or waited for the workers in 
other lands to save them, then indeed world fascism would not have 
been halted. The fascist armies would not have been destroyed, nor 
a great section of the world removed from the orbit of imperialism, 
and a tremendously powerful socialist state created as the focal point 
of future struggle against imperialism. 

It was thus not the principal policies developed by the CPSU whiJe 
Stalin was its general secretary which we believe are at issue. On the 
contrary it was these policies which inspired a whole generation, gave 
a hope to mankind, and when the crunch came provided the major 
obstacle (at the cost of twenty million Soviet lives) to the advance of 
fascism. 

What is involved here are those policies which arose from Stalin's 
theory that with the advance of the Soviet Union to socialism the 
class struggle would sharpen, and the multiplicity of its enemies would 
increase. 

In this way any opposition on policy became equated with treachery, 
against which every weapon was permitted and justified; and the 
sharp edge of the security forces was then turned against leading and 
loyal comrades. 

Although we know this now Communists throughout the world 
read with perfect confidence and enthusiasm the statement made by 
Stalin to the 18th Congress of the CPSU in 1939 on the nature of 
the state: "As for our army, punitive organs and intelligence service, 
their edge is no longer turned to the inside of the country, but to the 
outside, against external enemies." (Land of Socialism Today and 
Tomorrow.) 

Following the revelations made at the 20th Congress of the CPSU 
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by Nikita Kruschev the Central Committee of the CPSU in their 
resolution of June 1956 stated: "In the bitter struggle against the whole 
world of imperialism our country had to accept some limitations to 
democracy which were justified logically by our people's struggle for 
socialism in conditions of capitalist encirclement. But even at that 
time the party and the people regarded these limitations as temporary 
and due to be removed as the strength of the Soviet state grew, and 
the forces of democracy and peace developed throughout the world. 
The people made these temporary sacrifices conscientiously, seeing the 
Soviet socialist system make progress day by day." 

Within the gigantic socialist advances of the USSR there developed 
crimes and injustices alien to socialism. Vast numbers of Soviet citizens, 
amongst them many Communists, some Trotskyists, others accused of 
being Trotskyists, suffered death or imprisonment of the harshest 
kind. Communists condemn all such crimes, no matter who are the 
victims, and the full examination of how this position arose and of the 
lessons to be learned from it remains a task of the international Com
munist movement. Yet for the first time in history rectification, correc
tion and public examination was begun from within the Soviet Govern
ment and Party-rectification which led to a great movement of 
reappraisal within the Communist Parties, and has contributed to 
their individual growth and maturity and capacity to give leadership 
in the concrete conditions of each country. 

The knowledge of these crimes and the fate of many innocent men 
and women should not prevent us from examining soberly Trotskyist 
policies. Lenin characterised leftist ideas as petty bourgeois in origin, 
coming from those who lacked the experience of the discipline of 
working class organisation, were quick to move from panic, despair 
and total pessimism to dizzy excitement and wild optimism, and who 
sought desperately for short cuts and adventurist policies in place of 
the planned resolute revolutionary work which was required. 

This seems to us to remain a true description of Trotskyist policies, 
as demonstrated by the position of Trotskyist groups today. 

Trotskyist Groups in Britain 
Those in Britain have normally carried out the policy of "entrism" 

into the mass organisations. By "entrism" is meant secret organisation 
of a cadres grouping inside the mass organisation, usually the Labour 
Party. Classic entrism is normally accompanied by the publication of 
an explicitly Trotskyist journal which is used to educate and organise 
existing cadres and recruit new ones. 

For a brief period from 1944 to 1949 Trotskyists in Britain formed 
a public Revolutionary Communist Party; but even then the action of 
the majority in creating such a body was always criticised by the 
leadership of the Fourth International which advocated entry into 
the Labour Party. "Our movement which is now stagnating dangerously 
in Britain can become reanimated and considerably strengthened if it 
begins to put into operation · a long drawn out carefully studied and 
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systematic work as a tendency within the Labour Party." (International 
Bulletin of the Fourth International, Vol. 2, No. 16, 1947.) 

In 1949 this advice was taken, the RCP was dissolved, and Trot
skyists were all sent into the Labour Party, where they worked as a 
secret group, and concentrated upon the journal Socialist Outlook, 
which they controlled. 

In 1951 at the World Congress of the Fourth International a sharp 
split occurred, and this was then reflected in the ranks of British Trot
skyists where rival groups developed, and also on the editorial board 
of Socialist Outlook. 

This division was primarily based upon methods of entrism and 
organisation, and was sharpened by the central political theme that a 
third world war was inevitable and would be between the forces of 
imperialism and the Soviet Union. 

The majority of the Fourth International were anxious to develop 
a new image, more subtle and flexible and less sectarian. "Our whole 
tradition is of no interest to the existing labour movements ... the last 
thing in the world we should attempt is to inculcate the ranks with the 
necessity of adopting our specific tradition ... the thought that in the 
coming period we should go out of our way to mention the name and 
work of Leon Trotsky shows how far all of us have become infused 
with narrow group thinking ... " (Internal Bulletin) 

Healy was in fierce opposition to this whole line, and the British 
Trotskyist movement, which it has to be remembered probably num
bered in total no more than three or four hundred, split, with Healy 
taking the majority. 

Healy now put all his efforts into building a new organisation, con
centrating upon his youth journal Keep Left, and upon work inside 
the Labour Party and the Labour Party youth organisation, the Young 
·Socialists. 

It was the period of uncertainty and shock amongst some Com
munists and communist supporters, following the 20th Congress of 
the CPSU, which gave Trotskyists a new but temporary opportunity 
to recruit. 

The Socialist Labour League 
In April1957 Peter Fryer, formerly a reporter for the Daily Worker, 

launched a publication called The Newsletter. This did not admit to 
being Trotskyist and indeed indignantly repudiated the suggestion. 

In December 1958 Gerry Healy, well known in prewar Trotskyist 
circles, was brought on to the editorial board of The Newsletter, and in 
February 1959 the formation of the Socialist Labour League was 
announced, 'not as an independent working class party, but to lay the 
foundations for such a party.' (The Newsletter.) Old Trotskyist names 
crowded the columns of the paper, but it was still very coy about 
any mention of Trotskyism. In May 1960 there came the first statement 
from Healy which identified the SLL with Trotskyism. 

Healy supporters were able successfully to work inside the Labour 
Party youth organisation, the Young Socialists, and to take a majority 
into a new specifically Trotskyist organisation called Young Socialists 
around the journal Keep Left. 

18 

The rest of the Fourth International saw this whole move as crimi
nally sectarian. "Those who refuse on the pretext of programmatic 
purity to enter along the only road which gives us the possibility ?f 
instructing and leading broad masses want to transfer our party 111 

building into a sect.'' (Fourth International1957.) 
Healy had initial success in recruiting from those who had left 

the Communist Party, but almost all of these rapidly moved out of 
his organisation, which has never found an>: way of holdin~ a~y 
considerable adult support. Indeed he was qruck to denounce m his 
theoretical journal the "opportunists and sectarian elements" wh.o 
had collaborated with him after the Hungarian events. He stated his 
intention of turning attention particularly to "political developments 
within the youth movement in the universities, and towards closer 
study of the problems that were emerging inside the trade unions and 
the Labour Party.'' . 

In examining the policies of the SLL we must remem?er that their 
efforts are directed entirely to one objective, the establishment of. a 
clear, separate identity and organisation which will set out ~o Win 
adherents who ultimately will be led into battle when the big day 
comes. Their members are fed upon the promise that they are the elite, 
the chosen, training for the future, for international revolution; In the 
meantime everyone else must be denounced-all Com~umsts, all 
trade union and Labour Party leaders, all other TrotskYist groups. 
All are counter revolutionary. All are agents of the enemy. 

This is the reason for their deliberately separate and isolated path. 
Their main efforts are directed towards the youth who are constantly 
promised that they will provide an alternative leadership for the 
working class movement. . 

There are no other revolutionary currents on tlus planet worthy of 
the name said Trotsky, and Healy holds firm to this position, excluP.ing 
also othe'r Trotskyists who do not agree with him. He therefore does 
not consider that there can be any advances, any victories, any positive 
results in any struggle until the SLL is strong enough to assume 
leadership. In the interval what is required therefore is to. "take the 
workers through" experiences of defeat and treachery, until one day 
they learn the truth and turn to this real 'revolutionary leadership.' 

Thus there is no reason for putting demands which are the basis for 
genuine united effort and struggle, since the possibility of any positive 
result is already ruled out. What in Trotskyist language are called 
'transitional demands' are always demands which they make de
liberately on the assumption that they cannot be realised wi~hin the 
capitalist system. These demands have the purpose of educatmg and 
mobilising the more advanced cadres, and will ultimately "weld 
together the working class into a force capable of smashing the state 
machine". (Transitional Programme.) 

If we understand this basic starting point it becomes easier to see 
the purpose of slogans constantly reiterated, and yet totally .remote 
from the realities of the existing situation. Just as we saw earlier that 
the demands for a 'united front' in pre-war years were based upon 
the most advanced programme of revolution and workers' power, so 
the SLL calls for 'unity of the left' today, but on what terms? 
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Let us take one example which will serve to illustrate the point. 
At the end of 1966 a large and representative conference of trade 

unionists agreed upon a number of demands against wage freeze 
unemployment and in defence of the trade unions. It pledged "to rous~ 
th~ people of Britain to struggle for the complete restoration of trade 
umon freedom to negotiate, to bargain and, if necessary, to strike in 
order to improve their wages, salaries and conditions." The con
ference called for the widest possible popularisation of these demands 
and for national and local actions to support them. ' 

P~,esent at ~~e c~mference was <~; tiny group of SLL members calling 
for the mobilisatiOn of the workmg class" by demanding that the left 
MPs should put down a resolution in the Parliamentary Labour Party 
for the removal of Wilson and his cabinet, and their replacement by 
"people wh? would repeal the Prices and Incomes Act, end the wage 
freeze, and mtroduce a policy of nationalisation of the major industries 
under workers' control". 

The Socialist Labour League and Left Unity 
Following the conference, where they were completely isolated, the 

SLL denounced the 'tepid' proposals of the majority and issued an 
appeal.fo~ 'left unity'. This unity, however, was not to be based upon 
the maJonty demands, but had to be on the basis of the SLL demands 
which had found no support at the conference, but which were advanced 
as the test of commitment for all on the left. 

We could all, of course, warmly endorse the objective of obtaining 
the resignation of Wilson and his cabinet if it came as a result of an 
irresistible surging movement insisting on a turn to the left in policies. 
The SLL however sees no obstacle in the fact that such a level had not 
been reached .. T~e .demand must nevertheless be made, and anyone 
who does not JOin m must be labelled as an enemy. Thus the heat is 
turned primarily on to what are called, in characteristically denigrating 
terms, the 'left' MPs. 

Why are such demands made? Once again, it is because of the theory 
that nothing can happen until the SLL is strong enough to take over. 
Therefore the objective is not to raise the level of understanding of 
masses of workers and involve them in actions to win progressive 
policies, since this is by definition of the SLL impossible. The real 
reason for their demand is soon made clear, in The Newsletter of Jan. 
14th, 1967. 

"Of course if these 'Left' MPs do not want to fight, and if others 
want the demonstration to be a mere talking shop, then the movement 
will be clear as to its future. It will recognise that the only way out is 
to build an alternative leadership within the trade unions and the 
Labour Party, which will be capable of organising and leading the 
working class to power". 

And guess who that will be! 
.T~e f~ndamentally revolutionary task of winning the support of 

!ID}hons m the labour movement and beyond, for a progressive policy 
Is Ignored. They are content to remain on the touch line shouting abuse 
at those who do not want to move so far ahead of the mass movement 
as to become isolated and impotent. 
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From small beginnings the trade unionists at that first conference 
have seen the great movement of defence of trade unions surge forward, 
and embrace vast new sections of the organised workers; and in the 
course of this struggle new lessons are being learned on the wider 
consequences of government policies. 

Responsible revolutionary political leaders do not put forward 
proposals for action unrelated to the existing level of p~litical con
sciousness, and then condemn those who do not accept this lead. Yet 
this is the continuous role of the SLL. 

Lenin always combated attempts to issue slogans which would 
serve only to "sharpen the consciousness of the proletariat against 
imperialism". He wrote in Against Revisionism "a negative slogan 
unconnected with a definite positive solution will not 'sharpen' but 
dull consciousness, for such a slogan is a hollow phrase, mere shouting, 
meaningless declamation". 

Marxists have always held that experience of the consequences of 
right wing policies has an essential part to play in bringing about the 
ultimate rejection of these policies by the labour movement. This is 
not to be achieved by hoping that a sufficient dose of disaster will 
teach the workers a lesson; nor by posing desirable but totally un
realisable objectives and shouting abuse at all who will not join in 
such demands. 

It is precisely in the course of genuine united struggle for immediate 
progressive policies which can and must be realised that positions 
change, new allies are won, and those completely committed to class 
collaboration isolated. 

Tlus does not mean that struggles should only take place when 
victory is guaranteed. On the contrary the history of the working class 
movement is rich in examples of struggles which, although ending in 
defeat, nevertheless carried the whole movement forward. But the 
essential question here is the objective for which the struggle is being 
conducted, and which the aim must be to attain. 

For the SLL, however, every struggle must be presented in terms of 
workers straining at the leash, determined to fight the bosses with every 
possible weapon, but being misled by every trade union leader, every 
Labour leader, every Communist. Banner headlines promote every issue 
into an epic struggle, with Trotskyists as the heroes battling against all 
odds. The use of the strike weapon is advocated indiscriminately, 
whether or not the conditions demand a strike, and every other proposal 

· is branded as betrayal. Once a strike has begun the tactic must be to 
keep it going whatever the circumstances, and to describe any negotia-
tion and agreement as treachery. · 

The SLL sees all trade union leaders at all levels as enemies, ranking 
only below Communists and rival Trotskyists in the list of targets for 
abuse. 

