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ith the European elections
looming, the left is mount-
ing its own electoral chal-

described the SA as a “united front”
of the left. Under the impetus of pro-
portional representation, said the
comrade, this front has come together
on a joint slate. According to com-
rade Donovan, the slate is “organi-
sationally necessary and political
desirable”.

Somewhat ironically, comrade Do-
novan stated that the “euphoria”
which greeted Blair’s election victory
has disappeared. The SP itself - like
virtually all on the Trotskyist-econo-
mistic left of course - had got into a
lather over New Labour’s electoral
landslide, predicting that this was the
harbinger of renewed militancy.
Blair’s victory would “fructify” the
class struggle, according to some.
Those few organisations which said
otherwise, most prominently the
CPGB, were denounced for being ‘ul-
tra-left’. It is the economistic left’s il-
lusions in the Labour Party that have
been shattered - the masses just
hoped that New Labour would not be
quite so bad as the Tories. We need
to be sober too in terms of immediate
expectations.

The workers do not trust any es-
tablishment politician or party,
claimed comrade Donovan. This is
why the SA is an alternative to Blair
and New Labour - and we should give
“credit to all those involved” in it.
Ending in this very upbeat vein, the
comrade explained how the SA had
hammered out an “action pro-
gramme”, the main purpose of which
is to be a broad programme so that -
in her own words - “we can unite on
what we agree on”.

Jill Mountford of the AWL was
even more enthusiastic about the SA.
In the comrade’s opinion, it gives the
left a big chance to “redefine itself”.

This meant overcoming the sectari-
anism of the past and comrade
Mountford was confident that the
“best elements” in the SA could
achieve this.  Indeed, comrade
Mountford insisted that all the left
“must be prepared to break with the
activities of the past”, to create a
“more tolerant and civilised left”. (We
look forward to reading very soon in
Workers’ Liberty a ruthless self-criti-
cism of its support for the CPGB’s
exclusion from what is now the husk
of the Greater Manchester Socialist
Alliance.)

The AWL is looking for new norms,
continued the comrade - it wants to
reach new layers of the working class
in order to make a difference. She cor-
rectly stated that the aim of Marxists
is to “raise the level of working class
consciousness”. The CPGB could not
agree more. For comrade Mountford,
this meant that the left should make a
greater effort to take politics to the
shop floor and the workplace. Our job
was to win over the people who are
to going to build the movement of
the future. This new layer, stated the
comrade, will be “uncontaminated”
by petty sectarianism and Stalinism.

Candy Udwin of the SWP and Uni-
son told the audience how anger was

erupting. She pointed to Gordon
Brown’s budget, which was delivered
on the same day. Brown had empha-
sised the importance of rewarding
‘risk-takers’ - and the New Labour
government “goes on listening to big
business”. The cuts continue inexo-
rably. Instead, said comrade Udwin,
the Labour Party should be taxing the
rich.

The comrade referred to the recent
Ken Livingstone rally at Westminster
as a positive sign. It has to be said
that she did not make clear exactly
why this was the case. Indeed com-
rade Udwin seemed to be slightly in-
fected by the spirit of ‘official’
optimism. She gave the impression
that strikes were breaking out every-
where, and even boldly declared:
“There has never been a better time
to be a socialist.”

The comrade was rightly saddened
by the sectarian stance of Arthur
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party -
which has arrogantly rebuffed all at-
tempts at negotiation and compro-
mise with the rest of the left and has
now announced that Scargill himself
will head the SLP’s London list in the
Euro-elections. “We need one slate,
not two,” said comrade Udwin.

Anne Murphy, London Socialist
Alliance convenor and CPGB mem-
ber, welcomed the fact that such a
diverse spectrum of the left had come
together. The project of the SA is or
should be to fight against Old and
New Labourism, stressed comrade
Murphy. We do not need or want a
rearticulated social democracy. That
would be a disaster.

The North Defoe by-election in
Hackney was a positive indicator of
future electoral work, in the view of
comrade Murphy, who was the So-
cialist Alliance candidate. It was ex-
cellent that comrades from the local
SWP and SLP helped in the fight as
equals and fully participated in draft-
ing the manifesto. For SLP members
it meant defying their sectarian lead-
ership.

Comrade Murphy said that we need
to debate and discuss together. The
SA must be a democratic coalition
which is tolerant and genuinely in-
clusive. No bans or censorship.

The CPGB consistently champions
democracy in our own movement, but
also in society at large. As comrade
Murphy made clear, in the view of the
CPGB, Stalin and his wretched co-
horts ruled over societies which had
absolutely nothing to do with social-
ism. The bureaucratic regime in the
Soviet Union - and all those modelled
upon it - treated the working class as
state slaves. The ‘Soviet experience’
demonstrates that democracy is no
add-on extra, but is an essential fea-
ture of socialism.

We must fight for democracy in the
here and now, emphasised comrade

Murphy, not wait for some abstract
socialist future. The working class
must win the battle for democracy -
starting, in Britain, with the constitu-
tional monarchy system. The House
of Lords, the monarchy, the national
question, drugs, racism, etc - our class
must champion democratic rights
against the state on every issue. And
an independent working class agenda
requires a programme.

Then there is the central question
of the European Union. Comrade
Murphy criticised those on the left
who objectively side with the pound
sterling by urging a ‘no’ vote in the
referendum on the euro. On Europe
too the working class needs its own
independent programme. Neither the
pound nor the euro, but the interests
of the people. We do not call for Brit-
ain to ‘get out’, but demand a con-
stituent assembly of the European
Union. That is working class politics.

Pete Brown, a member of the ILN
and a close associate of Hugh Kerr
MEP, stressed the need to get behind
every campaign. He also thought it
was time to “start turning the clock
back” and to get away from the
present state of disunity. Comrade
Brown was keen to maintain the broad
nature of the SA - some in it might be
revolutionary, some less so - some
might even be reformist. It does not
matter, thought comrade Brown - “so-
cialist values” unite us.

Greg Tucker, the left challenger to
Jimmy Knapp in the RMT and a mem-
ber of ISG, joked how the media has
discovered he is a Trotskyite. On
Newsnight he was repeatedly quizzed
about whether he believed in revolu-
tion. Comrade Tucker ‘craftily’ replied
that socialism was not the issue in
the RMT elections  - opposition to
privatisation and New Labour’s anti-
trade union laws was.

At the end of the meeting, there was
a slight hiccup of healthy dissent.
Comrades complained that comrade
Donovan had not left time for debate
- even though two of the speakers
(Malkiat Bilku and a member of the
Cameroon Defence League) had not
made it to the meeting and that left a
10-minute gap in the proceedings.
Comrade Donovan brusquely ruled
that the majority did not want to hear
contributions from the floor.

Even worse, comrade Donovan fin-
ished the meeting by apologising, PC
style, for the “all-white platform”. She
said it was something the SA had to
correct.

In the long process of building left
unity the Socialist Alliance launch
rally was a start. But it goes without
saying that a deeper, lasting unity can
only be achieved through the open
discussion of all views, not through
the mouthing of lowest-common-de-
nominator platitudes l

Danny Hammill

lenge. Tuesday saw the launch of the
Socialist Alliance in London, the elec-
toral bloc formerly known as the
United Socialists. Some 150 people
attended the rally at Friends Meeting
House, including the left in all its vari-
ous hues and colours. That of course
is to be welcomed.

Unlike the previous week’s meet-
ing of the manifesto sub-committee,
when the Independent Labour Net-
work and the Socialist Workers Party
attempted to oust the Communist
Party of Great Britain from the Alli-
ance, the atmosphere of the rally was
friendly and fraternal.

It is to be regretted that there was
no discussion or debate on Tuesday.
We need every opportunity, espe-
cially with the European elections so
close, to openly discuss our differ-
ences in a tolerant and fraternal man-
ner. This is the only way to build a
real and lasting unity on the left. ‘Star’
speakers are no substitute for a real
exchange of views.

And the differences are legion.
Just take a look at the organisations
which turned up on Tuesday: the
CPGB, Socialist Workers Party, Social-
ist Party, Alliance for Workers’ Lib-
erty, International Socialist Group, In-
dependent Labour Network, Socialist
Appeal, Workers International, Work-
ers Fight - not to mention the ‘non-
aligned’ lefts. Even the auto-Labour-
ites of Workers Power made an
appearance, despite describing the
Socialist Alliance/United Socialists in
the latest issue of its paper as a
“sham” (Workers Power March).

Comrade Julie Donovan of the So-
cialist Party chaired the meeting. She
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The March 7 membership aggregate of the Communist Party
had a full agenda. The bulk of the first half of the day was
taken by reports from cell secretaries. Comrades from the
north west presented a comprehensive picture of their work,
speaking to a perspectives document on local activities pro-
duced to complement the national perspectives. Overall, the
north west addendum expresses optimism, highlighting a suc-
cessful seminar series, consolidated finances and enhanced
organisational coherence.

Other cell reports prompted discussion on a variety of as-
pects of the work of the Party, probably most heatedly on the
Weekly Worker. A number of comrades raised again the criti-
cism that the lack of effective commissioning from the edito-
rial team means the practical exclusion of more comrades from
writing for the paper.