The technique of keeping members at a high pitch of activity and 
excitement, promising them the leadership of the revolut~on as an 
immediate perspective, and launching them into battle agamst a sea 
of enemies, has its own hazards. The casualty rate is very high, the 
average length of membership very low, the effect upon leading figures 
totally decimating, as is seen by the high rate at which these names 
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disappear, and by the .abse~ce of any influence in the adult movement. 
A~though the. SLL IS qmck to attack other groupings on the short

~ommgs of their democratic processes, its own affairs are conducted 
m ~ecr~y. Its finances, rules, conferences, are all private. It faithfully 
~a~n!ams the atmosphere of conspiracy, feuding, public attack upon 
mdivi?uals, a~d blow by blow accounts of controversies with rival 
groupmgs, which has so frequently been a feature of the Trotskyist 
movement. 

The major efforts o~ this organi.sation are undoubtedly directed to 
the development of their youth sectiOn, the Keep Left Young Socialists 
w~o are fenced off. from all other youth organisations and imbued 
With a sense of destmy a~ I~ders of the revolution. This presumably 
compensates them for their Isolated and sectarian role, until experience 
takes many of them out of the organisation, and often unfortunately 
out of all future political activity. ' ' 

The International Marxist Group 
After t~e sp~t in the Fourth International in I 953 a small group of 

scattered mdividua~s was .all that was left in Britain of those who gave 
support to the Pans sectiOn of the Fourth International and refused 
to follow Healy in the creation of a new organisation. ' 

It began a s!rug~Ie to regr~>Up its forces, and earned the wrath of 
Healy for burymg Itself. deep m the Labour Party and meeting only as 
a secret group. ~n turn It attacked Healy as totally sectarian. 

~fter 1963 t~s .group was reinforced by a return to the fold, after a 
~enod of asso.ci~tlon With Healy, of the American Trotskyist organisa
tion, th~ Soc1ahst Workers' Party, always a major influence in the 
Trotskyist movement. 

Thereafter the Paris section called itself the Unified Secretariat of 
the F~JUrth International, and set out to build a section in Britain. 
. T~s group h.ad at t~at time no public body with a proclaimed 
~dentity and policy, and ~t couk.l therefore be studied only in so far as 
Its polic~ was expressed m the JOUrnals and papers it influenced. This 
was particul~rly the cas~ when the journal The Week was published in 
1964. E~sentJally conceived as an organising journal for the Fourth 
~nternatw.nal supporters in Britain it took a form which sought to 
mvolve Wider sectwns of the labour movement, and especially a wide 
range of left M.P.s. 
, In. thi,s it ~as not strictly fulfilling the requirements of Trotskyist 
entns~ . which always demands, side by side with entrist methods 

an exph~1tly Trotskyist journal. This is explained specifically in Fourth 
~nternatwnal No. I 7. (Not to be confused with Healy's journal pub
lished later under the same name.) "In the tactic known as 'entrism' 
where unusually difficult and complicated situations can occur, it 
shou.Id be a n~rm fo~ those ~ngaging in it to maintain a sector of open 
public ~ork, mcludmg their own Trotskyist publication. Departure 
f~om .this norm must be weighed with full consciousness of the heavy 
nsks mvolved." 

By 1968 a new emphasis developed in the work of this group. It 
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made public the name of its organisation as the International Marxist 
Group, it ceased publication of The Week, and produced a new journal 
International, which had as its stated objective the creation of a "firm 
Marxist core in the labour movement". With the publication of this 
journal, and the creation of a semi-public identity which explicitly 
claimed to be Trotskyi~t, the group thus was fulfilling the requirements 
of the Fourth InternatiOnal, and clearly had set their sights upon the 
ultimate;; crea~ion of that required 'revolutionary Ieadership'-a 
Trotskyist sectiOn of the Fourth International in Britain-which they 
regarded as their central aim from which all other results would flow. 
T~e~ were t~u~ read~ to ta~e more risks in making their Trotskyist 

11;ffiliatwns explicit. While ear her they .would have reacted with indigna
tion at any attempt to define the positiOn of The Week as the organising 
journal of the Fourth International, now they no longer were concerned 
abou.t this. I~deed they had to admit that it was the predecessor of the 
new J~Urnal m order to make s?me kind of claim to continuity. • 

(This process apparently did not take place without challenge 
from within the group, and it seems clear that some supporters of 
the Fourth International in Britain did not in fact agree with this 
development and parted company with the International Marxist 
Group.) 

The International Marxist Group were now concerned to define the 
new stage reached in the labour movement and the reason for their 
actions. In the June, 1968 issue of International they stated "In a period 
when the mass of the workers have great illusions in the Labour Party it 
is no little thing for marxists to be thrust out of that party. In such a 
period marxists are justified in being circumspect on organisational 
matters, and politically must appear in the public eye as the foremost 
advocates of Labour to power. In a period when the mass of the workers 
have lost thei~ iD?-mediate illu~ions in the Labour Party it is imperative 
t~at any marx~s! m that party IS a resolute and dynamic opponent of the 
nght wmg policies of the Government. If this means the risk of expulsion 
so much th~ better. A marxist would conduct his fight against expulsion 
and ~or re-mstatel!l~nt on the grounds that he was defending the true 
working class traditiOns of the Labour Party by opposing the policies of 
the Government. ... That is why it is all the more important no one 
leaves the Labour Party voluntarily." 

By December 1968 they were clearly going even further in their turn 
away from what had hitherto been their main direction, the left in the 
Labour Party. "The continued evolution of the Labour Government to 
the right has destroyed in most people's minds the illusion that the 
Labour Party can be an instrument of social reform let alone of 
socialism .. The co~plete failure of the lef~ wing of the ~hour Party to 
prevent this evolutiOn or even put up a senous fight against it has dealt a 
severe blow to the idea, held at one time by thousands of activists that a 
mass left wing inside the Labour Party would emerge to become ~ focus 
for an anti-capitalist struggle. The trade union leaders have, by and 

. • An exactly similar process took place in the case of the former Trotskyist 
Journal Socialist Outlook, and in the birth of The Newsletter. See Marxism Today 
September 1964. 
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large, become either accomplices in Wilson's endeavours to cut the 
standards of the British workers or have, at best, offered only partial and 
sectional opposition to the Government's right wing policies," writes 
Pat Jordan, and continues "the conjuncture of the discrediting of the 
traditional workers' organisations with the rise of this new youth van
guard presents those who see the building of a revolutionary party as an 
urgent task with both huge possibilities and difficult problems. It can be 
said that the objective conditions exist now for the building of such a 
party, and that new forces needed for such a party are coming on the 
scene. On the other hand there does not exist a marxist organisation 
with the authority for all these young revolutionaries to join. The 
question of marxist unity must be seen in this light." 

But later discussions must have advised a certain caution and modified 
the earlier call for risking expulsion, to judge from the following passage 
in the February 1969 International. "There is no perspective for the 
development of a mass revolutionary party outside of the traditional 
working class movement. Of all such social democratic political forma
tions the British Labour Party is the one which has the most closely knit 
ties with the organised working class. At both national and local level 
the Trades Unions play a major role in the Party. This means that any 
political movement amongst Trade Unionists rapidly finds reflection in 
debate in the Labour Party. The views of the Communist Party's 
industrial militants for instance gain expression here. It is not excluded 
that the Wilson Government's behaviour may become so intolerable to 
the mass of trade unionists that their disgust will be expressed through 
the disaffiliation of their Unions. For the time being however there is 
absolutely no indication of this possibility being realised . ... Our long 
term perspective for the emergence of a mass revolutionary party 
remains a split in the ranks of social democracy involving, necessarily in 
Britain, a really significant section of the Trade Union movement. 

At a period when there is no political leadership coming from the 
ranks of the Trade Union movement, and even though the bankruptcy 
of the left reformists has been so clearly exposed, there is no likelihood 
of such a development immediately. 

Our task remains to prepare for its eventuality and our Labour Party 
work must be based on this task." 

Attempts at Unity 
In May 1969 the International Marxist Group was able to announce 

that it had been recognised, following a world congress of the Fourth 
International, as the official section in Britain, at the same time as the 
Communist League of France had been similarly recognised. It there
fore called upon all supporters of the Fourth International in Britain to 
join its ranks, and all other groupings to open discussions with a view to 
joining forces. 

Because of the profound contrast in methods of work, arguments and 
approach between this group and the SLL there are those who have the 
illusion that the former is not really Trotskyist, but is something quite 
new and different. Certainly history would not excuse those who allowed 
past controversies, however bitter, to impede united efforts to deal with 
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the terribly urgent life and death problems that confront us. Our atten
tion must be turned, however, not to generalisations but to policies. 
Here, in so far as this group has developed anti-capitalist propaganda 
and attacked right wing policies in the Labour Party, it is perfectly true 
that it has contributed to the development of the left in the Labour Party. 
Thus when International says in its first issue, May 1968, "We have 
always stood for the united front. The Week always sought to collabo
rate with any tendency on the left with which it had agreement on parti
cular issues. This method is best expressed in the creation of non-exclu
sive organs of struggle on important and principled issues. The Vietnam 
Solidarity Campaign and the Workers' Control Campaign are cases in 
point. We believe that these bodies have helped to establish a new mood 
in the British left, one in which people with very differing views can work 
together. Such a mood is vital, if we are to reverse the tendency towards 
fragmentation and, instead, work for regroupment. International will 
continue along these lines both in active politics and political argumenta
tion", it is making a claim which is in part justified. 

However it would be a profound mistake to imagine that this is the 
whole of the story. For it must be emphasised that in spite of many 
differences more unites than divides those Trotskyist groups whose 
allegiance is to the 1938 fo unding programme of the Fourth Inter
national. 

" Regroupment" in the above quotation means essentially regroup
ment of the Trotskyist forces, on the basis of the Programme, which, as 
we have seen, emphasises first and foremost the need to create a new 
Trotskyist leadership because of the 'treachery' of everyone else, 
especially the Communist Party. Thus International, Dec. 1968, gives 
explicit adherence to the theme which has made Trotskyist policies so 
bankrupt and contact with them so unproductive-this theme that all 
that is required today is the correct revolutionary leadership and we 
should be away over the top. "We live ... in an epoch of continuous 
crisis with revolutionary situations bursting upon us one after the other; 
and the missing factor which has prevented these many revolutionary 
situations from being consummated is the absence of leadership-i.e. 
the revolutionary party." 

As we said earlier Communists make no exclusive aim to be the only 
force on the left, nor to be infallible in their efforts over the years since 
the Communist Party was formed to develop a revolutionary Marxist 
force. But this analysis of Trotsky's is surely responsible for the extra
ordinary bravado, rhetoric and failure soberly to estimate existing class 
forces which is so characteristic of every variety of Trotskyist group. 

Communists have a totally different perspective and estimate. They 
believe that the development of monopoly capitalism and the crisis of 
world imperialism is creating the objective conditions for a broad popu
lar alliance led by the working class, and including virtually all sections 
of the people outside big business. Such a force, if united on a programme 
of demands which would make inroads into the privilege of the ruling 
class, could in fact achieve important victories. In the Communist Party 
Programme, The British Road to Socialism, this process is described: "In 
the course of the struggle new political alignments will be created, and 
the people's confidence will be generated in their own ability to trans-
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form the whole social system. As the battle sharpens and the power of 
big business is challenged, experience and knowledge will more and 
more show the logical need to end the present capitalist system and build 
a new socialist society." 

Left Unity-key to advance 
Such a perspective includes within it the need for an advanced socialist 

vanguard as the indispensable leadership of the struggle. Communists, 
far from turning away from the labour movement, regard the forging of 
left unity for this purpose as the key to all advance. 

Just at this moment in history when sharp class battles are on the 
agenda, and when the possibilities of trade union militancy and increased 
political understanding are developing, is the time above all to emphasise 
the enormous potential power of this great labour movement, a power 
which must be brought into action, for which there is no possible 
substitute, no attractive 'revolutionary' short cut. 

In Which Road John Gollan writes: "We have to start from where the 
people are. Developing mass struggle is a question of convincing people, 
of changing their ideas ... there is no magic short-cut, only patient 
systematic mass political work and struggle." 

Such struggle takes many forms, on the streets, in the factories, in 
shop stewards' committees, in trade union branches, in demonstrations, 
in parliamentary and local government elections, in rank and file 
initiative. It is a combination of all forms of struggle, one complement
ing the other, and starting from where people are, not where we would 
like them to be. 

The International Marxist Group regards itself however as the revolu
tionary leadership behind which convinced socialists will ultimately line 
up, to launch the attack upon monopoly capitalism. The Communist 
Party, it says, in International No. 1. , has played the role of "reinforcing 
the worst features of the traditional left. In their desperate search for 
unity the Communist Party leaders, whilst making correct and valuable 
criticisms of the Wilson Government, have tried to form a bloc with the 
Tribuneites and the Parliamentary left". 

Unity of the left for the International Marxist Group has a different 
meaning. This is explained in International No. 2. 

"The liaison committee we have in mind would be one that organised 
militant and mass activity. It would be an organisation which excluded 
the 'soggies'. It would whilst attempting to achieve the widest unity, be a 
body that did not equivocate in its support for all those engaged in 
struggle. This committee should have a positive programme based upon 
unifying principles which would seek to link the struggle in Britain with 
the world-wide advance towards national liberation, social advance and 
workers' democracy. By its very nature its strategy should be offensive 
rather than concentrating upon meeting the attacks of the employers 
and the Wilson Government. Only in this way could it become a body 
which organised a struggle designed to lead the workers towards 
socialism and the taking of power. 

The more difficult problem of the unification of various Marxist 
groups would be much easier to solve after a period of working together 
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in such a committee. Nothing does more harm to unity than an ill
conceived and ill-prepared unification." 

Once more this is 'unity of the left' based on the most advanced 
programme, and using the currently fashionable term "soggies" to 
denote all whose direction is to the left in the labour movement, working 
on a programme of immediate demands. 

In its anti-capitalist propaganda, its exposure of the effect upon 
workers of capitalist policies and of the role of the right wing in the 
labour movement, members of this group, most of whom are still in the 
Labour Party, will naturally find themselves working side by side with 
Communists, and to that extent there is a basis for co-operation where 
there is agreement on an immediate issue. Nevertheless it has to be 
remembered that the theories we have described earlier remain the 
thesis for both their national and international policies, and that their 
fundamental aim for unity is essentially unity of the various rival 
Trotskyist groupings, on the basis of Trotskyist policies, and thus the 
creation of a barrier between Communists and the left in the labour 
movement. Given their analysis this cannot fail to be their aim, and it 
would be an exceedingly naive Communist who is unable to make this 
distinction between immediate and long-term aims. 

Just as the International Marxists base their national policies on a 
totally unreal estimate of the stage reached in the level of political 
consciousness, so internationally there is the same bravado. Any reading 
of their journals reveals hundreds of occasions when we come across 
such statements as the following from Intercontinental Press, (formerly 
World Outlook), of June 9th, 1967. "In the long run, the only way to 
avert the danger of nuclear destruction of the human race is universal 
nuclear disarmament, starting within the United States. Such disarma
ment implies the political and military disarmament of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie. Unless the world revolution goes forward, unless the 
American working masses acquire an ever clearer anti-imperialist and 
anti-capitalist consciousness, no progress will be made toward this goal. 
It will be won the day the American workers take their destiny into their 
own hands". 

It will be seen that this is a typical example of starting at the end of the 
revolutionary process, posing the desirable end result as if this were to 
say something important and revealing. The question, however, if we 
cut through the rhetoric, is how to advance to that position? And is no 
improvement in the world situation possible in advance of the American 
revolution? The 1965 World Congress of the Fourth International takes 
up the theme. "Only the international extension of the revolution can 
weaken imperialism; only the weakening of imperialism can reduce its 
capacity to simultaneously move against all the revolutionary fires 
flaring up in the world ; only the overthrow of American imperialist rule 
by the workers of the United States-encouraged and inspired by the 
progress of revolution throughout the world, as well as by the contra
dictions of American society itself-can definitively end the danger of a 
nuclear world war". 

What then is the purpose of suggesting that it is possible to place on 
the world agenda today the question of the overthrow of American 
imperialism by the American workers? What purpose can be served by 
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describing the development of the American peace movement as a 
development of socialist consciousness, as did an editorial in The Week 
in 1967. 

The purpose is to provide an argument for the necessity for "con
frontation" as the only solution, and by this is meant the responsibility 
of the Soviet Union to challenge American imperialism, face to face by 
military means. "Despite the existence of nuclear arms and the th;eat 
this represents to mankind, the fate of the world in which we live will 
be decided by force in the international class struggle between the 
reactionary rulers of the dying capitalist system and the drive of the 
masses of humanity towards scientific economic planning and the class
less social order of the future", said the 1965 World Congress, and went 
on to denounce the test ban treaties and attempts towards international 
nuclear agreement as treachery to the revolution. Instead the Soviet 
Union should address a revolutionary appeal to the American workers. 

Thus the essential features of Trotsky's 1938 policy are maintained. 
The suggestion that it is treachery for a socialist state to enter into 
agreements with capitalist states; that military action against 
imperialism by the Soviet Union will be met by a simultaneous revolu
tionary upsurge in the capitalist world; the demand for Soviet military 
adventurism to meet the military escalation of imperialism. All these are 
familiar Trotskyist demands which we have seen in earlier periods. In its 
attack upon the efforts to prevent the nuclear annihilation which would 
destroy the hopes of all mankind, including those battling for national 
liberation, the Fourth International has much in common with the 
Chinese position, and its full implications will be seen more clearly in 
the chapter on Vietnam. 

Revolutionary Socialist League 

Deep inside the Labour Party is another Trotskyist group which has 
differences with both the other groupings described. It does not admit to 
a~y public existence, but it meets Trotskyist requirements by publishing 
a Journal called The Militant. 

Its origins go back to a movement started by Ted Grant who was in 
many prewar Trotskyist organisations. In the late fifties he started an 
organisation called International Socialist which published a journal 
Socialist Fight. These have long since ceased to exist, although there still 
exists a small Trotskyist journal Socialist Current which stems from 
International Socialist which it incorporated. To understand the origins 
of the RSL however it is instructive to look at a pamphlet called 
Socialism and German Unity published by Ted Grant during the period 
of the major campaign against German rearmament in 1955. 

Attacking the "nationalist self-righteousness and anti-German 
chauvinism" of the movement against German rearmament Ted Grant 
says, "It is not a question of nation against nation but of the working 
class against the capitalist class, in a struggle in which the interests of the 
workers of Britain are the same as those of Germany, of Russia, of 
America, of the world." He goes on to add that an armed Germany is no 
more and no less a menace to peace than an armed France, an armed 
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Britain or an armed America, and that the main task for British labour 
is that of assisting the forces of socialism in Germany, and in promoting 
the policy of a Socialist United States of Europe, instead of shouting 
nationalist and jingo slogans which blacken and bespatter the German 
masses with the responsibility for the crimes of Hitler and German 
fascism. In reality, he continues, the criminal responsibility of the 
capitalist statesmen of the Western world, and of the Stalinist bureau
cracy in Moscow is as great as German capitalism. This is a classic 
example of Trotskyist revolutionary phrases clothing a policy which 
would divert the efforts of the progressive movement from being 
applied to the defeat of the main enemy at a particular moment. In 
the same way some Trotskyists of a previous generation attacked 
the attempts to impose sanctions on Mussolini when he invaded 
Abyssinia, because the latter was a feudal and reactionary regime. 

The present policies of the RSL stem directly from that position. It 
will have no truck with such campaigns as that on Vietnam, because it 
believes that this diverts attention and forces from the main struggle, 
which is on the economic front. Moreover it attacks Trotskyists in the 
Vietnam Solidarity Campaign for failing, during the course of the 
campaign, at the same time to attack and expose the Communists in 
Vietnam. 

A few years ago Militant supporters were encouraged to go along to 
youth peace organisations and agitate for their transformations into 
socialist youth organisations. Raising the slogan of the United Socialist 
States of Europe they would proclaim the need for socialism and a 
socialist appeal to the workers in other countries, and denounce attempts 
to organise co-operation with non-socialists in the development of a 
broad peace movement. 

This illustrates another characteristic common in some degree to all 
Trotskyist groups, and this is their derisive attitude to revolutionaries 
taking any responsibility for what happens within the boundaries of the 
national state, since its role is always reactionary. Thus this organisation 
is particularly vehement about the 'stinking rags of outmoded national
ism'* and considers that other Trotskyist groups are insufficiently de
nouncing the impossibility of building socialism except on the basis of 
world revolution. Thus the development of a mass movement concerned 
with pressure upon its government to implement progressive policies is 
regarded as totally irrelevant. The appeal must be to the international 
working class for socialist revolution. 

This organisation denounces as sectarian the setting up of separate 
Trotskyist organisations. The masses of the workers, they say, will have 
to relearn all the lessons of the twenties and thirties by painful experience, 
and then they will turn to the traditional mass organisations, the Labour 
Party and the trade unions. It will then be for Marxists to intervene in 
the mass left wings which will be created, in order to leaven them with 
Marxist ideas. 

This is the reason for the lone path now being charted by the RSL 
which makes them quite distinct from other Trotskyist organisations, 

*All references are to World Perspectives, a pamphlet published by the University 
of Sussex Socialist Club, and giving the R.S.L. position. 
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and is often accompanied by acute antagonisms towards these. 
This organisation is particularly vicious towards what it considers to 

be tendencies in other such groups to soft-pedal their criticism of Com
munists and particularly of the communist countries. The RSL is most 
vehemently committed to constant attack upon the governments and 
parties of these socialist states, which indeed are seen as the main enemy. 
From their position of deep entry in the Labour Party they do not admit 
to these attacks being based upon a Trotskyist analysis, and Labour 
Party members exposed to this virulent anti-Communism are not of 
course aware of its origin. 

Revolutionary Marxist Tendency 
It would be pointless to include this tiny section with its few members 

in Britain if it were not for the fact that it helps to clear up a mystery 
which could prove puzzling to the uninitiated. 

The main figure of this organisation, which is situated in Paris and 
has some contacts in Australia, is a man called Michael Pablo. He was 
originally the secretary of the Fourth International before and after the 
split in 1953, and himself left the Fourth International after 1965. The 
SLL however invariably refers to supporters of the Paris Fourth 
International as Pabloites. Yet Pablo has long ago left this group in 
order to start his own separate organisation. 'Pabloites' then is a term 
applied by the SLL to supporters of the International Marxist Group 
and has no relevance to the organisation Pablo now leads! 

Pablo split away from the Fourth International primarily because of 
his thesis that the 'major epicentres of revolutionary struggles for pro
letarian power and socialism' are the under-developed countries of the 
third world. In this he agrees with the analysis made by the Chinese 
Communist Party. Trotskyists in most other groups, however, do not 
accept this analysis and see the major centres as the struggles in the 
advanced capitalist countries. 

Curiously enough, in view of this analysis, the other major difference 
was Pablo's refusal to accept the characterisation by the Congress of the 
Chinese view in the international Communist movement as the 'progres
sive tendency'. The Congress had pledged "critical support to the 
Chinese opposition against such key points of Kruschevist opportunism 
as the drift of certain Communist parties towards social democratic 
positions, abandonment of the Leninist theory of the state and the party, 
advancing 'peaceful co-existence' as the main strategic line of the inter
national Communist movement, spreading illusions about the 'alleged 
possibility of a peaceful road to socialism' while bluntly criticising the 
opportunist and ultra-left aspects of Peking's policies." (Documents of 
1965 World Congress. International Socialist Review. Spring 1966.) 

It was with this Pablo disagreed. 

Revolutionary Workers ' Party 
This is a tiny group arising from a Latin American breakaway from 

the Fourth International in 1961. In 1951 the whole of the Fourth Inter
national (prior to the various splits) came down emphatically on the 
inevitability of a third world war. It saw as the immediate perspective 
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the line up of world imperialism against the Soviet Union and the 
socialist states, and against the revolution in all its forms. In that conflict 
it announced it would give support to the Soviet Union while continuing 
to attack the Soviet Government and its policy, and to seek its overthrow. 
All conditions existed to achieve victory over world imperialism except 
for the formation of a real revolutionary leadership, and this was the job 
of the Fourth International. 

Subsequent congresses modified this immediate perspective, but the 
Revolutionary Workers' Party (journal Red Flag) holds firmly to this 
position, and indeed proclaims the desirability of all Bolsheviks facing 
the final struggle, in order that socialism may arise from the ashes of 
conflict. 

The Revolutionary Workers' Party is in fact closer to the line of the 
Communist Party of China than any of the other groups. In the ~rst 
issue of their journal in 1963 they stated: "We embark upon a ~e~ hne; 
the line of class against class, of clear and unfettered leadership m the 
class struggle, ... Nuclear war will be a terrible devastation ... ~ut it will 
not destroy humanity. All these ideas ~re our idea~, our conclus~ons, our 
analysis. When the Chinese deal With the Italian Coml!lurust Party 
leadership they criticise it according to our methods a~d m our sense. 
On proletarian internationalism the Chinese are advancmg towards o~r 
line ... when a colonial country struggles for power we must support It 
with all our forces, and it is the first task of the socialist states to support 
it by every means; arms, money, the lot.: .. I~ this _in!erve_ntion _by 
fraternal solidarity unleashes war from the side of Impenahsm, Impenal
ism will perish. These are our conclusions which the Chinese also draw. 
The Chinese call it the 25 points ... we call it Trotskyism." 

In fact what they are saying to the Chinese ~eadership is that _if only 
they would be logical and would abandon their defence of Stahn then 
there would be no differences remaining between them. 

This little organisation received some publicity recently_ when a 
journalist joined it and revealed in the Sunday Telegraph that It_was the 
organisation behind a small duplicated journal called the Umted Car 
Worker. It is on the extreme lunatic fringe, and distributes a quarterly 
journal called European Marxist Review, mainl~ notable. for man_Y long 
speeches and articles by the leader of the Latin Amencan section,_ J. 
Posadas. In recent issues of Red Flag it appears that some Argentm.e 
leaders are deviating, and receiving sharp rebukes from Posadas. So It 
may be that by the time this is printed there will be yet another Fourth 
International. 

International Socialism 
The origin of this organisation goes back to the late thirties, when Max 

Schactman an American Trotskyist, broke away from Trotsky on the 
question of the estimation of the character of the Sov!et State .. Th!s is 
such a fundamental difference with all other Trotskyist orgamsatwns 
that we have given it a separate section, although it must be emphasised 
that it shares a great deal of the same heritage and would accept the 
main Trotskyist analysis of the events between the wars. 
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~rot~ky had originall~ accused the Soviet Government of restoring 
capitalism, but by the ttme the Fourth International was founded in 
1938 he had moved away from that position to a description of the 
Soviet State as. one with socialised property relations, but with a 
bureaucracy which had usurped political power. This led him to the 
definition of a "degenerated workers' state", but also to the further 
conclusion that Trotskyists must unconditionally 'defend' the Soviet 
Union against any attack by imperialism. (True, he went on to add that 
th~ only way to defend it was by the overthrow of its government, but 
this would be by a political revolution, since the socialist base had been 
established.) 

Schactman broke away from Trotsky on this issue, and continued to 
characterise the Soviet Union as 'state capitalist'. This led him to define 
what other Trotskyists call the 'bureaucracy' as a ruling class. He there
fore also rejected Trotsky's so called 'unconditional defence' line and 
launched this organisation which had as its slogan "Neither Washi~gton 
nor Moscow but International Socialism", which starts from the position 
that ~here. is nothing to choose between any of the existing states, and 
thus Implies the need for the revolutionary overthrow of all Govern
ments. 