This vastly overstates the case, in my view. I certainly be-
lieve that there is a lack of what might be called strategic,
medium- to longer-term editorial control, something I know is
recognised by the team themselves. However, day to day,
there are no barriers to any comrade putting pen to paper,
finger to keyboard and banging something out for our press.

The aggregate concurred that the key weakness of our
paper is the big gap between actual and potential circulation.
Of course, developing the contents and increasing the number
of readers are not unrelated. Criticism was raised of the Weekly
Worker team - and accepted by them - that more effort must
be expended to plan for the all-round development of our
publication. Proposals for the financial autonomy of the pa-
per - which will help to focus minds on these sort of ques-
tions - were, after some hesitation from a few comrades,
approved.

An item on the European and elections and the develop-
ment of a new generation of Socialist Alliances was the other
discussion. The report opening this item highlighted the
crassly undemocratic anomalies of the system of party regis-
tration imposed by Blair. This has resulted in organisations
like the Socialist Party and CPGB being denied the right to
stand under their own names in European elections to avoid
voter ‘confusion’ (see this week’s issue of The Socialist -
more in the Weekly Worker next week). The report also looked
at the fragile state of the developing unity initiatives around
the country.

The European elections are the first where practically all
the major organisations of the left are seeking - with varying
degrees of enthusiasm - opportunities for electoral coopera-
tion and blocs. This is cracking the sectarian shells of many
groups. What we are seeing is profound programmatic, po-
litical and organisational confusion of the likes of the Social-
ist Workers Party, the Socialist Party and the Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty.

The internal problems of such organisations account at
least in part for attempts to force us out of some of these
alliances. This is something we will fight vigorously. We re-
main able and ready to stand alone if necessary. However, we
are clear that this is a drastic step which we will only under-
take if excluded. We will take no responsibility for the further
fragmentation of the left caused by unprincipled attacks on
communists.

A discussion on this year’s Summer Offensive confirmed a
new target of £25,000 for the two-month campaign, an ad-
justment of the over-optimistic £30,000 suggested in our Per-
spectives ’99 document.

The last item was the election of a new leadership of our
Party, the Provisional Central Committee. It was emphasised
that the Party membership - represented in regular aggre-
gates - has the right to replace any individual member of the
PCC, or the whole team, at any time. Our leadership is con-
stantly recallable.

Although the same team was re-installed, there were minor
adjustments to the status of two committee members, sug-
gested by the outgoing PCC and accepted by the comrades.
One has been moved from candidate to full member, the other
in the opposite direction. It was emphasised that this was
not a demotion, still less a ‘punishment’ for misdemeanours
of some sort. The comrade concerned is in the throes of aca-
demic study at the moment, something agreed with the Party
beforehand. Practical involvement with the day-to-day work
of the leadership is therefore impossible and under these
circumstances, it is correct for the comrade to participate in
meetings when possible, but wrong for them to have a vote l

Mark Fischer
national organiser

The Scottish Socialist Party is now in ex-
istence to fight for an independent social-
ist Scotland. This was the main point at
issue during the new party’s first annual
conference in Glasgow on February 21. The
party is prepared to break up the working
class movement in the name of breaking
up the state. The SSP leadership hope that
by chasing after nationalism they can be-
come a popular party that can win elec-
tions. They hope to profit from the rising
tide of nationalism.

Your report of the conference (Weekly
Worker March 4) is seriously mistaken not
to comment on this central question. One
would have imagined from your report that
the issue of nationalism went unchal-
lenged. But this is far from the truth. Op-
position to the demand for Scottish
independence was clearly in evidence.

On the positive side, the tone and style
of the event continued the healthy tradi-
tion of allowing and almost encouraging
open debate. The new party already has
three tendencies or platforms - the Com-
mittee for a Workers International (CWI),
the Campaign for a Federal Republic (CFR)
and the Red Republicans are ready to do
battle over the national question. Despite
this there are still many within the SSP that
prefer to focus on the 80% they agree with
and composite the 20% where they disa-
gree. They prefer to remit some controver-
sial decisions to a less inconvenient
moment. This is how matters such as Ire-
land and the attitude to a referendum on
the euro are dealt with.

The morning session was dominated by
a discussion on a 16-point programme pro-
posed by the executive. A handful of
amendments were submitted. One origi-
nating from the CFR (which operates as
an open platform in the SSP), argued for
the deletion of an “independent socialist
Scotland” and its replacement with the call
for “a federal republic of England, Scot-
land and Wales as a step towards work-
ers’ power, international socialism and
world communism”. This amendment
proved very controversial. It probably
caused the most discussion of the whole
conference. It united the more explicit na-
tionalists with the CWI platform, against
the amendment.

The CFR argued that the fight for a fed-
eral republic encapsulated the need for
genuine self-determination for the people
of Scotland, while at the same time abol-
ishing the Act of Union and the monarchy
and delivering a voluntary unity of the
working class of England, Scotland and
Wales from below. Despite this explana-
tion there are some who just do not listen
or who do not want to listen. They ac-
cused the CFR of being British unionists.
But the CFR reject British unionism for
working class unity. This is the voluntary
unity of the working class - of Scotland,
Britain, Europe and the world. In such con-
ditions socialism is most likely to flourish
at the expense of a divided ruling class.

At last year’s SSA conference only three
delegates voted for the fight for a federal
republic. This year, despite the interven-
tion of the leadership ‘big guns’, new com-
rades were won to the idea. Several who
were not yet paid-up members indicated
they would have supported the CFR
amendment if they had a vote.

Fighting against nationalism is not easy,
either within the SSP or in Scotland as a
whole, but the CFR is committed to chal-
lenging it. The idea of a federal republic is
still to gain popular support within the SSP
and the wider working class. But CFR
members have shown themselves ready
to upset the nationalist applecart. They
have been plugging away, determined to
put forward the demand at every opportu-
nity. It is a principled way of resolving
positively the national question in Scot-
land without capitulating to nationalism.

Campaign for a Federal Republic

Here is a little test: Marx, Engels, Lenin,
Luxemburg, Trotsky and Stalin. Hands up
all those who have a problem spotting the

odd one out.
When Jack Conrad confessed (Weekly

Worker March 4) to being a social demo-
crat in the sense that all the above were
social democrats, he did not do himself
any favours. Only an ignoramus could
accuse Jack of being a Stalinist. Indeed,
since his recent conversion to Max
Shachtman’s theory of bureaucratic col-
lectivism, most Trotskyists would accuse
him of throwing out the baby with the bath-
water. Although I don’t believe that Jack
has fully appreciated the significance of
Trotsky’s contribution on a whole range
of areas (first and foremost, permanent
revolution and the method of transitional
demands), he and his party have in my
eyes the status of honorary Trotskyists.

The CPGB claims to stand on the theo-
retical foundations of the first four con-
gresses of the Communist International.
Excellent. 99.9% and more (far more) of
those the world over who make this boast
can trace our lineage all the way back to
Leon Trotsky’s Left Opposition. The CPGB
is, to the best of my knowledge, literally
unique in being unable to do so. I repeat:
only an ignoramus could accuse Jack
Conrad of being a Stalinist. But when he
can, without the slightest hint of irony, in-
sert Stalin’s name into a list alongside the
five greatest icons of revolutionary Marx-
ism - well, this type of thing does cause
much scratching of heads.

Stalin did write a book on the national
question. Although I would be lying if I
pretended to have read it, I am aware that
it comes highly recommended from Lenin
himself, a revolutionary of impeccable
judgement. I know he would not have given
this book his seal of approval had it been
worthless. I am equally aware that Trotsky
had to recognise that this book could not
easily be dismissed.

Perhaps this is what led him to suggest
that Lenin might have had a hand in writ-
ing it, generously allowing one of his less
bright protégés to take full credit. Perhaps
Trotsky was being unfair. Perhaps Stalin
really does deserve credit for having con-
tributed one important theoretical work to
the Marxists’ library. Even so, one classic
(if it does genuinely deserve such a sta-
tus) on a single aspect of Marxism hardly
justifies Jack’s attempt to crowbar this grey
apparatchik into the Marxist Hall of Fame -
especially given the stark contradiction
between Stalin’s theory and practice, a
practice which utterly appalled Lenin to
the extent that he called for his removal as
general secretary.

A balance sheet needs to be drawn up,
and the Gulags, the show-trials, the coun-
terrevolutionary terror have to be entered
into it. All these cast one almighty shadow
which totally eclipses any positive legacy
of the man. Does Jack accept this? I don’t
doubt for one second that he does. I am
sure all he meant to say was that this sin-
gle book by Stalin can teach us far more
about the national question than we can
glean from Allan Armstrong’s 10,000-word
essay (Weekly Worker February 18, Feb-
ruary 25), riddled as it undoubtedly is with
anti-Marxist idealism and voluntarism. If
this is all that Jack meant to say, could he
not have done so with a shade more clar-
ity?

Paisley SSP

Jim Blackstock argues (Weekly Worker
February 11) that Sinn Féin is on a right-
wing trajectory, and is more interested in
making deals with imperialism than going
to the international working class.

This approach is flawed. Firstly, it is not
inherently unprincipled to make deals with
imperialism. The real question is: does such
an agreement help or hinder the struggle
for revolution? The Bolsheviks had to sign
the terrible Brest-Litovsk treaty because
the alternative was to allow German impe-
rialism the possibility to advance and over-
throw the Soviet regime. The Bolsheviks
under Lenin’s leadership wanted a respite
from this prospect despite losing large ar-
eas of territory, raw materials and indus-
try. Possibly a major error was committed
in that the Soviet state was constructed

upon internal meagre resources, and the
potential for revolution in Germany, if the
treaty had not been signed, was not uti-
lised. Furthermore, the prospect of civil war
and bureaucratic degeneration was facili-
tated. However, despite these objections
it is still possible to argue that treaties with
imperialism are necessary if a respite, and
potential for progress, is contained within
them. This is the nature of Sinn Féin’s
agreement with the British and Irish gov-
ernments.

Secondly, Sinn Féin’s peace initiative
has led to tensions and splits within the
unionists, in particular between the ‘lib-
eral hard-liners’ and the unrepentant hard-
liners led by Paisley. This situation creates
the basis for progress in the future, even if
all the unionists are presently united to-
gether in relation to decommissioning.

Thirdly, there has been support from
both the republican and unionist commu-
nities for the peace process. Adorno de-
fined utopia as eternal peace. The present
situation in Northern Ireland may not rep-
resent the basis for eternal peace, and the
contemporary context shows there are
many tensions and problems to be over-
come, such as those described by
Blackstock: eg, the question of decommis-
sioning. But peace opens up the prospect
of unity within the working class around
the struggle for democracy, and transform-
ing the presently limited electoral struc-
tures into an agency more accountable to
the unionist working class. Is this perspec-
tive reformist? No, because it is rather a
question of how electoral structures have
been created and can facilitate further
change and progress. The Scottish assem-
bly has been created by the Labour Party,
but the Northern Irish assembly is a prod-
uct of revolutionary struggle, and this is
recognised by the unionists who try to
obstruct its functioning. The assembly will
not realise socialism, but it can become a
forum to mobilise the proletariat against
capitalism and for the reunification of Ire-
land.

Fourthly, the whole perspective of
Blackstock is based upon the conclusion
that Sinn Féin will never become a revolu-
tionary organisation. This is to ignore its
working class base and bourgeois demo-
cratic programme, which means Sinn Féin
has to resolve or intensify this contradic-
tion, and become proletarian revolution-
ary or bourgeois and counterrevolution-
ary. The struggle for peace does not have
the inherent logic of accommodating to
imperialism, in contrast to what Jim
Blackstock argues, but rather shows the
possibility to raise the struggle against
British imperialism to a new higher level.

Nottingham

The socialist movement, precisely be-
cause it is at odds with official society,
has always attracted a level of eccentrics,
sometimes as prominent figures. One
thinks of John S Clarke, poet, parliamen-
tarian and lion tamer. Clarke also wrote
some interesting books on socialism and
history. More recently, I suppose if one
were to be kind (too kind for my taste),
Roy Bull might fit into this framework.

However, there is a difference between
an eccentric who is deeply committed to
the socialist movement and someone who
is simply eccentric. It is with a degree of
amazement that I noted, in The Independ-
ent (February 22), that Richard Booth, sec-
ond-hand book dealer and self-styled king
of Hay-on-Wye, is to head the SLP list for
Mid-Wales in the Welsh assembly elec-
tions. Mr Booth, owner of the Hay Castle
bookshop, is well known for his demand
that Hay should be a separate country. His
selection as an SLP candidate surely
marks a further significant stage in the
degeneration of that party.

North London

The commission of inquiry established under the auspices
of the London Socialist Alliance to investigate the violent
incident between Ian Donovan (editor, Revolution and Truth
and chair, LSA) and Eibhlin McDonald of the Spartacist
League/Britain has been postponed until Saturday April 3. If
you have material you believe useful to the commission,
please contact Tina Becker on 0973 231620, or write to LSA,
Box 22, 136-138 Kingsland High Street, London E8 2NS l

Commission date
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he meeting to discuss a
united socialist slate for the
North West European parlia-

earlier made the clarification that a
‘Socialist Alliance’ for the European
elections would be an open one,
considerably beyond the scope of
the Network of Socialist Alliances,
as presently constituted. The pro-
visional participants in the North
West list will use their agreement as
a springboard to gain further candi-
dates and finance, with a recall meet-
ing on March 21.

None of the organisations
present, not even the AWL, came
out against the idea of standing
against the Labour Party. Neverthe-
less, although agreeing in princi-
ple to the logic of a united slate,
there was a distinct reticence in
terms of solid commitment from a
number of groupings.

Margaret Manning of the GMSA/
SPEW was very hesitant in terms of
a practical pledge, seemingly keen
to question the feasibility of the
project. Comrade Manning was
highly ambiguous on the resources/
activists that GMSA/SPEW could
provide, leading to some confusion
as to her exact representative sta-
tus. According to her, the GMSA
steering committee was keeping an
‘open mind’ regarding a left alterna-
tive to Blairism, unsure whether the
political space existed for another
slate in the European elections.
Manning’s ‘big’ practical idea was
to approach the SLP and the Green
Party with a view to finding out if
they would put some of our (un-
specified) ideas in their electoral
programme.

Tony Reid of the Radical Preston
Alliance was also downbeat, ques-
tioning the advisability of a confron-
tation with the SLP and Green Party
lists. A ‘Socialist Alliance’ slate
would only produce derisory votes
and lost deposits, he said. However,
to be fair, once the decision to stand
was taken, comrade Reid became
more enthusiastic, stating that it
would be easier to win practical sup-
port in Preston now that he had
something concrete to represent.

The proposal that any reliance
could be put on the Green Party for
cooperation was sharply rebuffed
by Bill Hunter of the ISL (backed by
comrades from the CPGB and AWL)
who argued the Greens were funda-
mentally amorphous in political char-
acter, containing both reactionary
and progressive environmentalists.
Put quite simply, the Green Party are
not the natural constituency of the
socialist left, as evidenced by their
non-attendance at this and many
other socialist forums.

CPGB members also questioned
the advisability of tailing Scargill’s
SLP. The organisation is in the throes
of internal crisis and its continued
viability must be up for question. In
the meantime Scargill bans its
shrinking membership from any

electoral pacts or alliances. Any el-
ements inside the SLP wishing to
reach agreement with the rest of the
left would be quickly under threat
of expulsion. In any case the only
way in which the SLP and the Green
Party can be moved is if they see a
concrete electoral opposition form-
ing. Tailist projects to get them to
endorse minor political details of an
imaginary political platform can only
fuel their sectarian appetite.

The intervention of the AWL un-
doubtedly had its positive moments.
As reported in previous issues of
the Weekly Worker, Manchester
AWL has been distinctly lukewarm
toward the idea of a united left cam-
paign, in direct contradiction to their
London comrades. However, Nick
Bairstow admitted that the comrades
had changed their position, offer-
ing finance and activists in the event
of a unity slate being formed. As is
always the case with the AWL, no
sooner had their collective feet
pressed the accelerator pedal than
the brakes were rapidly applied.
Comrade Bairstow cast some doubt
on the AWL’s ability to provide a
public face in the election campaign,
as it needed to ‘protect’ (or perhaps
pander to) their sympathisers in
New Labour. Eventually, Bruce
Robinson declared that the AWL
could not offer unequivocal commit-
ment until the united slate had the
involvement of ‘real’ labour move-
ment figures and campaigns.

Kathy Wilson of the MSA
pointed clearly to the innate con-
servatism of such arguments. She
reasoned that the meeting had the
attendance of comrades who had
given their lives to the working class
movement. Such a gathering should
certainly be ‘real’ enough for the
launch of the proposed list. Phil
Watson of the CPGB argued that in
order to win individual Liverpool
dockers or Tameside careworkers to
back the slate, a concrete initiative
would have to be presented. In other
words something more than a
‘maybe’ would be needed in order
to garner such support. The AWL’s
aid in gaining this would be ex-
tremely valuable.

The contributions of the ISL were
also a mixture of positive and nega-
tive. Martin Ralph stated that the
cost of £500 for an ISL candidate on
the joint list would provide his or-
ganisation with ‘problems’. ISL com-
rades continually returned to the
theme of fighting against cuts in
public services, correctly stating the
need for this to be fused with the
election campaign. However, their
ultimate reluctance to insist on a
candidate suggests that an econo-
mistic division between ‘campaigns’
and ‘politics’ still exists in the col-
lective reasoning of the ISL.

As stated above, the SWP -
alongside the MSA and CPGB - had
made an unequivocal commitment
to stand at least one candidate each
and the finance to boot. Like the
AWL, the comrades from the SWP
preferred ‘star’ labour movement
candidates, but did not make their
own involvement conditional on
being able to attract such figures.
This is the all-new SWP, and a very
refreshing one too. However, for
those who prefer a variety of fla-
vour, the old one was also very
much in evidence. The SWP’s Brian
McDonald made it quite clear that
the thought of deciding an electoral
platform through a joint aggregate
of participating organisations filled
him with the utmost dread. The pale-

pink programme of the Socialist Al-
liance slate in London would do
“fine”.