Thus alone of all the Trotskyist organisations, except the tiny funda
mentalist Socialist Party of Great Britain, International Socialism with 
extraordinary frivolity brushes aside the conquests of the October Revo
lution, and characterises the system of society in the socialist countries as 
'state capitalism'. The role played by the Soviet Union in the defeat of 
fascism is ignored as irrelevant. The enormous gains from the establish
~ent of socialism whic~ has transf?rmed a weak and backward country 
mt? one of the two maJ~r. J?Owers m a space of fifty years are similarly 
wntten off. Whatever cnt1c1sms are made by some British socialists of 
some aspects of Soviet policy and society, there can surely be very few 
who would accept this simplistic view of the world scene which cheerfully 
writes off what is the major force preventing a third world war and the 
triumph of imperialism, and instead substitutes a call to an abstract 
'international socialism' which is meaningless if not related to conditions 
as they exist in the real world. As to the charge of'state capitalism' there 
can be very few socialists or economists outside the ranks of Internation
al Socialism and the SPGB who take such a description of the Soviet 
economic system seriously. 

Since the fifties this organisation has been in existence in Britain 
making a first public appearance with the periodical Socialist Review' 
long since defunct, and working openly as a group inside the Labou~ 
Party, with its own publications and organisation. 

Its first main direction was to industry, with a programme of socialist 
demands, nationalisation, workers' control, etc. with most of which as 
d~scriptions of long term desirable objectives it would not be possible to 
disagree. 

~t was after the 20th Congress of the CPSU that this organisation 
gamed some adherents, with its international slogan which offered to 
those who had been shaken in their support for Communism the 
opportunity to turn from the complex problem of building socialism in 
the real world to an abstract 'international socialism' removed from any 
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responsibility for taking sides, which they could support with 
enthusiasm. 

In recent years the organisation, continuing to work openly as a 
group inside the Labour Party, has published a quarterly journal, 
International Socialism, a periodical Socialist Worker (formerly Labour 
Worker), and for a short time a youth paper Rebel. 

It has widened its scope to give special attention to the universities, 
where it has had some success, and to such fields as tenants' struggles, 
which it clearly sees as a base for its perspective of developing new 
organisations outside the existing labour movement. It has always been 
openly and consistently anti-Communist, and now rejects all possibility 
of winning the existing organisations of the labour movement for pro
gressive policies. Instead it puts forward the perspective of building an 
alternative grass roots rank and file opposition, and in particular the 
creation of a national shop stewards' movement in conflict with and in 
opposition to the trade unions. 

Like other ultra-left organisations it condemns the programme of the 
Communist Party as revisionist, and says: "In our epoch not a single 
serious issue can be decided by ballot. In the decisive class battles bullets 
will decide. The capitalists will be counting the machine guns, bayonets 
and grenades at their disposal." (France, The Struggle Goes On. Tony 
Cliff and Ian Birchall.) 

Preparation for armed struggle and the overthrow of the state 
machine by a conscious revolutionary minority must, if it is serious, be 
accompanied by organisational preparations, and presumably by 
continuous explanation and daily propaganda to the masses so that 
workers can be prepared for such a perspective. In most International 
Socialism material the position is made far less explicit than in the 
pamphlet quoted above, and no attempt is made to draw organisational 
conclusions. 

In the past it has been usually as members of local Labour Parties that 
Communists have met members of this organisation. Here it is often the 
case that such individuals have not had a total commitment to the policy 
of the leading group, but have been mainly active on anti-capitalist issues, 
particularly on housing and racialism, on which often useful and well 
prepared material is produced. Thus united activity has been possible. 
Members of this organisation are in fact encouraged to promote united 
activity with Communists at 'grass roots' level; while the constant pole
mic against Communist policy, organisation and leading committees 
continues, with the aim of influencing and recruiting Communists to 
their organisation. 

It is clear that Communists must define the policies proclaimed on 
both national and international issues by this organisation as essentially 
divisive and negative, since at home they do not aim at changing the 
policies of the labour movement, but at destroying it and building anew, 
under their own self-appointed leadership: while internationally they 
have perhaps the most dangerous and irresponsible policy of any of the 
groupings, and here are closer to the anarchists than most of the other 
Trotskyist groups. 
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Tactics which alienate support 
In the localities and universities there are some young and committed 

and extremely active socialists who give their support to this organisa
tion. They will find, however, that as the possibilities of involving large 
numbers of people in struggle increase, the tactics which they adopt in 
fact divide and alienate support. In Left Wing Communism Lenin warns 
of mistaking the desir~ for objective reality, and of confusing what is 
obsolete for socialists as obsolete for the class as a whole. He quotes 
Engels: "What childish innocence it is to present one's own impatience 
as a theoretically convincing argument!" Some members oflnternational 
Socialism could perhaps learn from this advice. 

In their dismissal of the possibility of winning the existing organisa
tions of the labour movement for progressive poUcies, in their advocacy 
of withdrawal of the poUticallevy, in their cultivation of hostility to all 
at any level of leadership they are not likely to assist in the development 
of a united movement. This is shown in a leaflet which they recently 
distributed to delegates attending a National Convention of the Left. 
After attacking the "retreat from any kind of class struggle politics by 
the Labour Left and the Communist Party", they are then forced to 
express indignation at developments within the labour movement which 
give the lie to their analysis! " Some trade union and labour lefts are 
moved to protests of a type they deliberately ignored in the past five 
years. Whatever their intention the effect of their protests is in part to 
lend spurious plausibility to the claim of the Left TU leaders and MPs 
to leadership of the working class." 

International SociaUsm is searching for a way forward which will 
place them at the head of a rank and file movement, and as a result have 
pulled their younger members and some of their older ones out of the 
Labour Party and the Labour Party Young Socialists. At the time of 
writing it is clear that a struggle is going on within the organisation on 
their future, some doubtful of the wisdom of going out of the Labour 
Party, and some anxious to develop a more highly centralised basis of 
organisation. 

As for Communists it may well be possible to find common ground 
with individual members of International Socialism. Where this assists 
in developing united left struggle on specific demands which can take the 
movement forward this naturally should be our policy. But the effect of 
the total policies of the organisation should not be in doubt; and the 
later sections on Vietnam and France will provide further evidence. 

Anarchist and Syndicalist Groups 
There are in existence today a number of specifically anarchist groups 

with papers such as Freedom and Black Flag. 
Within the anarchist movement itself there are, as one would expect, 

many splits and doctrinal disputes. The anarchist, correctly in opposi
tion to the corruption of capitalist society, sees the cure in the destruc
tion of the state, and in opposition to participation in any form of"insti
tutionalised leadership" or "decision making bodies". Thus he is 
against all parties, governments, institutions. 
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"The State will be superseded as the places of work are occupied (and 
restarted under self control) and as free organisms replace direction from 
above."• . . 

In Left Wing Communism Lenin describ~s a_narchtsm as n?t mfre
quently "a kind of penalty for the opportumst sms ~f the working class 
movement". More important than th~ actual anarcht~t mo':ement tod~y 
is the vacuum left by right wing soctal democracy m which anarchtst 
ideas nourished by the mass media, find a place. For whatever the 
diffe;ence in motive and intention, it remains true that the atteJ?Pt. by 
extreme reaction to attack parliamentary and local government mstltu
tions is reinforced by fashionable anarchist ideas on the left. 

Out of painful experience even as long ago a~ the last century,_ the 
practical implications of this approach, translated mto day to day actiOns 
in struggle, have long been sloughed off by the organised labour move-

ment. . . . · · b h 
Anarchism seeks to destroy the state and eXJstmg mstltutwns ut . as 

no alternative to offer to ordinary rational people. It has no conceptiOn 
of the need to place power in the hands of the major~ty, nor ?ft_he power
ful organisation and leadership requi~e? to make thts a r~ali~y m the face 
of deeply entrenched privilege. TraditiOnally h?wever, Its Ideas are. t~e 
kind which have a special appeal to some sectiOn~ of students. Thts IS 
especially the c~se today whe_r~ so ~any students wtth ~o backgro'!nd of 
political expenence or partiCipatiOn a~e. suddenly p~tchforked mto .a 
situation where the whole of the tradttlonal educatiOnal structur~ ~s 
rightly under major attack, and questions of de~ocracy, studen~ partici
pation and the fight against authoritarian at~ttudes of ~11 ~mds are 
correctly becoming of central importa_nce, not JUSt to a mmonty but to 
a large section of the student populatiOn. . .. 

Characteristic of this mood amongst youth IS the healthy suspiciOn of 
being manipulated, of 'lead~rs'7 'offici~ls', of barriers to disc_ussion, of 
traditional forms of orgamsatwn. Thts has led to the cancature of 
democracy represented by general ass~mblies of all to ~ake. ~ll decisions, 
of meetings prolonged for days and mghts, of paraly~Is ansmg from the 
reduction of the definition of democracy to some contmuous and unend-
ing referendum. . . . . 

These are essentially the luxunes of studen! p_ohtlcs which cannot be 
carried into the outside world. Nevertheless It IS to be hoped that the 
critical and militant attitude which is a positive feature of thes~ devel?p
ments will be carried out into the labour movement, wh~re mcrea~mg 
participation in deciding policy could help to _break th~ gnp of the ng.ht 
wing leadership. Those, however, who re~am commttte? to ~narchtst 
policies and organisations have chosen an tsolated and dtsrul?t~v:e pat~, 
as all who have had experience of their methods and actiVIties will 
understand. . . " 

Dating from May 1961 a small organisation called Sohdan~y 1?r 
Workers Power was formed, which had essentially anarcho-syndtcahst 
roots. . h · 1· 

According to the journal of this organisation Solidanty t e s?cia 1st 
countries are "where a bureaucracy has taken over the functiOns of 

• All quotations from The Aims & Principles of Anarchism, Coptic Press 1968. 
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management of the economy and the state previously performed by 
private capitalists and maintained by the political dictatorship of the 
Communist Parties." 

Thus its position on this question is somewhat similar to International 
Socialism. It characterises all existing working class organisations as 
degenerate, and makes no distinction between the Labour and Tory 
parties. It calls for the working class to build a new revolutionary organi
sation, not as a leadership of the proletariat, but as an instrument of 
proletarian struggle, totally repudiating any conception of a vanguard 
party and democratic centralism. 

It tells its members to work where the workers are and thus to join the 
trade unions. "We are not in the movement to change the structure of 
the union but to change men." 

In spite of some positive and courageous militant action at local level 
on specific issues (such as the King Hill struggle for the homeless and 
some of the current squatters' activity) the total effect of the theories 
described, the hostility to all other organisations on the left, especially 
the Communist Party, the deep hostility to the socialist countries, is to 
divide and disarm the working class movement. 

Methods of 'direct action' can undoubtedly on occasions prove 
effective and salutory in drawing public attention dramatically to some 
spectacular hardship or injustice. If, however, such actions are seen as 
the only worthwhile forms of struggle, and are thus isolated from the 
major task of strengthening working class organisation, they produce 
martyrs and sometimes victims, and ultimately leave behind a trail of 
disillusionment which has a negative effect. More than this is required if 
the forces of the state are to be challenged effectively. 

Maoist Groups 
When we speak of the line of the Communist Party of China we mean 

here the main lines of argument which developed in the early sixties, 
first revealed in an exchange of letters with the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, and subsequently expounded in documents outlining a 
certain general strategy on questions of war, peace and revolution. • 

In recent years since the development of the 'cultural revolution' and 
the decimation of the Communist Party of China it is not possible to 
refer to any specific general line, since the contradictory and chaotic 
c.:onditions clearly existing in China do not allow for any norms of party 
life to be observed, nor any genuine collective statements to be issued. 

Reflecting this chaos is the situation amongst their supporters in 
Britain, where it is impossible to discern clear lines of division in terms 
of policy, between the dozen or more competing organisations and 
groups. Not only have these groups proliferated, but their members 
spend a great deal of time attacking one another, working inside rival 
groupings and so on. In particular they are fond of accusing one 
another of Trotskyist sympathies, which they regard as the ultimate insult. 

• These themes have been dealt with continuously in Comment and Marxism 
Today and readers are referred to these journals for a more detailed treatment. 
See also Whither China. Communist Party pamphlet by R. P. Dutt. 

36 

The majority of world Communist Parties see the struggle for peace 
and the prevention of the extermination of mankind in a third world war 
as the central struggle of our time, and the most important condition for 
the expansion of the revolutionary struggle in the capitalist countries, 
the development of the liberation movement in co~n~ries. oppresse~ ~y 
imperialism, and the successful development of socialism m the soctalist 
countries. 

Even before socialism is triumphant throughout the world a world 
war can be averted, not because the forces of imperialism have become 
more peace loving, but because the growing forces o~ socialis~, t~e 
international working class movement, the peace forces m the capitalist 
world and the liberation movements against imperialism are strong 
enough, if united and determined to pursu~ pol~cies ~ased on t~e 
principle of peaceful co-existence of countnes With different soctal 
systems, to force the imperialist powers to take into acc~unt the con
sequences of military and nuclear adventure, and to recogmse the change 
in the balance of forces existing in the world today. 

Caricature of peaceful co-existence 
The Communist Party of China has always sought to present a 

caricature of this policy, and to characterise it as capitulation to imperial
ism. Thus it has denounced the policy of peaceful co-existence between 
countries with different social systems, accused those concerned to 
avert a third world war as bowing to imperialist blackmail and grossly 
exaggerating the effect of such a war, and has ta~en t~is furt~er to 
accuse the Soviet Union and those who support this pohcy as m fact 
consciously collaborating with imperialism. It s~es the. main stor~ 
centres of world revolution in the vast areas of Asia, Afnca and Latm 
America, and the working classes in the capitalist c.:ountri~s as cc;>r~upted. 
Therefore in the west it will be necessary to wait for tmpenahsm to 
become weakened from defeats at the hands of the liberation move
ments and thus produce worsening economic c~n.ditions in the caJ?italist 
countries, which will once again create conditions for revolutiOnary 
movements to develop there. 