Comrade McDonald made it crys-
tal clear he did not want any SWP
(or SWP-sponsored) candidates at
the top of the list, as it was not SWP
policy for such comrades to take up
an MEP position in the event of be-
ing elected (the candidate at the top
of the joint list would of course have
the best chance of winning a seat).
Obviously the SWP’s activists are
still attempting to square the ditch-
ing of auto-Labourism with their old
cultural tenets of sectarianism and
anarcho-economism. The reason
the SWP gives for not wanting the
top spot is fairly lame. Most likely,
the SWP is concerned about inter-
nal morale. A low vote with the SWP
in a ‘supporting’ role will be easier
to sell than a low vote with the SWP
taking the lead.

The preference for the Socialist
Alliance electoral programme agreed
in London (at a time when the CPGB
was deliberately excluded) was not
confined to the SWP. The AWL and
the MSA also appeared to back it.
In response to a draft electoral plat-
form circulated by the CPGB, Lesley
Mahmood (the MSA’s proposed
candidate) voiced her agreement
with the majority of the text. How-
ever, she was in favour of “80-20”
alliances - we should stand on the
80% that unites us. Comrades from
the CPGB and the ISL voiced the
proposal that differing organisa-
tions should be free to critically
support whatever electoral platform
was subsequently agreed, with the
right to produce and use their own
supplementary propaganda material.
This appeared to gain the consen-
sus of the meeting and the CPGB
will be pushing for a formal agree-
ment on this vital point.

Margaret Manning made a last-
ditch attempt to fudge a decision on
the united slate. There are clear dif-
ferences in SPEW’s attitude, de-
pending on who is representing the
organisation and in which part of
the country. This no doubt reflects
the deeper divisions that remain
even after the loss of most of Mer-
seyside, whose comrades now form
the backbone of the MSA. The firm
pledges of the SWP, MSA and
CPGB were not enough for comrade
Manning. Representatives of the
three organisations called for par-
ticipants to declare their intentions
now. On this basis it would be pos-
sible to lobby for wider support and
candidacy from the working class
movement.

CPGB comrades had argued ear-
lier that those groupings/individu-
als who are ambiguous about a joint
electoral intervention should not
have the right to veto or stall those
who are unambiguous. It was this
logic that won in Liverpool. In no
way should this be read as an exclu-
sion order on comrades from the
AWL, GMSA, SPEW or the Preston
Radical Alliance (or on any other in-
terested parties). Indeed it was made
explicit that the door is being left
wide open for those organisations
to join the unity slate.

The European elections offer a
window through which our class can
advance. To waver in the vain hope
that a combination of ‘star’ names,
Green activists and Arthur Scargill
will take the lead for unity would be
fatal. If we do not act ourselves, the
necessary advance will never be
made l

Phil Watson

n
London: 5pm Sunday March 14 - ‘Bernstein
and the theory of crisis’, using Simon
Clarke’s Marx’s theory of crisis as a study
guide.
For details phone 0181-459 7146.

Manchester: Monday March 15, 7.30pm -
‘The industrial reserve army’, in the series
on Karl Marx’s Capital.
Phone 0161-226 6133 for details.
E-mail: cpgb2@aol.com

n
The CPGB has forms available for you to
include the Party and the struggle for com-
munism in your will. Write for details.

n

To get involved, contact Box 22, 136-138
Kingsland High Street, London E8 2NS, or
ring Anne Murphy on 0973-231 620.

n

Trade union rally: Saturday April 17, 2pm,
at South Camden Community School,
Charrington Street, NW1.

n

Solidarity with women in Iraq and
Kurdistan. Speakers include Nadia
Mahmood of the Worker-Communist Party
of Iraq and Sawsan Salim of the Campaign
for the Defence of Iraqi Women.
Saturday March 13 - 6-10pm at Kurdistan
Hall, Kurdish Cultural Centre, 14 Stannary
Street, London SE11 (nearest tube: Oval).
Admission £2 - children free.

n
Mass demonstration in support of the
striking UCL hospital workers. Their strike
is in defence of the NHS and the pay and
conditions of workers
Tuesday March 23, 5.30pm at UCH, Grafton
Way (nearest tube: Warren Street/Euston
Square).

n
Our coalition is open to all who support
the fight to free Mumia Abu-Jamal and
abolish the racist death penalty. A rally is
being organised in London on April 25 as
part of a huge wave of international pro-
test aimed at freeing Mumia and making
this a focus for a broad struggle against
the barbarous use of legalised murder –
the death penalty.
Next organising meeting - Thursday March
25, 7.30pm, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square,
London WC1 (Holborn tube).
mumia@callnetuk.com,
www.callnetuk.com/home/mumia.

n
Public meeting - ‘The struggle against fun-
damentalism in Asia’.
Saturday March 13, 5pm, Conway Hall, Red
Lion Square, London.
Speakers from Labour Party Pakistan, Com-
munist Party of India-Marxist and Social-
ist Democracy.

n

For details phone Patrick on (01304) 216102
or Martin on (01304) 206140.

n

Support Group meets every Monday, 7pm,
at the Station pub, Warrington Street,
Ashton under Lyne.
Donations and solidarity to Tameside Uni-
son, 29 Booth Street, Ashton under Lyne.

n
Solidarity with workers in struggle. Meets
every Monday at 7.30pm. The Cook Tav-
ern, Phoenix Road, Euston.
For more information call 0171-249 0041 or
write to SSG, 145 Imperial Avenue, Victo-
rian Road, London N16 8HL.

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

Where to get your
Weekly Worker

Socialist Alliances

mentary elections, held in Liverpool
on March 6, can be considered a
success. Hosted by the Merseyside
Socialist Alliance (MSA), the gath-
ering was attended by 23 comrades,
including representatives from the
Socialist Workers Party, Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty, Communist Party
of Great Britain, Greater Manches-
ter Socialist Alliance, Socialist
Party in England and Wales, the In-
ternational Socialist League, the
Radical Preston Alliance and the
Hillsborough Justice Campaign. In-
vites had been sent to the SLP and
the Green Party, neither organisa-
tion seeing fit to attend. Another
notable absentee was John
Nicholson, convenor of GMSA, and
a national coordinator of the Net-
work of Socialist Alliances.

The event had been built by the
Merseyside comrades on the prin-
ciples of inclusion, and Peter Dunne
chaired the meeting skilfully and
democratically, making sure that the
views of all organisations and indi-
viduals were heard. The agenda pro-
posed by the MSA (and adopted
by the participants) consisted of a
number of simple questions:
“Should the Socialist Alliances
stand a list in the European elec-
tions? Do you wish to be part of a
Socialist Alliance list? What candi-
dates would you put forward? What
can your group contribute in terms
of resources?” The utilisation of
such an agenda made for a busi-
nesslike discussion.

A decision was taken at the end
of the meeting that there would be a
united socialist challenge in the
North West region European parlia-
mentary elections. There was un-
equivocal commitment from the
SWP, MSA and CPGB to fund and
stand at least one candidate each
(£500 for each organisation/candi-
date). John Pearson of the CPGB had
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To: CPGB Provisional Central Com-
mittee - December 11 1998

is that you do not exclude temporary,
tactical alliances between Marxists
and bourgeois nationalist forces in
national liberation struggles. This of
course is consistent with the posi-
tion of the Communist International
when it was led by Lenin. Thus in his
‘Preliminary draft theses on the na-
tional and colonial questions’ adopted
by the 2nd Congress of the Comintern
(1920), Lenin pointed out that:

“The Communist International must
enter into a temporary alliance with
bourgeois democracy in the colonial
and backward countries, but should
not merge with it, and should under
all circumstances uphold the inde-
pendence of the proletarian move-
ment even if it is in its most embryonic
form.”

This position was reaffirmed at the
4th Congress of the Comintern (1922)
in its ‘Theses on the eastern ques-
tion’, viz: “The colonial revolution-
ary movement is at first championed
by the indigenous bourgeoisie and
the bourgeois intelligentsia, but as
the proletarian and semi-proletarian
peasant masses become more in-
volved and the social interests of the
ordinary people come to the fore, the
movement starts to break away from
the big-bourgeois and bourgeois-
landowner elements. A long struggle
still lies ahead for the newly formed
proletariat in the colonies, a struggle
that will cover an entire historical ep-
och and will confront both imperial-
ist exploitation and the native ruling
classes, who are anxious to monopo-
lise for themselves all the gains of
industrial and cultural development
and to keep the broad working
masses in their former ‘prehistoric’
condition.

“The struggle for influence over the
peasant masses will prepare the indig-

enous proletariat for political leader-
ship. Only when the proletariat has
done this preliminary work in its own
ranks and in those of the social layers
closest to it can it challenge bourgeois
democracy, which in the conditions
of the backward east is even more in-
adequate than in the west.