It is true that in Lin Piao's report to the Ninth Congress of the 
Communist Party of China in 1969 there is a sentence professi~g 
support for peaceful co-existence with countries having different social 
systems. This is immediately contradicted, however, by the _tone ~nd 
content of the rest of the report which also charges the Soviet Umon 
with the restoration of capitalism, and calls for the overthrow of the 
socialist governments and the disruption of their Communist P~rties. 

A characteristic explanation of this position is to be found m the 
article written by one of the theoreticians of this movement in Britain, 
William Ash. Writing in Monthly Review• of May 1966 on "Marxism 
and the Negro Revolt" he says: "Marxism accounts for the present 
negative role of the metropolitan proletariat of w~stern E1;1rope a~d. the 
United States in terms of the objective changes m matenal conditiOns 
which have for the time being diverted it from a revolutionary perspec-

• Monthly Review, a long-established ~!llerican journal which has in recent years 
largely given support to the Chinese posttton. 
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tive." "These so-ca_lled Marxists have failed, often quite deliberately, to 
expose tJ.le connecti<;m bet~een the better living standards of the urban 
proletanat and the mtensified exploitation of the colonial people and 
the,r have argued that fu~the~ con~ssions might be wrung frodt the 
ruling class by ~orms of agitatiOn whtch that very class permitted. They 
have thus substituted a gradualist, legalistic approach for class war and 
have even concluded that socialism itself might come about peacefully 
and "legalistically" through such an approach." 

An unsigned article in Monthly Review, May 1963 puts it even more 
~le~rly: "Mar~sm-Leninisl!' is in its essence, as th~ Chinese correctly 
msist, a revolutiOnary doctnne addressed to the oppressed and exploited 
of the world. How c~n it be expected to appeal to people who are not 
oppressed and explOited and who have no need of revolution? 

As for the Communist Parties in the advanced capitalist countries 
they ~epresent or seek_ to _represent working classes which, objectively 
spea~mg, do,share as JUnior partners in the exploitation of dependent 
empires .... 
... In otJ.le~ w~rds th~ only hope i~ to go into training for the day when 
tmpe~alism m decline once a~am cre~tes the c<;mditions for vigorous 

revolutiOnary movements even m the nchest capitalist countries." 
Supporters of tJ.lis line in Britain therefore attack the whole strategy 

of peaceful co-existence bet~~en countries o_f different social systems, 
attack the strategy of The Bnhsh Road to Socialism as "revisionist" and 
as a capitulation to the ruling class. Marxists should therefore start now 
to prepare f?r the day when _the working class has been jerked into a 
more r7cepttve mood by pamful exp7~ience. They campaign for the 
separ_atwn of the trade umon and political movement by unions with
drawmg f~om payment of the political levy, and continuously attack all 
other sectwns of the labour movement, especially the Communist Party, 
as treacherous and advocating class collaboration. 

There is a loose federation of groups around a journal called Marxist. 
They a~e opposed to the _formation of a Marxist Leninist party at this 
stage, ~mce no one group IS advanced enough to command the necessary 
authonty. 

There. is the organis_ation set up by Reg Birch, which has no such 
reservatiOns and calls Itself the Communist Party of Britain (Marxist
Leninist) and publishes a monthly paper The Worker. 

The Worki~g People's Party of England publishes the Workers' 
Bro_adsheet which calls for "a massive occupation of factories with the 
takmg over of control by the working staff" and says that "working 
people must be prepared to fight batons with batons and with guns" and 
calls for~ "people's army" so that "guns can be met with guns". ' 

There IS now even a maverick group which calls itself the Marxist
Leninist Organisation of Great Britain, with a journal Red Front. This 
attacks Mao as counter revolutionary and supports Liu Shao-Chi! 

Space ?oes not all<?w a full recJtal of all the other similar tiny groupings. 
The t_acttcs and attitudes cu~ttvated by these organisations, and the 
~hantmg of slo~ans from the httle red book which some of them indulge 
m, have a certam mmdless, sectarian simplicity which it appears has an 
appeal to some students and young people. They are bent on obeying 
the behest of Mao "to make the revolution" without having had the 
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opportu~~y to lea_rn, ~s James Klugmann said recently in the Morning 
Star that revolution IS not a shout of anger, nor a gesture of despair. It 
is not a game to play, nor a riot, nor a coup, nor a bloodbath. It is a 
product of the struggle of the working class and its allies, who extend 
their struggles for living standards and democracy beyond the frame
work of capitalism and imperialism, to win political power and build a 
socialist society." 

For this objective it is necessary to win the support of the majority of 
the working people. The actions of those who genuinely want to aid that 
process must be directed towards winning allies rather than demonstra
ting ~h_eir total h~stility to all who do not share their viewpoint, thus 
providmg the cancature of the revolutionary so beloved of the mass 
media, which lose no opportunity to give it publicity. 

Whatever the differences between the groups they are united in one 
main objective, and that is to introduce into every meeting, every 
demonstration, every activity a direct attack upon the Soviet Union. 
This they regard as far more important than any other consideration. 

France and the Ultra- Left 
The great struggles in France in May 1968 have rightly been the sub

ject of intense discussion and analysis by all socialists. Those who had 
spent a great deal of their time writing articles to prove that the working 
class of the capitalist countries were corrupt, incorporated into the 
system, incapable of struggle, suddenly, and very characteristically 
decided that they had been totally wrong, and that only the 'treachery' of 
the French Communist Party had succeeded in holding back the French 
workers in their sweep to power. 

Well known 'revolutionaries' like Paul Johnson (a supporter of 
Labour Government policies) of the New Statesman bemoaned the lack 
of _revol_utionary leadership of the French Communist Party. Feature 
wnters m the Observer were quoted as the authority for proving the 
truth of a similar verdict. 

The colour supplements and the Evening Standard printed articles on 
how to paralyse a city, carry out a coup d'etat, and so on. Instant revolu
tion was the fashionable pre-occupation. Handbooks on how to make 
Molotov cocktails were in demand. 

This curious unanimity in Britain, ranging from those who had never 
shown an~ great enthusiasm for militant struggle in their own country 
to the vanous ultra-left groups who are united only in their hostility to 
the Communist Party, deserves a more detailed examination. We cannot 
deal here with the whole range of French events and the rich and magni
ficent sweep of struggle of the May days of 1968. Here we can only try 
to examine the stand taken by the various ultra-left groups. References 
should also be made to the previous treatment of the policies of these 
organisations in earlier sections of this pamphlet. 

As might be expected from our previous study of their policies the 
International Marxist Group has, logically enough, a ready made thesis 
which has no need of an analysis of real events. 

Thus Pat Jordan in International, December 1968 declares: "All the 
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conditions were prepared for a successful workers' revolt in that country 
except one; the existence of a leadership which could have given the 
French workers a revolutionary strategy for the seizure of power". And 
in August 1968, in the same journal: "The French State machine had 
disintegrated and the way was clear to the overthrow of French capital
ism-that the result would have been a workers' regime there can be no 
doubt; the workers held the factories and there were tens of thousands 
on the street willing and ready to initiate a revolution; the police were 
on the verge of striking, and the conscript army could not be relied upon. 
All sections of the community had completely lost confidence in the 
regime. To deny that there was a revolutionary situation in France, as 
the French Communist Party did (echoed by its British counterpart) was 
to fly in the face of the ABC of social science." 

This sounds less like social science than the well known popular song 
"wishing will make it so". No army of any consequence? No police? No 
De Gaulle demonstrations? All sections in opposition to the regime? 
The workers all convinced of the necessity for socialism? How then to 
explain subsequent events and the result of the elections? 

It is true that a revolutionary situation cannot be judged by sitting 
back with a telescope and counting heads. What is done, what leadership 
is given of course can have a crucial effect upon the balance of forces. 
But it is necessary realistically to weigh up the situation as it exists and 
not as we would like it to be, and this is the very heavy responsibility of 
those who are strong enough decisively to influence the course of events, 
a responsibility which involves the life and death of masses of people, 
and the strengthening or destruction of their organisations. 

Trotskyist analysis 
What further evidence is offered us from this quarter? Pierre Frank 

in International Socialist Review, September 1968, (The American 
counterpart of International) reminds us of the Trotskyist analysis of 
past struggles: "While it can be argued in retrospect how far the move
ment could have gone in 1936, and while only a minority thought that 
the 'boat had been missed' in 1945-47, a great many understood the 
betrayal in 1968. These diverse mass thrusts have this simple common 
denominator; the leaderships have repeatedly betrayed, when all that 
would have been necessary to overthrow capitalism was for them to have 
wanted to do it". Frank then goes on to describe what he considers to 
be the most developed form of "dual power" which had arisen in the 
Sorbonne itself. "At the Sorbonne, they no longer pay any attention to 
the government's decisions in educational matters, and not only in 
educational matters. Demonstrations are decided on there that really 
amount to attempted sorties into different countries, and not always 
peaceful ones. The word 'foreigner' has no meaning, except in so far as 
men are given the means for preparing a struggle for socialism, directed 
at their respective countries. The Sorbonne is, so to speak, the first free 
territory of the Socialist Republic of France." From this he draws the 
conclusion-"Failure to understand the Sorbonne's exceptional posi
tion today for the cause of world socialism would show an unpardonable 
blindness. New positions cannot be won if you are incapable of defend
ing positions already conquered. The defence of the Sorbonne is the 
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prime task of all revolutionaries at the present time." (My emphasis 
-B.R.) 

Frank goes on to dismiss with contempt slogans for the democratisa
tion of the universities as having nothing in common with the demands 
of the striking students and teachers. 

It will be seen that this political line is closely linked with those in 
Britain who advocate the setting up of "red bases" in the universities, of 
'taking the universities out of the capitalist system' and extending the 
process into the factories with workers manning and controlling their 
own factories, as the path to socialist revolution in Britain. 

A spokesman explaining this line said recently that in this situation in 
the universities "clearly the role of the revolutionary student was to 
disrupt as much as possible." 

Disruption may well be a necessary by-product of militant action 
taken for specific demands in particular circumstances, as, for example, 
a strike. To put it as an objective sounds like the caricature of the 
revolutionary produced regularly in Economic League tracts. 

Yet there is the same special Trotskyist logic here, for these are 
essentially demands which have an 'educational 'role. As the Black 
Dwarf says; "Educational work among British students is number one 
priority for the movement, since a student body that is politically 
educated would be able to transcend the divisions now existing and 
would be able to generate an articulated opposition to the university as 
it now exists "* 

This frivol~us refusal to take into account the existence of capitalist 
state power and all that is involved in overthrowing it, would again be 
incomprehensible if we did not realise that the major aim is building the 
'new revolutionary party'. It does not matter that to pose the problem 
in this way in fact disrupts the growth of united efforts to get those 
victories within the educational system which would strengthen the 
movement, make inroads into privilege, and thus be linked with the 
stage reached by the labour movement. 

A "transitional programme" which would have rallied the masses 
around local committees, and provided the basis for a national assembly 
and soviet power should have been put forward, says Frank. What is the 
programme he suggests? "A higher standard of living, reduction of the 
working week, nationalisation without compensation of factories and 
key industries, the elimination of trade secrets, the establishment of a 
monopoly in foreign trade, the establishment of workers' control to 
prepare the way for management of the plants by those who work in 
them, the establishment under democratic control by the masses of an 
economic plan, the dissolution of the repressive forces, replacement of 
the professional army by a system of militias, and the arming of the 
workers, withdrawal from all military alliances, solidarity with the revo
lutionary movements ... with the perspective of creating a socialist 
federation of European countries." This indeed puts forward a number 
of highly desirable objectives. The problem, as always, is that it has no 
relevance to the real situation and to the stage reached by the French 
movement. It is inconceivable that this is not perfectly well understood 

• For a fuller treatment of this question see Red Bases in the Colleges, by Jack 
Woddis, CPGB, ld. 
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by Frank and his supporters. Once again the strategy is the mobilisation 
of advanced workers around a programme not realisable within 
capitalism, rather than with any hope of an immediate advance. 

The views of the organisation International Socialism on the French 
events have been explained in a pamphlet France, The Struggle Goes On 
by Tony Cliff and Ian Birchall. This similarly attacks the French Com
munist Party calling it the "party of permanent treason" and reciting as 
evidence the same story of "failure to give revolutionary leadership" in 
1936 and 1945 that is common to all the Trotskyist groupings. They too 
are contemptuous of proposals for improving the situation in the French 
universities. The students, they say grandly, "were not fighting to patch 
up the existing system-they wanted to destroy the old university system 
to create a new one". 

Trotskyist bravado 
Describing the great revolutionary excitement experienced by a young 

worker when taken along to the Sorbonne, they approvingly describe 
his reactions. " Returning from the Sorbonne the young workers in 
Renault organised self-defence with Molotov cocktails. The C.P. officials 
forbade the use of Molotov cocktails against the police ..... In the 
student demonstrations we were free to throw paving stones at the police. 
... On the official trade union demonstration the main slogan was 
" Beware of provocateurs". On the student demonstration anyone ready 
to pick up a paving stone was considered as a comrade." 

"To attain workers' power a number of steps were necessary" the 
pamphlet continues. "First, the establishment of rank and file commit
tees in the factories, and their generalisation into local, regional and 
finally national councils of workers' deputies (Soviets); second, arming 
the picket lines first and then the mass of the workers, against the CRS 
and scabs; third, starting to run the factories under the control of the 
workers' committees; fourth, decisively smashing, disarming and dis
mantling the armed forces of the capitalists." 

Again we can see here the bravado and the kind of demands which are 
totally remote from reality. Nowhere does the pamphlet bother to make 
any serious attempt to defend them. They quote one leaflet supposed to 
have been written by soldiers in one barracks, promising to fraternise, 
and write off the police as demoralised! On this kind of evidence and on 
a quote from The Times defence correspondent, they say in a revealing 
paragraph that Trotsky's words on the situation in May 1936 fit perfectly 
the evaluation of the May events in 1968. "In order to bring the situation 
to its full maturity, there must be an immediate, vigorous unremitting 
mobilisation of the masses, under the slogan of the conquest of power 
in the name of socialism." They conclude that it was the duty of the 
French Communist Party to lead the workers into a confrontation with 
the state. 

What of the future? International Socialism draws the conclusion 
that a new revolutionary organisation is needed to rescue the workers 
from the "counter-revolutionary Communist Party of France". In 
Britain similarly it looks to a new revolutionary organisation which will 
rescue the workers from their existing organisations, and especially the 
Communist Party, and lead the British workers to power, presumably 
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on t~e kind of programme outlined ~arlier, and with the perspective of 
armmg the workers for confrontatiOn with the state, since "in the 
decisive class battles only bullets will decide." 

Neither of the two previous organisations faced up to the implications 
of their easily phrased demands for arming the workers. How this is to 
be done, who is to do it, and by what process is conveniently left in the 
air. Most of the organisations supporting the Communist Party of China 
are equally vague. "Capitalism can only be overthrown by armed force" 
says the Marxist. "Unless the workers are armed they will be crushed." 
It is left for the more intellectual Monthly Review September 1968 to 
attempt to draw conclusions. · ' 

"If the left, under bold Communist leadership, had from the outset
i.e. from the beginning of the general strike-entered upon a course 
leading to a show down it would of course have had to make the neces
sary preparations. This would have meant first of all forming, arming 
and training'worker-student militias' ".Arms?Well, "presumably some 
are left over from the maquis, and more could be obtained from arms 
factories occupied by workers." 

Monthly Review is not at all impressed by any difficulties. Foreign 
~ntervention? ~p~e.ndid. The revolutionary "should welcome it as open
mg up the poss1b1lity of a much graver, and perhaps even fatal, crisis for 
the whole world capitalist-imperialist system." So they conclude that 
an historic opportunity was lost by the action of the Communist Party. 
They then draw the conclusion that "no mass party which is organised 
within the framework ofbourgeois institutions can also be revolutionary". 

So they differ from the Trotskyists who want to build another revolu
ti~nary party, and who attack the character of the revolutionary leader
ship g1ven. Instead they examine the alternative. This examination leads 
them to the conclusion that "parties representing the interests of the 
~orkers would perforce become more and more illegal and less and less 
hkely to be absorbed into the existing social order. If this is indeed the 
trend of things, then the time to take it into account in planning the 
revolutionary movements of the future is surely now." 

Monthly Review is not too sure that its theories about the industrial 
proletariat no longer being the revolutionary agent have been proved in
correct by the French events. They prefer to await a deeper analysis. 
Meanwhile their preliminary examination leads them straight back to 
!otal ~efeatism, to writing off the advances which the working class and 
Its alhes have wrested from the ruling class in terms of bourgeois 
democracy, to a total lack of any confidence in the masses in action, 
and to an acceptance of a future in which the ruling class has been able 
to sweep away the advances gained and has resorted to fascism and 
repression to be answered by secret cells and armed groups. 

This is even more pernicious, if possible, than the pre-revolutionary 
euphoria of the Trotskyists. It is redolent of the attitude which attributes 
omnipotence to the ruling class-the kind of theory which suggests that 
as soon as a movement becomes a challenge then 'they' will close you 
down, or 'change the rules' or close down Parliament, and so on. Of 
course 'they' would like to do all those things; but the point is to win 
people to understand what is at stake and to prevent it. And this will 
not be achieved, in conditions of bourgeois democracy, by thinking in 
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terms of secret armed groups working to 'overthrow' the government. 

Bourgeois democracy 
This position stems, of course, from the refusal to recognise any 

difference between bourgeois democracy and fascism. True enough, 
there are many who have serious illusions about bourgeois democracy, 
and to those its true nature and limitation has constantly to be explained. 
But this is very different from ignoring the differences between this and a 
fascist regime-differences which are not bestowed but have been won. 
Armed struggle will of course have to be the path in many countries, and 
the conviction of the majority that it is the only path, if it is to succeed. 
But in the advanced capitalist countries the right to maintain and extend 
democratic rights is a revolutionary demand, and central to the concept 
of a broad popular alliance, which if conscious and determined, could 
be invincible. 

The threat to democracy comes from the right and from reaction ; 
and a genuine revolutionary movement must rally the people to resist. 

Anarchists had clearly some influence in the early student struggles 
and were given a great deal of publicity. When a De Gaulle M.P. was 
interviewed by French students on British television one young man was 
denouncing capitalist society. "Yes, we want to destroy it. Yes, we want 
to destroy it everywhere." And the M.P. said "And what will you put in 
its place?'' "That," said the young man grandly, "will come after." 

But neither the French working class, nor any other, would ever be 
prepared to grant a blank cheque to such young men, however genuine 
and correct their contempt for capitalist society may be. Thus in spite of 
an attractive personality, and an alert and lively mind, Cohn Bendit 
presented a picture of total frivolity. "The revolution in one country is 
certainly not feasible. Also from an economic view. An economic crisis, 
caused for example by social conflict, cannot remain isolated in one 
country .... However we have to begin by undermining each particular 
part of it, and in Paris that's what we have begun." 

The pamphlet issued by Solidarity Paris, May 1968 had enthusiastic 
support from a curious quarter which may have embarrassed them. Paul 
Johnson in the New Statesman gave it special mention, as did Anthony 
Arblaster in Tribune. It is true that the pamphlet does have a considerable 
interest because a great deal of it is a description of events which in 
themselves were so vitally important and crucial for all of us to study. 
But the analysis of such events of course depends upon a starting point, 
and as was to be expected Solidarity finds it all a confirmation of their 
thesis that all left 'leaderships' are treacherous. According to them what 
was lacking were autonomous strike committees in the factories, and a 
new revolutionary movement built from workers and students who have 
understood the significance of current events. All other groups, they 
claim, reproduce in their own ranks the "major division" in modern 
society-the "order-takers" and the "order-givers". 

Thus Solidarity rejects all concept of a vanguard revolutionary party, 
and looks to the creation of a different kind of organisation acting only 
as the instrument and not the leadership of the working class. Translated 
into British conditions this means the kind of policy already described 
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when dealing with this organisation earlier. The ruling class could sleep 
peacefully if this were the only opposition it had to meet. 

Policy of the French C.P. 
We now have to turn to the policy of the French Communist Party. 

Of the various ultra-left groups Waldeck Rochet had this to say: "By 
their provocations they wanted to side-track the movement, to involve it 
in forms of struggle which lead to adventurism and defeat, thus playing 
into the hands of the Gaullist regime." "We never identified, and do not 
confound these leftist groups, with the student mass. Declaring our 
solidarity with the students in their aspirations for a modern and demo
cratic university, we call upon them to resolutely combat the adventurist 
gambles of the leftist elements in their ranks, and to continue the 
struggle jointly with the working class which is the real leading force in 
thegreatchanges our country needs." "These groups," he continued, "are 
waging the battle not against the Gaullist regime and the monopolies, 
but against our Party and its policy of an alliance of popular forces". 
"We declare that the building of a really democratic society in France is 
not the task of one person, or of one party, including ours, but of the 
entire people. We therefore devote all our efforts to building the 
broadest alliance of all left, democratic and progressive forces. We favour 
a people's government of democratic alliance, relying on all left parties, 
on the will of the people, a government in which we will occupy a fitting 
place." 

"The pseudo-revolutionaries professing anarchism, Maoism or 
Trotskyism," said Rochet, "are objectively rendering a great service to 
the Gaullist regime, for their methods and their anti-communism are 
intended to split the working class, distort the revolutionary movement 
and thus dissociate the working people from their natural allies. They 
are playing into the hands of Gaullist power. Indeed it is by referring to 
their violence and by brandishing the spectre of civil war that the 
Gaullist regime is trying to rally behind itself the social strata which have 
every reason to break away from it and join in the great popular move
ment." 

Does not the right wing in the labour movement always plead for 
moderation for fear of alienating the middle classes? Is this in fact what 
the French Communists are doing, some critics ask. 

Let us look at the question not abstractly, but on the basis of an 
examination of the issues involved. 

When before the war the British Labour Party pleaded with its 
supporters that Mosley Fascism should be ignored, Communists and 
Labour Party supporters united and jointly poured into the streets to 
prevent Mosley from marching and speaking in the East End. This was 
an example of militant action which strengthened unity, attracted new 
forces, and far from alienating the middle classes, rallied them. 

This was because it was militant action in opposition to a clearly 
reactionary anti-semitic, anti-democratic movement, organised by 
thugs and the enemies of freedom. 

In France it was above all the brutality of the special police in their 
treatment of the students in the early battles which shocked all sections 
of the nation. But if the threat to legality, to democratic forms, to 
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constitutional procedures (no matter how partial and limited these 
were) was made to appear to emanate from the left the situation would 
have been totally different. 

In conditions of fascism underground struggle and the preparation of 
armed overthrow of the government is the inevitable requirement to be 
made of the revolutionary party. In conditions of bourgeois democracy 
the necessity is to champion, uphold and extend the freedoms which 
exist. In the complex framework of an advanced capitalist country the 
workers and their allies can impose paralysis upon the whole life of the 
country if they wish to do so and are conscious of what they are doing 
and of their objective. They will do this to the extent that they feel them
selves the instrument of the vast majority of the nation against reaction, 
and providing that there is a compelling and convincing alternative 
leadership and programme for the nation to follow. It is this conscious
ness which the revolutionary party must assist in bringing about, and 
this programme which must be forged by the left. 

It was, in fact, the absence of such a programme to which Waldeck 
Rochet referred in his report to the Central Committee of July lOth, 
1968, describing it as "major trump card of the authoritarian regime in 
the recent elections." 

"Either to act in such a way so that the strike would lead to the 
satisfaction of the main demands of the working people, and at the same 
time to continue political efforts aimed at bringing about the necessary 
democratic changes within the framework of legality. Such was the 
position of our party. Or to go in for a test of strength, i.e. a rebellion, 
with the use of armed struggle to topple the Government. Such was the 
adventuristic position of some ultra-left groups. But since the military 
and repressive forces were on the side of the existing power, and since 
the immense mass of the people was absolutely hostile to such a gamble, 
it is evident that to act in such a way meant bringing on a massacre 
of the working people, the defeat of the working class and its vanguard, 
the Communist Party. We did not fall into the trap, although that was 
the real plan of the Government." 

Tribune 's Estimate 
Was there a revolutionary situation? Naturally those who have 

theories which already give them the answer in advance will say that 
there was, and that the only necessity now remaining is to build a revolu
tionary party of their own particular persuasion. The Tribune of June 
28th, 1968, said "The answer is regrettably, No. It is a difficult and un
pleasant answer to give. It would be much easier to draw the conclusion 
that the students and workers were betrayed by their leaders. But to say 
that is merely to mask the facts of the situation .... The massive support 
for de Gaulle cannot be discounted. A few weeks have not changed the 
minds of a major proportion of the French people." And it continued 
"A formidable opposition faced the Gaullist regime; although the 
opposition was united only in its hostility to the regime. It could not 
unite on policies which would present a real alternative to the de Gaulle 
Government." Thus Tribune considers "the evidence of the ballot seems 
to indicate that a descent into the streets at that time would have been 
followed not by the collapse of the Fifth Republic, but by a civil war in 
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which the Left might have been decimated and the army brought to 
power. There are those who will, no doubt, deride the Communists for 
their "cowardliness". Such charges are usually only made by those who 
never have, nor ever will achieve the necessary power to order the revolu
tion to commence." 

"The road to socialism in France" says Waldeck Rochet "does not lie 
through anarchist disorder and violence or the guerilla war preached by 
some people. The methods which would isolate the vanguard-should 
the vanguard ever adopt them-are pernicious methods which can only 
lead to defeat and play into the hands of the reactionary forces. Obviously, 
rejection of a blind gamble, of erroneous violent action, does not mean 
recognition of parliamentary activity as the only form of struggle; it 
does not mean making a fetish of parliament. Struggle even with a more 
favourable composition (which cannot be said about the present 
National Assembly) will never adequately replace popular struggle with 
all the variety of its forms. To forget this means to succumb to 'parlia
mentary cretinism'." 

In this way Waldeck Rochet deals with the caricature which is always 
erected by the ultra-left in its description of the policies ofthe Communist 
Party. No Communist believes that we shall advance to socialism by a 
simple ballot box progression, gently persuading the millions one by one 
to agree with us. But Communists do believe that the victory of socialism 
can be won not by a putsch or the action of a vanguard alone, but can 
only be the result of the struggle of the vast majority in the interests of 
the vast majority, and this will be attained in the conditions of Britain by 
both parliamentary and extra-parliamentary struggle. 

Thus the lesson of the French events is not taught us by the paving 
stones or blazing cars of young men whose bravery and militancy is not 
yet matched by their political understanding, nor by their respect for 
ordinary people and an understanding of their wishes and aspirations. 
Rather it is the recognition that the indispensable way forward is unity of 
the left around a programme which could effectively mobilise large 
sections of the labour movement, with the power to attract to it other 
influential sections of the people. 

Vietnam and the Ultra-Left 
We have made clear in earlier sections the position of Trotskyists 

during the period before the second world war. After this war their 
journal Socialist Outlook called for entering the fight for peace as 
socialists and not as 'woolly-brained humanitarians'. Analysing the 
Spanish period it said that there was little to choose between the fascists 
and the Republican Government, and on the Soviet Union it spoke of 
the Russian workers as awaiting a sign from the British labour move
ment for a 'second Russian revolution'. 

Right through the fifties when the peace movement in Britain in 
which Communists can claim to have played an honourable part was 
being built by the patient work of thousands, and large sections of the 
British people were being awakened to the danger of the new and 
devastating nuclear weapons, the Fourth International held firmly to its 
view that the third world war was inevitable. 
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This was the theme of their 1951 Third World Congress which then 
went on to say that this third world war would be directed by 
Washington against the socialist states (defined by them as deformed 
workers' states in the stage preparatory to socialism), and that they 
would accord to these states that famous Trotskyist 'unconditional 
defence' which incorporates in it the necessity for overthrowing the 
governments concerned. 