“The refusal of communists in the
colonies to take part in the fight
against imperialist tyranny, on the
pretext of their supposed ‘defence’
of independent class interests, is the
worst kind of opportunism and can
only discredit the proletarian revolu-
tion in the east. No less harmful, it
must also be recognised, is the at-
tempt to remain aloof from the strug-
gle for the immediate everyday
demands of the working class in the
interests of ‘national unity’ or ‘civil
peace’ with the bourgeois democrats.
A dual task faces the communist and
workers’ parties of the colonial and
semi-colonial countries: on the one
hand, they are fighting for a more radi-
cal answer to the demands of the bour-
geois-democratic revolution, directed
towards the winning of national po-
litical independence; on the other
hand, they are organising the masses
of workers and peasants to fight for
their own class interests, making
good use of all the contradictions in
the nationalist bourgeois-democratic
camp.”

After telling your readers that “at
the level of tactics all manner of tem-
porary alliances are possible” - pre-
sumably including temporary alliances
with bourgeois nationalist forces - you
then went on to state that “to ascribe
a programmatically progressive role to
the national bourgeoisie will lead to
disaster”. The clear implication of this
being that, because we recognise in
our programme that bourgeois na-
tionalist forces in colonial and semi-
colonial countries might participate in
anti-imperialist movements, we are
ascribing a “programmatically pro-
gressive [ie, consistently revolution-
ary-democratic] role” to the colonial
and semi-colonial bourgeoisie, and
thus our programme is a “capitulation
to Menshevism and Stalinism”, even
though our programme states that:
1. “The indigenous capitalist class,
while favouring steps to improve its
position in relation to imperialism, is
unwilling to lead a consistent strug-
gle against imperialist domination
because of its dependence on foreign
capital.
2. “The complete and lasting attain-
ment of the goals of national libera-
tion in the third world can only be
carried out by an anti-imperialist
movement based on an alliance of the
working class and the peasantry, that
transfers power to a revolutionary-
democratic government and destroys
the capitalist state apparatus” (our
emphasis).
3. “... the national liberation move-
ment will not succeed if these [bour-
geois nationalist] forces enjoy
political hegemony within it, or if the
revolutionary-democratic forces sub-
ordinate the mobilisation of the
worker-peasant masses to the goal of
maintaining bourgeois nationalists
within the anti-imperialist alliance.”

In your December 2 letter you state
that in the November 19 article you
merely “expressed a concern that the

DSP programme ‘allots the bourgeois
nationalists an anti-imperialist - ie,
progressive - role’.” However, your
November 19 article did much more
than that: it argued that our recogni-
tion that bourgeois nationalist forces
might participate in anti-imperialist,
national liberation movements was
ascribing a consistently revolution-
ary-democratic role to such forces: ie,
that our recognition of the historical
fact that bourgeois nationalists do
often participate in such movements,
is “a capitulation to Menshevism and
Stalinism”.

If you really wanted to “engage
with the politics of the DSP”, to “learn
from its activity and ideas”, to con-
duct a “comradely” and “construc-
tive discussion” with us (as you claim
in your December 2 letter) - why did
you not simply send us a letter ask-
ing us to clarify what you may have
perceived as “ambiguities” in our
programme? Why did you rush to
make a public pronouncement that we
have capitulated to Menshevism and
Stalinism?

Similarly, you state that the Novem-
ber 19 article “compared” the DSP
programme “to the practice of the PRD
in Indonesia - an organisation which
has a different political programme,
but is nonetheless influenced by the
DSP”. After denouncing our views as
“a capitulation to Menshevism and
Stalinism”, you add that the article
“then noted the PRD’s stated perspec-
tive of a government which includes
counterrevolutionary forces such as
Rais and the PDI’s Megawati”. You
state in your December 2 letter that
you “believe the call wrong”, but then
add: “While the article contains sev-
eral reservations”, it was merely ex-
pressing an “opinion” based on “the
facts” at your disposal. If you want to
develop comradely relations and con-
structive discussion with revolution-
aries in other countries, don’t you
think it is an elementary act of com-
radely behaviour to try to ascertain
their actual views before you launch
into a public denunciation of them as
capitulators to petty-bourgeois class-
collaborationist reformism (Menshe-
vism and Stalinism)?

The claim that your approach is
just the “open” expression of “opin-
ions” that Lenin stood for, is ridicu-
lous. Lenin never advocated that the
paper of a revolutionary organisation
should print every ill-informed “opin-
ion” held by any and every member
of such an organisation.

Equally ridiculous is your appeal
to Lenin’s “famous” comment that:
“There can be no mass Party, no Party
of a class, without full clarity of es-
sential shadings, without an open
struggle between various tendencies,
without informing the masses as to
which leaders and which organisa-
tions ... are pursuing this or that line.”
When Lenin made this comment, in
1907, the RSDLP was a mass party
with 150,000 members. Neither the
CPGB nor the DSP is a mass party or
anything approaching it.

Furthermore, prior to January 1912
the RSDLP was not a Bolshevik-type
party consisting exclusively of Marx-
ist revolutionaries, but a party con-
sisting of both Marxist revolutionaries
and pseudo-Marxist opportunists. Up
to August 1914, Lenin accepted the

Kautskyist conception of the revolu-
tionary workers’ party as a party that
should seek to include in its ranks all
those who considered themselves
socialists, including avowed reform-
ists. Thus in 1909, in defending the
exclusion of the ultra-leftist
Bogdanovite tendency from the Bol-
shevik faction of the RSDLP, Lenin
argued that: “In our Party Bolshevism
is represented by the Bolshevik sec-
tion. But a section is not a party. A
party can contain a whole gamut of
opinions and shades of opinions, the
extremes of which may be sharply
contradictory. In the German party,
side by side with the pronoucedly
revolutionary wing of Kautsky, we see
the ultra-revisionist wing of
Bernstein. This is not the case within
a section. A section in a party is a
group of like-minded persons formed
for the purpose primarily of influenc-
ing the party in a definite direction,
for the purpose of securing accept-
ance of their principles in the purest
form. For this, real unanimity of opin-
ion is necessary. The different stand-
ards we set for party unity and
sectional unity must be grasped by
everyone who wants to know how the
question of internal discord in the
Bolshevik section really stands” (VI
Lenin CW Vol 15, Moscow 1977,
p430).

After August 1914, Lenin rejected
the Kautskyist conception of the “all-
inclusive” workers’ party, arguing
that: “The crisis [of the Second Inter-
national - DL] created by the great
war has torn away all coverings,
swept away all conventions, exposed
an abscess that has long come to a
head, and revealed opportunism in its
true role of ally of the bourgeoisie.
The complete organisational sever-
ance of this element from the work-
ers’ parties has become imperative.
The epoch of imperialism cannot per-
mit the existence, in a single party, of
the revolutionary proletariat’s van-
guard and the semi-petty-bourgeoi-
sie aristocracy of the working class,
who enjoy morsels of the privileges
of their ‘own’ nation’s ‘great power’
status. The old theory that opportun-
ism is a ‘legitimate shade’ in a single
party that knows no ‘extremes’ has
now turned into a tremendous decep-
tion of the workers and a tremendous
hindrance to the working class move-
ment” (VI Lenin CW Vol 21, Moscow
1977, p257).

In analysing the opportunist de-
generation of the west European so-
cial democratic parties Lenin also
reviewed the history of the RSDLP
and of the struggle within it of Bol-
shevism against opportunist currents
(economism, Menshevism, liquid-
ationism). He recognised that the
Bolshevik organisation had not, in
practice, been built upon the
Kautskyist conception of an “all-in-
clusive” workers’ party. It had con-
stituted itself as a centralised
organisation of Marxist revolutionar-
ies separate from the Russian oppor-
tunists - formally in 1912, but in
practice long before then - and he held
up the Bolshevik organisation as a
model for Marxist revolutionaries
around the world. He observed that:
“The Russian Social Democratic La-
bour Party has long parted company
with its opportunists. Besides, the

n your letter of December 2 1998
you ask us to reconsider our deci-
sion, communicated to you in our

letter of November 16 1998, to decline
your request to have a representa-
tive of the CPGB attend the DSP’s
18th national conference in January
1999. You ignore our reasons for this
decision: ie, that in light of the fact
that we have had no indication from
you that you wish to develop collabo-
rative relations with our party, we see
no constructive purpose in agreeing
to your request. Instead, your letter
is devoted to defending your public
criticisms of our party.

You state that these criticisms are
not intended to encourage an attitude
of distrust toward our party among
readers of the Weekly Worker, and are
only intended to “critically engage
with the politics of the DSP in order
to help clarify a number of issues -
not least of which is the unfolding
revolution in Indonesia”. However,
your method of “critically engaging”
with us - public criticisms based on
misrepresentations of our views -
cannot but have the effect on read-
ers of the Weekly Worker that we have
complained about.

Your November 19 1998 article,
which you cite as an example of your
approach to the “open airing” of dif-
ferences, provides an instructive il-
lustration of this method. In the article
you stated that our programme
“seems ambiguous”. You quoted a
sentence from our programme which
begins by noting that bourgeois na-
tionalist forces may be part of anti-
imperialist movements in colonial and
semi-colonial countries (surely you
do not deny this historical fact - were
not bourgeois nationalist forces part
of the anti-imperialist, democratic
movements in a whole number of co-
lonial and semi-colonial countries
such as India, Cuba and Nicaragua?).
The sentence then points out that
“historical experience has shown that
the national liberation movement will
not succeed if these forces enjoy
political hegemony within it, or if the
revolutionary-democratic forces sub-
ordinate the mobilisation of the
worker-peasant masses to the goal of
maintaining bourgeois nationalists
within the anti-imperialist alliance”.