It added, once again, that all conditions existed for the world victory 
of socialism except for the existence of an international revolutionary 
leadership. 

It was not until 1961, ten long and eventful years later, that the 
emphasis on inevitability of the third world war was somewhat modified, 
or at least muted. 

The various Trotskyist groups have inherited unchanged the attitude 
to the peace movement. 

The Socialist Labour League described it, in The Newsletter of May 
28th, 1960, as "the unprincipled alliance of Stalinists, pacifists and 
Labour fakers who led the Aldermarston march". More recently Ernie 
Tate in International No. 8. refers to the "C.N.D. which was led by a 
bunch of preachers, etc. behind who hid the Communist Party and other 
elements". 

Real militants, said the S.L.L. must "expose the illusions and inade
quaciesofall those woolly-minded humanitarians who do not understand 
that the only solution is socialism-a socialist America and a socialist 
Britain." 

What does this mean in simple language? It means that the movement 
for peace should be confined to those who already have a socialist 
understanding of society, and those who are not committed socialists 
should be excluded and attacked. 

Yet the great movements for peace, anti-apartheid, civil rights, bring 
into their ranks thousands of people who are not yet aware that the final 
solution of these problems cannot be achieved except under socialism. 
They, together with socialists, consider some immediate questions so 
urgent, so vital for all, that they are willing to work with one another for 
agreed immediate and limited demands. Thus they unite for the purposes 
on which all can agree. 

If socialists can show in the course of the struggle to achieve these 
demands, that they have the deeper understanding, the wiser counsel, 
the more experienced leadership, then even limited victories can take the 
movement forward, strengthen the socialist vanguard, and create new 
conditions in which new forms of alliance can be worked out for the 
advantage of all. 

For Marxists there is no contradiction, no dilemma, no choice 
required on whether to wage a struggle for peace or a revolutionary 
struggle. These are inter-related struggles and both are directed at the 
heart of imperialism. But the task of the peace movement is not the task 
of socialist transformation of society. Nor does it demand from its 
supporters an advance pledge of commitment to socialism. Communists 
and socialists who seek to join others in the defence of peace may well 
say that they believe the ultimate prevention of war will require the 
transformation of society, and that this will become clear in the course 
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of experience of the struggle. But for all concerned there are immediate 
agreements on priority demands in the face of utmost danger. This is the 
honest and powerful basis of unity in a struggle which expresses the vital 
interests of all. It is this which is never understood or admitted by 
Trotskyists, whose whole strategy depends upon creating disillusion
ment with the efforts of any movement which they do not lead. 

It is against this background that we wish to turn to the question of 
Vietnam, which remains the central question, not only for Communists, 
and Socialists, but for the millions of people who have been awakened to 
its horror and who oppose what America is doing to this country and its 
people. 

Against the enormity of this crime, against the total suffering and 
destruction, there could be no mercy for any who would allow sectarian 
or sectional interests to impede maximum unity for agreed objectives to 
advance the struggle in support of the Vietnamese people. 

In this examination of policies we are therefore not concerned with 
making allegations of motives, but in giving our views on the conse
quences of policies followed. 

One section (the SLL) for example, believes that the main way to help 
the struggle of the Vietnamese is to build a "revolutionary party in 
Britain", and modestly sets itself the aim of doing in this country what 
the National Liberation Front is doing in South Vietnam. They see the 
need to pursue the economic battles against the Labour Government 
rather than to participate in activity for Vietnam. Beyond doubt, in our 
view, had this type of policy taken any hold on the left the effect would 
have been a disastrous weakening of support in this country for the 
Vietnamese people. On the Trotskyist premise of a very long view indeed 
it is, however, a logical part of their total position and exactly what they 
have always done at all critical periods, as we have previously shown. 

British Communists have made their own position clear in many 
pamphlets, articles, posters, in our delegation to North Vietnam in 1965, 
in our Congress resolution of 1967. In the latter we declared that we 
believe the only just basis for a solution is in the four points put forward 
by the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, and in the programme of the 
broad alliance of the progressive forces drawn up by the National Front 
of Liberation in the South. 

We look with pride, respect and humility to the incredible heroism of 
the Vietnamese people, and to the superb leadership of the North 
Vietnam Workers' Party and the National Liberation Front, in which 
the leading role has been played by Communists who look to the heritage 
of the October revolution and to the world Communist movement. 

Communists' support for N.L.F. 
At its 1967 Congress the British Communist Party pledged to respond 

to all requests from the people of Vietnam. What requests have been 
made? Medical aid and supplies have been urgently needed, and Com
munists have given their support to all those who, irrespec~ive of the~r 
political positions, have been able whole heartedly to contnbute to this 
work. To Trotskyists this is 'do-gooding' and a matter for contemptuous 
reference, just as in a previous generation there were those who. sneered 
at milk for Spanish children as an irrelevancy for revolutionanes. 
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~hove all, howe':e~, t~e Vietnamese people have asked for political 
actiOn, [or the mobilisatiOn of the British people in such numbers that 
the policy of support by Britain for American aggression could be 
ended. How to bring this about? 

. It is here .that. we need to consider the origin and activities of the 
VIetnam Sohdanty Campaign. 

The origin of the first conference of this organisation was a resolution 
adopted by ~he Fourth International World Congress in 1965. Part of 
the proceedmgs of that Congress we have already described, but its 
central theme was the call for concentration on Vietnam. "Wherever 
the ~mre~ucracy of the labour movement constitutes an obstacle it is 
possib~e m many co~ntries to make an effective beginning through 
comm1tte~s representmg smaller forces, and combining them in united 
front sectiOns on as large a scale as possible." 

.This stateme~t on the ?ri~in o~ the campaign has been met in the past 
WI~h some considera_ble mdignatwn by the leaders of this organisation. 
It IS not clear why this sh~mld be so. Surely being called Trotskyist is not 
regarded by them as an msult? Moreover, one would imagine that the 
World Congr~ss could hardl~ be criticised, ought indeed to be congratu
lated, on seeking to place VIetnam at the centre of its priorities? 

The purpose of t~is stateme!lt i~ not to 's~ear' or to suggest that the 
~upporters of the VIe~nam Solidanty Campmgn were all Trotskyists, or 
md.eed th<~t Commumsts have some divine right to prohibit new organi
satiOns bemg set up. The purpose is to define policy, and to seek to show 
a ~ystematic po~itical line, going back to previous periods and now 
bemg expressed m new forms. This is a legitimate and necessary way to 
conduct political controversy. -

Was _it not, some may ask, on the initiative of the Bertrand Russell 
P~ace Founda~i~n that the first c.onference was organised? True enough, 
this was the ongm of the convenmg letter. It remains true that in spite of 
the all:gust sponsors* of that organisation the majority of its directors at 
that tnn._e were also those who had been primarily responsible for the 
productiOn of The Week, the predecessor of International and were 
~xpressing policies indistinguishable from those in that jour~al and the 
JOUrnal of the Fourth International. (Since that time there has in fact 
been a split and the l~ading figures of the International Marxist Group 
are today no longer duectors of the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation 
but that is another story.) ' 

The first conferenc~ was originally mainly composed of supporters of 
the Fourth InternatiOnal, of International Socialism the Socialist 
Labour Le.ag.ue and various pro-Communist Party of Chlna groupings. 

The So~!alis~ ~ab~,ur League del?arted in disgust at not being allowed 
to attack Stalimsm . The pro-Chinese departed because criticisms had 
been made of the Soviet Union during the Stalin period, of Ho Chi Minh, 

* ~pons~rs as published in 196_5: the Duke of Bedford; Pablo Cassals; Danilo 
Dolci; President Ayub Kh~n; President Kwame Nkrumah; President Julius Nyerere; 
Dr. ~ax Born, Nobel Pnze for Physics; Lord Boyd Orr, FRS, Nobel Prize for 
Physi~s; H.~. ,Queen Elizabeth of the Belgians; His Imperial Majesty Haile Selassie 
I; Pnme rvt;m1ster K~nneth Kaunda; Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru dec'd.; 
Pr~fessor Lmus Pauhng, Nobel Prizes for Chemistry, Peace; ProfessorS. Radha
knshnan, Vanessa Redgrave; President Leopold Senghor; Dr. Albert Schweitzer, 
Nobel Peace Prize. 
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of the Geneva Agreement, and so on, and because a commitment to the 
[our and five points of North Vietnam and the NLF was refused. They 
formed the British Vietnam Solidarity Front. 

This left an amalgam of Fourth International and International 
Socialism, and these organisations remained the dominant forces . 

This was in 1966 by which time there had been many years of activity 
on Vietnam during which there had been strenuous efforts to develop 
increasing unity between the various organisations concerned with this 
question. In the early days, when the fiction of a South Vietnam govern
ment being aided by American 'observers' and 'advisers' was being 
maintained, there were many illusions and much ignorance of the real 
position in Vietnam. There had gradually developed, however, arising 
out of the work of the peace organisations and the old-established 
(1952) British Vietnam Committee, a very much deeper understanding 
of what was at stake. 

Policy of the Peace Movement 
It is a favourite propaganda trick to suggest that the basic position 

of the peace organisations was a neutral one "equating the aggressor 
with the victim" and calling simply for negotiations. This is quite a 
deliberate slander and distortion as any examination of the campaigns 
undertaken would reveal. From those early small beginnings, through 
the activities of the peace movement, through massive development of 
events in Vietnam and indeed in America itself, hundreds of thousands 
had been brought to a support for the cessation of the bombing, the 
withdrawal of American troops, repudiation by Britain of support for 
American policy, and the right of the Vietnamese people to decide their 
own future. And these demands emanated from far wider sections than 
those who could be said to understand the nature of imperialism, wider 
than those who have ever demonstrated in person in Trafalgar Square. 
This movement embraced those in the Labour Party Conference and the 
Trades Union Congress, both of which in 1967 recorded decisions 
against the policies of the British Labour Government in its craven 
support of American policy. 

If then in 1966 the Vietnam Solidarity Campaign had come into the 
field seeking co-operation with other organisations, but stating that its 
aim was to speak for those who wished to identify themselves with. 
committed opposition to American imperialism and to the slogans of 
solidarity and victory for the N.L.F., it seems beyond dispute that the 
whole movement would now be in a stronger position. The call for 
solidarity was a powerful rallying call and brought response from many 
young people, and as such this was a great reinforcement to the Vietnam 
campaign. How much more valuable if the aim had in fact been to make 
it a reinforcement, a voice complementary and not in opposition to 
existing movements? 

However the opposite line was pursued. The constant effort was made 
to attack the 'soggies', as International charmingly described those who 
sought unity with people whose commitment was less than solidarity. 
David Robinson, then the secretary of the organisation, in the full flush 
of power after the first successful Trafalgar Square demonstration, made 
an unusually frank declaration published in Labour Worker, (the 
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predecessor of Socialist Worker). Hitherto, he said, the policy had been 
to j?i!llocal Peace in Vietnam Committees and press for a full solidarity 
positiOn.* Now however their supporters would be in a position not 
only to pursue this objective, but "to transform Peace in Vietnam 
Committees into Solidarity Committees", thus excluding all but the 
most committed, whose mobilisation by definition is not the major 
problem. 

Naturally such actions inevitably provoked considerable concern, and 
this was not lessened when the National Council of the VSC published 
a pamphlet giving a statement of its policy. 

The C~mn~il, it declared, was convinced that "all those who oppose 
the war .I~ VIetnam are morally bound to take a solidarity position", 
thus wntmg off all others. Then, with something less than candour, 
given our view of the origin of this organisation, it went on to state : "Our 
campaign recognises its own historical precedents. In the 1930's united 
fronts composed of liberals, democrats, Communists and socialists were 
forged to oppose the onslaught of fascism, and International Brigades 
were organised to lend material support to the heroic struggle of 
~e:publican Spain to defeat the fascist intervention. These struggles were 
JOmed and supported by people of diverse political views, from parties 
with diverse political programmes, united only in their opposition to the 
fascist menace." 

The "historical precedents" of the organisations that combined to 
form the VSC were in fact, as we have shown earlier, bitter opposition 
precisely to such united fronts, bitter attacks upon the Spanish 
Republican Government and the British Communist Party for advocat
ing such policies. As we have. also shown the policies supported by 
Communists in relation to Spain and the anti-fascist struggle were not 
exclusive, but recognised various stages and levels of struggle, all of 
which contributed to a positive whole. 

Nevertheless we could only welcome such a change of heart if in fact 
this had been the policy adopted. But of course this was not the case. 
Once again what was being offered was unity on the basis of the most 
advanced demand. 

"Can anyone say that the Vietnamese are less justified in their cause 
than were the Soviets in the 'twenties or the Spanish Republicans," 
asked The Week on March 13th, 1968. The issue here is not, of course, 
the relative justice of the causes mentioned to which all Communists, 
(but not, presumably, Trotskyists,) would give total support. It is 
always the duty of the revolutionary party, irrespective of the situation 
and climate of opinion, to state its own principled position and policy. 
The fate of that policy, the extent to which it becomes the property of 
wider sections, depends upon the degree of awareness of the issues 
amongst the people, and upon the correct choice of the next steps to 
heighten that awareness, take it forward and see it expressed in action. 

When Harry Pollitt in May 1920 led the dockers on strike against 
loading the Jolly George with munitions for the intervention armies 
against the young Soviet Republic, this was in a climate of direct post
war revolutionary feeling, and tremendous excitement at the success of 

* Compare page 29 and the policy of Militant supporters. 
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the 1917 revolution. When the legally elected Spanish Republican 
Government was under attack by Hitler and Mussolini wide sections of 
the British labour movement and beyond (excluding only the right wing 
Labour leadership and the Trotskyists) were clear on what was involved. 