You stated that this is “slippery
stuff”. You then ascribed to us the
view that because we recognise that
bourgeois nationalist forces have
participated in past anti-imperialist,
national-democratic movements, and
might participate in future anti-impe-
rialist movements in semi-colonial
countries, we have capitulated to
Menshevism and Stalinism: ie, to the
class-collaborationist policy of sub-
ordinating the revolutionary mobili-
sation of the worker-peasant masses
to the goal of maintaining bourgeois
nationalists within the anti-imperial-
ist alliance and of the revolutionary-
democratic forces not challenging the
hegemony of bourgeois nationalist
forces within the national liberation
movement.

Two paragraphs later you stated
that “At the level of tactics all man-
ner of temporary alliances are possi-
ble.” The implication of this statement
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Russian opportunists have now be-
come chauvinists. This only fortifies
us in our opinion that a split with them
is essential in the interests of social-
ism ... We are firmly convinced that,
in the present state of affairs, a split
with the opportunists and chauvin-
ists is the prime duty of revolutionar-
ies, just as a split with the yellow
trade unions, the anti-semites, the lib-
eral workers’ unions, etc was essen-
tial in helping speed up the
enlightenment of backward workers
and draw them into the ranks of the
Social Democratic Party.

“In our opinion, the Third Interna-
tional should be built up on that kind
of revolutionary basis. To our Party,
the question of the expediency of a
break with the social-chauvinists
does not exist: it has been answered
with finality. The only question that
exists for our Party is whether this
can be achieved on an international
scale in the immediate future” (ibid
pp329-330).

When the Bolsheviks constituted
themselves as a separate party organi-
sation from the opportunist
Mensheviks in 1912, they adopted
precisely the rules that you falsely
attribute to being an innovation of
Jim Cannon’s: ie, they prohibited the
right of minorities within the Bolshe-
vik party from making public “pro-
nouncements disruptive of the
actions and decisions of the major-
ity”. Instead, minorities within the
party were to have “the right to dis-
cuss before the whole Party, disagree-
ments on programme, tactics and
organisation in a discussion journal
specially published for the purpose”
(VI Lenin CW Vol 20, Moscow 1977,
p519).

This Leninist application of demo-
cratic centralism was reaffirmed in the
‘Theses on the organisational char-
acter of the communist parties’
adopted by the 3rd Congress of the
Comintern in 1921, viz: “In their pub-
lic appearances members of the Party
are obliged to act at all times as dis-
ciplined members of a militant or-
ganisation. If there are disagreements
on the correct methods of action on
this or that question, these should,
as far as possible, be settled in the
Party organisation before any public
activity is embarked upon and the
members should then act in accord-
ance with the decision made. In order
that every Party decision is carried
out fully by all Party organisations
and Party members, the largest pos-
sible number of Party members
should be involved in discussing and
deciding every issue. The different
levels of the Party apparatus must
decide whether any given question
should be publicly discussed by in-
dividual comrades (in the press, in
pamphlets), in what form and to what
extent. If the decision of the organi-
sation or leading Party body is in the
view of certain other members incor-
rect, these comrades must not forget,
when they speak or act in public, that
to weaken or break the unity of the
common front is the worst breach of
discipline and the worst mistake that
can be made in the revolutionary
struggle.”

This Leninist position - that
whether or not internal political disa-
greements on any given issue within
a Bolshevik-type party should be
publicly discussed by individual
members is a matter for the party, not
individual members, to decide - was
the viewpoint upheld by Cannon.

In opposition to this position you
counterpose, not the mature post-
1914 Leninist position, but the
Kautskyist conception of pre-war
social-democracy, a conception of
party-building which Tony Cliff ar-
ticulated in its most “refined” and
opportunistic form in 1960: “Since the
revolutionary party cannot have in-
terests apart from the class, all the
party’s issues of policy are those of
the class and they should therefore
be thrashed out in the open in its pres-

ence. The freedom of discussion
which exists in a factory meeting,
which aims at unity of action after
decisions are taken, should apply to
the revolutionary party. This means
that all discussions on basic issues
of policy should be discussed in the
light of day, in the open press. Let
the mass of the workers take part in
the discussion. Put pressure on the
party, its apparatus, its leadership”
(‘Trotsky on substitutionism’ Inter-
national Socialism No2, autumn
1960).

Long before 1914, Lenin had be-
come convinced (as a result of the
rise of economism in the RSDLP in
the late 1890s) that such a concep-
tion of the relation between the revo-
lutionary vanguard organisation and
the mass of the workers was bank-
rupt and that an organisation of revo-
lutionaries in Russia whose actual
functioning was based on such a con-
ception would repeatedly succumb to
tail-ending the spontaneous, bour-
geois-reformist, politics of the ideo-
logically backward mass of the
workers. Of course, it is possible to
proclaim agreement with such a con-
ception and to “safeguard” the or-
ganisation from this fate - by creating
a culture of sect-like ultra-
factionalism behind a demagogic pub-
lic posture about openly airing
differences.

In your November 19 article you
stated that you “cannot pronounce
fully on the correct tactics vis-à-vis
the bourgeois ‘democratic’ forces of
Rais and Megawati, but to call for a
government of these people is fun-
damentally wrong”. After this cat-
egorical judgement, you add the
following “reservation”: “While sup-
port for Amien Rais et al as part of a
coalition government which includes
the PRD may be intended to expose
those sections of the current move-
ment who are conciliatory to the re-
gime, it carries the danger of handing
the initiative over to counterrevolu-
tionary forces ...”

All tactical manoeuvres by revolu-
tionaries, particularly when their
forces are small, contain “dangers of
handing the initiative over to coun-
terrevolutionary forces”. Infantile
leftists avoid these dangers by doing
nothing, or rather by abstaining from
involvement in mass struggles and
issuing doctrinaire pronouncements
from the safety of their editorial of-
fices.

If the CPGB’s chief concern was

that the PRD comrades were making
a tactical mistake in calling on the lib-
eral bourgeois leaders to act on their
proclaimed opposition to the New
Order regime by appealing to the
masses to take revolutionary action
to overthrow this regime, why did you
not just write to them expressing your
concern? You provide an answer, of
sorts, to this question in your De-
cember 2 letter to us: you wanted to
“engage with the politics of the DSP
in order to clarify a number of issues
- not least of which is the unfolding
revolution in Indonesia”. So you
printed an article in the Weekly Worker
comparing the programme of the DSP
with the practice of the PRD, which
you note is “an organisation which
has a different political programme,
but is nonetheless influenced by the
DSP” (our emphasis). The assump-
tion appears to be that the “practice
of the PRD” is “influenced by the
DSP” (that is certainly what the arti-
cle sought to convey to your read-
ers) and therefore, if the PRD is making
tactical errors, these can be laid at
the foot of the DSP and its program-
matic “capitulation to Menshevism
and Stalinism”.

In your December 2 letter you ac-
knowledge that the purpose in writ-
ing the November 19 article (and the
others you have carried on Indone-
sia) was not to build solidarity in Brit-
ain with the mass struggle for
democracy in Indonesia, but to “en-
gage with the politics of the DSP”.
This, of course, explains why that
full-page article said absolutely noth-
ing about the British imperialist
state’s support for the Indonesian
New Order regime and the need for
British revolutionaries to campaign
against British imperialism’s support
for this regime.

In your December 2 letter you ac-
knowledge that your starting point
in covering developments in Indone-
sia in the Weekly Worker is not what
you have in common with the mass
movement in Indonesia, but what dis-
tinguishes your small propaganda
group in Britain from the DSP in
Australia. This admission perfectly
illustrates what we meant when we
said in our previous letter that the
CPGB views politics through the sect-
like prism of factional point-scoring
within the revolutionary left. That is
certainly how your organisation has
related to our party.

In our previous letter we cited as
an example of this sectarian-
factionalist approach to politics the
way you have reported our relations
with the Labour Party of Pakistan. We
pointed out that: “... in the October
15 Weekly Worker you refer to the
‘Pakistan group ... being circled by a
hopeful Australian Democratic So-
cialist Party’.” We went on to ask:
“What purpose is served in describ-
ing our relations with the Labour
Party of Pakistan in this way - other
than to give your readers the impres-
sion that we are some sort of interna-
tional political ‘predator’ which views
the Pakistan group as our next fac-
tional ‘meal’?”

In your December 2 letter you make
the following reply: “How do we
know that the DSP has developed
‘collaborative relations’ with the La-
bour Party of Pakistan? It is through
reading leaked documents from the
Committee for a Workers Interna-
tional, not your Green Left Weekly.
But when it has suited the DSP’s
needs you have sent us your own
internal bulletin, The Activist, to ex-
pose the secret on-off negotiations
between yourselves and Militant in
Australia. What are we to make of
this?”

In answer to your last question,
what we sent to you regarding our
“relations” with the Militant group in
Australia was our reply to a state-
ment mailed out on the internet by
Militant which attempted to justify
their threatened physical attack on a
public demonstration against racism

organised by our comrades in Mel-
bourne on August 28. This reply was
not sent exclusively to the CPGB, but
to all the left political organisations
around the world that we exchange
publications with.

With regard to our complaint about
the way you publicly characterised
our relations with the LPP you re-
spond with the complaint that you
were not able to work out that we have
developed “collaborative relations”
with the LPP from reading Green Left
Weekly. Perhaps you missed the arti-
cles in Green Left Weekly that reported
the growth of the LPP as a positive
development for the working class
movement in Pakistan (including ar-
ticles written by LPP leaders and arti-
cles written by DSP leaders who had
attended LPP-organised events in
Pakistan)?

In any case, your complaint is a red
herring since you acknowledge that
you knew from leaked CWI docu-
ments that we were developing rela-
tions with the LPP. The question we
asked, and which you evade in your
December 2 letter, is why, in referring
to the fact that we are developing re-
lations with the LPP, did you seek to
give the impression to your readers
that our intention in developing these
relations has some sinister, narrow
factional, goal behind it? Why did you
not simply report the fact that the DSP
is seeking to develop relations with
the LPP?

You state that it is your view that
“open criticism is an obligation and
prerequisite for ‘mutual solidarity and
comradely discussion’.” Surely
though, the prerequisite for mutual
solidarity and comradely discussion
between proletarian revolutionaries is
the recognition that, despite what-
ever differences may exist between
them, they have the same fundamen-
tal objective - a classless society to
be achieved through a proletarian
revolution - and they therefore seek
to work together to achieve this com-
mon objective. Consequently, the
discussion of their differences over
how to achieve that common objec-
tive should be conducted in a man-
ner that does not undermine, but
promotes, their practical collabora-
tion.

Your approach to date toward our
party, however, has not convinced us
that you wish to develop collabora-
tive relations with the DSP (which
would include a comradely discus-
sion of differences). “Comradely dis-
cussion” between parties does not,
in our view, mean the unilateral
launching of public attacks by one
party against another, but a mutually
agreed exchange of views in a mutu-
ally agreed forum - which might, if

Fighting fund

Iron chancellor Gordon Brown un-
veiled his budget this week. He
stressed how he wants to encour-
age enterprise and reward “risk-tak-
ers”. Time to make work pay.

What he means is making Britain
profitable for capitalist accumula-
tion - not a particularly ‘risky’ busi-
ness, seeing how governments fall
over themselves to shore up the
biggest firms with offers of hun-
dreds of millions of pounds in
grants. The real “risk-takers” are
those who give their lives so that
in the future we can have a society
where work is about self-fufilment
and for the common good - not the
dehumanising 9-5 drudge in serv-
ice to greed.

We were disappointed by the fail-
ure to achieve our monthly £400
target in February. We ended £60
short. However, we are glad to re-
port that we have got off to a much
more promising start this month.
Thanks to comrades HK, RW, PW,
NB, MJ and PW. We now stand at
£130. Not bad at all - but, comrades,
we cannot be complacent. Chang-
ing the world requires your hard
work and constant support l

Robert Rix

both parties think this will be of ben-
efit to them, be a public forum. Such
comradely discussion of differences,
however, should be aimed at promot-
ing the primary objective of the rela-
tionship: ie, developing practical
collaboration between the parties on
mutually beneficial basis. At no time,
though, have you made any propos-
als for practical collaboration between
our parties.

At the beginning of your Decem-
ber 2 letter you state that you “re-
gret” that we “see no ‘constructive
purpose’ in a representative of” the
CPGB “attending the DSP’s 18th na-
tional conference”. You ask us to re-
consider in order that you “may
initiate the ‘comradely discussions’
to which” we refer, adding: “We be-
lieve that the DSP is the most impor-
tant revolutionary organisation in
Australia to engage with, both in or-
der to criticise the political shortcom-
ings which exist and to learn from its
activity and ideas.” At the end of
your December 2 letter you state:
“Again, the CPGB asks the DSP to
reconsider. We no doubt have much
to learn from each other. Both the DSP
and the CPGB hold that we have criti-
cised our pasts and opted for Leninist
politics. Yet clearly differences re-
main. Far from hiding these differ-
ences, we should openly air them.”

On the basis of your approach to
our party up to now, and your defence
of that approach in your December 2
letter, we can only conclude that you
do not conceive of “collaborative re-
lations” between our parties as
amounting to anything other than us
agreeing to “engage” with you in a
public polemic in the pages of the
Weekly Worker over our alleged “po-
litical shortcomings”. Your state-
ments about wishing to initiate
“comradely discussions” and to
“learn from our activity and ideas”
are consequently nothing but diplo-
matic cover to help you attain this
objective.

We have no principled objection to
public polemics between socialist or-
ganisations. We just have more po-
litically important and urgent things
to expend our time and energy on
than the public polemic that you want
us to engage in.

Your December 2 letter has there-
fore given us no reason to reconsider
our decision to reject your request
for a representative of your party to
attend our 18th national conference.
To the contrary, it has only confirmed
our original view that no construc-
tive purpose would be served by such
attendance.
Yours comradely

for the DSP national executive
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itself. Our secondary engagement
with your organisation was done to
assist clarification on “the unfolding
revolution in Indonesia”, not the
other way round, as you claim.

The e-mail correspondence above
also shows up the impracticability - if
nothing else - of raising our differ-
ences only in private - the ‘principle’
with which you repeatedly berate us.
During 1998 our organisation wrote
to the PRD three times concerning
solidarity work in the UK - to no avail.
Do you really think it likely the com-
rades would have responded to an
opening salvo regarding their pro-
gramme and tactics if they did not
respond to correspondence regard-
ing the building of an organisation in
solidarity with the Indonesian revo-
lution?

But there is further evidence of our
organisation wanting to work with the
DSP. On September 16 1998, Marcus
Larsen e-mailed your national secre-
tary offering to distribute election
material for the DSP at the polling sta-
tion at Australia House in London for
the October 3 Australian federal elec-
tion. There was no reply. If an offer to
hand out another organisation’s
propaganda - the contents of which
we do not fully agree with - is not an
offer to conduct joint work then we
do not know what is.

However, all this is mere detail. It is
clear that the real reason for declin-
ing our request to attend your con-
ference has nothing to do with a
failure on our behalf to attempt to work
with your organisation. It appears
that the real reason is more connected

with our criticisms which to your cha-
grin we actually publish in our paper.
So the truth must be concealed from
the working class for fear of breach-
ing some set of diplomatic niceties.
According to you we made “public
criticisms based on misrepresenta-
tions of [your] views”. It seems ap-
posite to ask: if  we had been
misrepresenting your views through-
out 1998 and earlier, then, to quote
you own words, “why didn’t you sim-
ply send us a letter” regarding our
errors? Any missive on your behalf
would have been welcome, for, un-
like your publication, the Weekly
Worker has a reputation for openness
- we would have published your clari-
fication.

Of course, all this is very much con-
nected with the divergent approaches
adopted by our organisation to the
question of party-building. Here lies
the gist of the question. Your letter of
December 11 devotes considerable
space to elucidating your interpreta-
tion of the Leninist concept of the
revolutionary party. Your view is not
unique. In fact, it displays the hall-
marks of the Trotskyism you claim to
have left behind when your organi-
sation, then called the Socialist Work-
ers Party, left the United Secretariat
of the Fourth International in the early
1980s.

We maintain that the Cannonite
theory of the party, which you call
“mature” Leninism, is in fact a method
for building an organisation with sec-
tional interests above those of the
general interests of the working class.
That is, it is a method for building a
political sect, not a combat organisa-
tion of the most advanced part of the
working class. Your approach to party
membership, which is shared by many
on the revolutionary left, is based on
the necessity for agreement with the
party programme. Considering how
verbose and overly-detailed most
programmatic documents are, that
can be quite a lot to agree with.

Such a method leads to the bizarre
situation where the precondition for
unity in a Communist Party is agree-
ment with a particular detailed inter-
pretation of history. The DSP’s
programme - a book of over 150 pages
- contains a multitude of contestable
nuanced theoretical interpretations of
history. The programme of the Com-
munist Party should in fact not be
based on this or that ideological sys-
tem invented, or discovered, by the
leaders of this or that group. Neither
can it be constructed through a se-
ries of anodyne formulations. The
programme should concisely lay
down the broad strategy of how the
workers can be formed into a class
and how they can conquer political
power from the bourgeoisie.

Acceptance of - not agreement with
- the party programme is the minimum
a party can ask of its members if it is
to unify the advanced sections of the
working class and not form itself as a
sect around a particular narrow ideo-
logical system. Genuine unanimity is
something to be fought for, won and
rewon in an ever-changing world. It

cannot be declared.
Leninism is not a fixed category nor

a set of fixed formulae. The fight for a
revolutionary party is a process. To
grab hold of any one aspect of Len-
in’s struggle to build the party -
whether his ‘softest’ or his ‘hardest’,
his most ‘open’ or his most ‘mono-
lithic’ - is to mistake the part for the
whole, is to turn a specific concrete
application of a general method into
a dry, lifeless and timeless dogma.
This is the error of Cannonite Trotsky-
ism and of the countless Trotskyite
fragments in general. It is profoundly
anti-party. This method allows any
revolutionary group to look at the
concrete practice of the Bolsheviks
at any given time and elevate this to
an absolute, to a fixed category, in
order to defend their practice.