At the onset of the first insidious attacks upon Vietnam, given the 
strength of the anti-Communist campaign (which Trotskyists have 
always helped to swell) there was no comparison with either of the two 
examples given above in the level of understanding existing at the time. 
This situation has dramatically changed, and in this the activity of the 
British peace movement has played an important part. The task is not 
only to obtain a declaration of horror and resolve fr?m the c~mmitted 
(although that in itself is valuable and necessary provided that It takes a 
form that wins and does not alienate new support). The major task is to 
find ways of involving in genuine united effort !h.ose who may di.ffer 
widely in their views on the causes of war, on rehgwn, on commumsm 

· and socialism, on the role of American imperialism, on the character of 
the Governments of North and South Vietnam, yet who would agree to 
the demands for the cessation of the bombing, the withdrawal of 
American troops and the right of the Vietnamese people to decide their 
own future. 

This is precisely what the Declaration of_ the. National. Vietnam 
Campaign Committee* (which the Vietnam Sohdanty Campaign would 
not sign) set out to do. It called for imii?-edi~te dissociation by the ~~itish 
Government from the US intervention m VIetnam; for the uncond~tlonal 
ending of the bombing by the United States; and for a settlement based 
upon the 1954 Geneva Agreements which include the withdrawal of 
all foreign troops. . . 

This central question of bringing pressure upon the Bntlsh Govern
ment as the major political task of the movement in support of the 
Vietnamese people was powerfully reinforced by the speech of Madame 
Binh when she spoke at the Caxton Hall in Easter, 1969, and made 
precisely this request. . . . . 

Why would the Vietnam Solidanty Campatgn not sign t~s Declara
tion? Presumably (as no statement seems to have been published to my 
knowledge) because the attitude to the 1954 G~nev~ Agree~en! an.d 
Declaration held by many of the leading figures m this orga~Isatlon IS 
that they were an unjustified compromise foisted upon the VIetnamese 
people by Ho Chi Minh. . . 

International Socialism too is rather apologetic. "Are we abandorung 
our position and coming down on the side of Mosc?w by. SUJ?P~rting 
Vietnam (since the state capitalism of the eastern blo.c IS not mtrmstcally 
superior to the private capitalism of the west)? VIetnam does not fit 
neatly into this pattern. In supporting the victory of the NLF we do not 
thereby mistake its significance, its class politics, its future role. In the 
same way socialists were required in the nineteenth century to support 
bourgeois liberal movements against absolutist regimes. We must ~n
conditionally defend the right of the Vietnamese to be left free ~f outside 
intervention. But Ho Chi Minh is not thereby made some gemal uncle. 

*A body which co-ordinated the activities of a number of peace organisatiOns 
concerned with Vietnam. 
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When the issue of American power is settled then there will be another 
fight, the real fight for Socialism." 

Solidarity in its pamphlet the Rape of Vietnam has an almost identical 
line, expressed even more viciously, and going further in that it attacks 
the 'sterile moralism' of the CND and similar movements, and says "a 
successful wage struggle, or rent strike, even if waged with no knowledge 
of the economic implications of the Vietnam war, does more for the 
Vietnamese people than several tons of petitions." 

As for the pro-Chinese organisations everything is subordinated to the 
central aim of spreading the statement that America and the Soviet 
Union are collaborating to betray the Vietnamese people. Until recently 
the criticisms they have had to make of the Vietnamese leaders have 
been implied rather than openly stated. However in the May issue of the 
American journal Progressive Labour (which is advertised in Britain by 
The Marxist and distributed by William Ash) there is a significant 
editorial which not only talks as usual of the "open alliance between the 
White House and the Kremlin", but also refers to the "Paris sell-out 
talks, and the revisionism of the present Hanoi NLF misleaders." 

Developments in the V.S.C. 
We now have to return to more recent developments in the VSC and 

to the present political position of both the International Socialism 
organisation and the International Marxist Group. 

The latter organisation has, as we have already seen, a particularly 
marked orientation to the policy of 'confrontation', by which is meant a 
demand for military escalation by the Soviet Union in response to 
American escalation. 

In the course of a long article on Vietnam in International No. 7, 
tribute is paid to the magnificent struggle of the Vietnamese people, but 
not one word is said of any aid from the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist states. 

Mr Jordan the editor however, had already disposed of this minor 
detail. Did he not publish in International No.2 and 3, two articles of 
"major importance" by a Mr. Gerard Chaout of Belgium, which proved, 
at least to Mr. Jordan's satisfaction, that Soviet military aid was inade
quate, out of date and general totally contemptible? 

It is not explained how anyone outside the two responsible govern
ments can have any knowledge of the military and material aid provided. 
This accusation is of course simply aimed at providing support for the 
inevitable attack upon the policy of the Soviet Union, in spite of all the 
repeated statements about Soviet aid by the Government of North 
Vietnam. 

Thus at the 23rd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union Le Duan, First Secretary ofthe Working Peoples' Party of North 
Vietnam, stated: "The Soviet people are helping us today in the same 
way that they have been helping us ever since the founding of our Party 
and ever since the years of the war of resistance. It can be said that there 
are drops of blood of the men of the Red Army in each of our victories." 
Does this sound like a "diplomatic" statement, which is the term usually 
employed to shrug off the significance of any point of this kind. 
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The fact that Mr. Jordan ignores all this is not a new feature of 
Trotskyist argument. It has always been the case that Trotskyists have 
sought to place responsibility upon the Soviet Union for initiating and 
developing unilateral military action to prevent aggression, no matter 
what the circumstances, no matter what stage has been reached in the 
movement throughout the world. 

Enrico Berlinguer, leading member of the Italian Communist Party, 
deals with this question very effectively in Unita Feb. 24th 1967, and 
attacks "the tendency to see only the military aspects of imperialism and 
its material strength, forgetting that imperialism is also a political system, 
a system of alliances and hegemonies having a foothold among the 
masses. Those who forget or underestimate these elements are virtually 
renouncing a struggle that, while difficult, is indispensable for defeating 
the policy of imperialism, and in the final analysis are laying the whole 
burden of struggle on the socialist countries ... that means also declining 
the principal request the Vietnamese comrades are addressing to their 
friends all over the world, asking them to press forward the politiaal 
movement aimed at increasingly isolating the extremist groups of US 
imperialism, and at stripping them of the support they are getting from 
governments and various political and social forces. In practice, all 
application of the theory of 'counter-escalation' is sheer folly, because 
its end result could be nothing but an atomic world war." 

But such argument means nothing to Mr. Jordan and his organisation. 
Imperialism, we have been told, could be finished off in a matter of days 
if only the necessary leadership existed. Would engagement between the 
two great nuclear powers assist the struggle of the Vietnamese people, 
or for that matter the people of any other country? Here Michael Suslov 
challenges this argument in his report to the CPSU in 1964, and attacks 
those who reject the Leninist teaching that the socialist revolution is the 
result of a mass struggle by the people, and instead rely "solely on armed 
uprisings everywhere and in all cases without taking into account the 
sentiments of the masses, their preparedness for revolution .... " He 
continues "the immense harm of this line lies in the fact that it rejects 
painstaking and patient work and subjective conditions for a socialist 
revolution in favour of revolutionary phrase-mongering, or, what is still 
worse, in favour of adventurist actions by a handful of men who are cut 
off from the people. Does this kind of action have anything in common 
with Marxism Leninism, and is this not the popularisation of Blanquist* 
and Trotskyist ideas that have been rejected long ago?" 

This does not in any way imply that Marxists must passively wait for a 
revolutionary situation to arise. Nor does it preclude the most active 
solidarity with revolutionary and progressive movements throughout 
the world. 

The immense burden of responsibility arising from nuclear power, the 
overwhelming knowledge of the power of life or death over millions, 
carries with it the necessity for careful judgement and decisions of 
tremendous complexity. There can well be differences of judgement, 

• The name of Blanqui is associated with the theory that revolutionary struggle 
must be carried out by a small, dedicated, conspiratorial group engaged in direct 
action. 
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emphasis, .and ~ctions, which can and must be discussed and debated. 
But th~ pm pncks of the Chaouts and their British counterparts in 
s~andenng the enormous efforts made by the Soviet people to aid revolu
tiOnary struggle, do not merit serious debate. 

The Debate on "So lidarity" 
In an unsigned article in the third issue of International there is the 

sa~e ~efusal or incapacity to understand what the argument is all about. 
"If It IS corre~t fo~ the YCL to take the solidarity line, how is it that the 
~d~ltyar~r ~till sticks to support for 'negotiations' and 'stop the bomb
mg line? It asks, and recommends the YCL to put this question to 
"King Street". 

Well, "King Street" will say that its solidarity with the Vietnamese 
people, its commitm~nt to victory of the NLF, its support for the pro
gramme of the NLF, Its defence ofthe Democratic Republic of Vietnam 
a!ld support f~r the operation of the Geneva Agreement is not in doubt: 
either now or m the future, and we hope that the same can be said of all 
those who are now supporting solidarity. But while we strive to win 
support for this viewpoint we do not seek to impose that position on 
everyone else, nor to d~lare that short of that position nothing is 
acceptable. Any other attitude seems to us sectarian divisive and not in 
the interests of the Vietnamese people. Moreover it dertainly ~eems more 
in keeping with the very broad programme of the NLF than the constant 
self-righteous measurement of all other forces against the yardstick 
adopted by th~ Vietnam Solidarity Campaign, although not, we may 
add, by the VIetnamese comrades themselves. What are the facts? 

In March 1968 an Ad Hoc Committee initiated by the VSC held a 
demonstr~tion in which Communists and members of the Young 
Co~~un~s~ ~eague took part as a conscious and organised action. Other 
actiVIties Initiated by the Ad Hoc Committee culminated in the very big 
an~ successful October 27th demonstration in 1968, in which an 
esttmated 100,000 filled the streets. 

The character of the leadership and material produced, and the co
oper~tion of the no~-socialist forces, was a very great advance on the 
p~evi<;n~s ~emonstratwns they h~d organised. In spite of a few initial 
fnvolities m th~ Black Dwarf(aJournal edited by Tariq Ali, a member 
of t~e. International Marxist group, and including also International 
Soctalism members) promising a possible insurrection the tone and 
haf!dliJ?g of the unprec~dented campaign of vilification an'd misrepresen
tation m. the If!ass media whi<:h so over-reached itself was positive, and 
re.sulted m a high.degree of umty of all forces excluding the small lunatic 
fn~ge. Even Erme Tate of the International Marxist Group wrote an 
article on the lessons of this demonstration which was a far cry from 
the days when he launched into a similar article in World Outlook Vol. 5 
No. 35. describing a previous demonstration and gleefully retailing the 
number of police casualties as the first positive results to record! 

Of course Ernie Tate in this article (International Dec. 1968) repeats 
maf!y of the point.s w~ have already discussed, including the wearisome 
po~I~~ of the solidanty ~logan and victory for the NLF against the 
activities of the other sections of the peace movement, instead of seeing 
one as complementary to the other. 
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The problem of October 27th was that having rallied this magnificent 
demonstration the nature of the Ad Hoc Committee was such as to pre
clude an effective agreed programme of action. 

Considerable debate has developed upon the next steps, and given the 
theory that all that is required is the correct revolutionary leadership, 
naturally all Trotskyist forces are jockeying for position and for the 
opportunity to win for their own organisation the support of those who 
showed their commitment on October 27th. 

Indeed there were some who were in the depths of despair at the 
'failure' of the October 27th demonstration. 100,000 out in the streets, 
but no insurrection, no red bases, no collapse of the Government! It 
seems that some were deluded by the very press propaganda that they 
pretend to deride. 

Thus the Socialist Worker on March 20th 1969 uttered a revealing cry. 
Having tried to turn the VSC into a multi-issue campaigning body and 
met opposition from the International Marxist Group, it says, in 
describing a socialist unity movement in W olverhampton on racialism: 
"The target for the mobilisation is not Powell, nor is it just the people of 
W olverhampton. The radical left, which has reached a stage of near 
exhaustion over Vietnam, needs to re-emphasise its spirit of unity and 
widen the base of its call for revolutionary change." 

Thus the International Socialism journal goes back to square one, to 
the line of the SLL and Solidarity and the RSL that what is needed is to 
get immersed in the economic and domestic struggles, and that this is 
the way to help Vietnam. 

Whatever our disagreements with the International Marxist Group 
they have at least not accepted this line of International Socialism on 
Vietnam. In spite of their recognition as the chosen section by the Fourth 
International, however, they are still reeling from the split in their ranks 
which lost them their direct influence in the Bertrand Russell Peace 
Foundation and the Institute of Workers Control, and have thus not 
been able to sustain the Vietnam Solidarity Campaign which is no 
longer an effective force. 

At the precise moment when the political battle on Vietnam becomes 
crucial, when the course of American policy is in the balance, the need is 
not to cry exhaustion, but to utilise the widely based concern about the 
Vietnam policy, for whatever reason it is held, to force a change on the 
British Government. 

Conclusion 
We have attempted to describe some of the theories which provide a 

basis for those organisations which claim to be on the left of the 
Communist Party. What practical conclusions should we draw? 

First, and most important, that large numbers of young people 
influenced by one or other of these theories are genuinely seeking a way 
to end capitalism, and as such are potential allies of all those whose 
determination is to end the exploitation of the vast majority of the people 
by a small ruling class. 
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Communists will therefore impose no bans, no proscriptions and, 
where issues arise and actions are taken which in our view assist the 
general struggle, will work with anyone who will co-operate on an 
agreed basis for specific aims. 

Especially is a genuine forum of the left in which all trends find 
expression to be welcomed, for there is an urgent need to participate in 
discussion of the current problems facing us. 

Youth in its current mood will have the capacity to learn quickly from 
experience with the speed of events today. Marxists have to explain that 
ultra-left bravado and adventurism is basically a failure to believe in the 
possibility of winning a conscious majority to the understanding of the 
need to change society. As always the other side of the coin of ultra
revolutionary rhetoric is the lack of confidence in the possibility of 
mobilising the great potential power of the working class. 

For Marxists the task therefore is to recognise what actions will move 
powerful sections into militant action in order to attract and not alienate 
additional support. That is why the constant explanation of why we 
believe certain policies and theories to be harmful is a duty which is 
essential for us to carry out, side by side with the efforts to unite on any 
immediate issues which can help to advance the struggle. 
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