Your idea - shared by most
Trotskyites - that the Bolsheviks con-
stituted themselves as a separate
party organisation from the
Mensheviks in January 1912 and then
banned their members from public
discussion of party matters is a myth.
What this myth serves - quite starkly
in the case of the SWP, SPEW, Work-
ers Power, etc, in Britain - is a method
for building a mono-idea sect. It can
only serve to cower internal opposi-
tion and hide debates from the ad-
vanced layers of the class. Even in
the most democratic of such organi-
sations, differences are only to be
debated by the enlightened and or-
dained who then must deliver the dis-
covered truth, unadulterated, on fear
of expulsion, to the unenlightened
masses.

For instance, a recent article in the
Green Left Weekly (January 27) an-
nounced that the DSP has discovered
that China is now a capitalist state
and has been so since September
1992. This discovery was decided by
a majority of delegates attending the
DSP’s 18th conference on January 5-
10 this year. Up until January 4 1999,
according to the second edition of
your party’s programme, the DSP
maintained that China was, alterna-
tively a “workers’ state” (p126) or a
“socialist state” (p146).

Logically following your approach
to party, we can assume that public
pronouncements by DSP members
which claimed that China was not
some form of workers’ or socialist
state up to January 4 this year were
breaches of discipline. From January
11, it presumably became a breach of
discipline to argue outside the DSP
that China remained some form of
workers’ state.

With regards to your 14-month dis-
cussion on the class character of the
Chinese state, non-party members
were out of the loop. Advanced work-
ers outside your small ranks could
garner no insights into the debate,
but have merely been dished up with
the end product, the new ‘truth’.

It is precisely this method which
treats political differences within and
between parties as something to be
hidden or treated as a diplomatic
question, which leads to splits. Unity
based on such a method can never
last. If party members must agree with
the programme, as soon as a member
or a group of members discover they
no longer agree, the only possibility
for comrades convinced of the error
of the ‘party line’ is to part company

in order  to be able to address the
question publicly without breaching
party discipline. The scattered debris
of post-Trotsky Trotskyism is a sad
epitaph to this method.

There are some assertions in your
letter that we do not contest. You
write: “Lenin never advocated that
the paper of a revolutionary organi-
sation should print every ill-informed
‘opinion’ held by any and every mem-
ber of such an organisation.” We
agree. But this does not mean that
open publication of differences within
the RSDLP, within the Bolsheviks and
within the post-1917 party could not
occur. They could and they did. It was
a normal part of party life. Open ideo-
logical struggle ran as a red thread
through Bolshevism till the tragic
‘temporary’ banning of factions in
1921.

This thread goes right back to the
dispute at the 2nd Congress of the
RSDLP in 1903, and the distinction
between the Menshevik loose con-
cept of a party member and Lenin’s
definition of a party member as one
who is under the direction of their
party committee and those commit-
tees above. This disciplined unity in
action - combined with freedom to
debate, discuss and disagree with the
majority - underpins all future devel-
opments of Bolshevism.

Our ‘Theses on revolutionary
openness’ passed by an aggregate
of CPGB members in December 1997,
restates “the right to open factions,
even those highly critical of the ma-
jority”. Yet with rights come duties.
We regard the principle of revolution-
ary openness as a weapon: “This prin-
ciple is subordinate to the fight for
world revolution. It is not an abso-
lute.” The document also states:
“There is a trend of thought within
our ranks [that seems to believe] it is
correct to publish practically any-
thing. This stance has more in com-
mon with petty-bourgeois liberalism
and anarchism than with commu-
nism.” This is backed up with the for-
mulation that “there can be no
absolute right of publication for any
viewpoint in the open party press”.

We therefore agree with your state-
ment: “Whether or not internal politi-
cal disagreements on any given issue
within a Bolshevik-type party should
be publicly discussed [if by that you
mean in the Party press] by individual
members is a matter for the party, not
individual members, to decide.” Yet,
for the DSP, public debate is the ex-
ception and almost certainly signals
a pre-split situation. For us open de-
bate which does not breach party
security or attempt to disrupt party
actions is the norm. We also agree
with Comintern that issues should be
cleared up through discussion wher-
ever possible. Our theses on open-
ness state that a moral course of action
in “raising criticisms of our organisa-
tion and its leadership is to first raise
the question with party comrades and
committees”. Petty issues should be
kept out of the press. But real politi-
cal debates should be open and thor-
ough.

For Lenin this was democratic
centralism: “We were all agreed on
the principle of democratic
centralism, on guarantees for the
rights of all minorities and for all loyal
opposition, on the autonomy of every

We are disappointed you
could not agree to our

attendence at your 18th national con-
ference held in January. Communist
Party of Great Britain welcomes the
opportunity to take up the issues you
raise, as the errors you repeat, funda-
mentally around the party question,
are not your failing alone, but are
common to many on the revolution-
ary left worldwide.

In essence, you claim that the
Democratic Socialist Party upholds
the model of party-building adopted
by the “mature”, post-1914 Lenin as
opposed to the immature, pre-1914,
Kautskyite Lenin. You claim our or-
ganisation upholds the latter over the
former. It is this issue we wish to
mainly address in this reply.

Before we move on, some loose
ends. You say that we have ignored
your reasons for declining our request
to attend the conference. You claim:
“We have had no indication from you
that you wish to develop collabora-
tive relations with our party.” While
it is true we have never written to the
DSP saying, ‘Dear DSP, can we open
collaborative relations with you?”,
there have been occasions when our
members have offered to work with
your organisation. In the past you
have correctly assumed that this has
been with the approval of our Provi-
sional Central Committee. While it
seems that the term “collaborative
relations” holds some important tech-
nical-level definition for the DSP, it
holds no such place in our lexicon.
‘Collaborate’, according to the dic-
tionary, means to work with another.

As the Indonesian revolution broke
out in May 1998, Marcus Larsen -
who you knew was a member of the
CPGB - e-mailed one of your national
executive members, Doug Lorimer: “I
have been asked by the convenor of
the London Socialist Alliance [LSA]
to contact you regarding the intended
visit of a PRD [Indonesia’s Peoples
Democratic Party] comrade to the UK
... We would like to organise public
meeting(s) with the London Socialist
Alliance ... with a PRD comrade and
John Pilger on the Indonesian Revo-
lution ... What do you suggest as the
correct channels in order to send an
invitation and request?” (May 19
1998).

At the initiation of the CPGB, the
London Socialist Alliance went on to
hold a picket at the Indonesian em-
bassy at the height of the movement
in Indonesia in the summer of 1998.

In the context of an unsuccessful
attempt to form a group around the
LSA in solidarity with the Indonesian
revolution, a CPGB comrade wrote to
the national secretary of the DSP,
John Percy, on June 1, 1998: “We are
currently in discussions regarding es-
tablishing an Indonesian solidarity
group ... To this end ... I have already
e-mailed the PRD in Europe with no
reply. Would you be able to drop
[comrade N] a note regarding our le-
gitimacy? Thanks. I will be in Aus-
tralia in December-January. Depend-
ing on the situation there, my
organisation would be interested in
me visiting Indonesia on route ...
What do you think the possibility and
advisability of this is?”

Such correspondence hardly
matches with your preposterous claim
that our “purpose in writing the No-
vember 19 article [in the Weekly
Worker] (and the others you have
carried on Indonesia) was not to build
solidarity in Britain with the mass
struggle for democracy in Indonesia,
but to ‘engage with the politics of
the DSP’.”

In fact, our letter said: “We have
attempted to critically engage with
the politics of your organisation in
order to help clarify a number of is-
sues - not least of which is the un-
folding revolution in Indonesia.” Our
starting point in covering the Indo-
nesian revolution, was - amazingly
enough - the Indonesian revolution
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party organisation, on recognising
that all party functionaries must be
elected, accountable to the party and
subject to recall. We see the observ-
ance in practice of these principles of
organisation, their sincere and con-
sistent application, as a guarantee
against splits, a guarantee that the
ideological struggle in the party can
and must prove fully consistent with
strict organisational unity with the
submission of all to the decisions of
the congress” (VI Lenin CW Vol 10,
Moscow 1977, p314). This strict unity
in action must be combined with open
ideological struggle. “There must be
wide and free discussion of party
questions, free comradely criticism
and assessment of events in party
life” (ibid). It was indeed a norm in
the Bolshevik faction of the RSDLP
that differences were thrashed out in
the party’s press.

For the DSP and most Trotskyites,
this all changed in January 1912. The
CPGB begs to differ. However, we are
no fools. There was clearly a devel-
opment of Leninist organisation in
1912 and again in 1914. The basis of
these developments will be explored
below. The causes aside, did these
developments lead to the end of open
debate on programmatic matters? Did
they lead to the end of an open and
vibrant party press? Did they lead to
an end to the right of factions? Did
they end access to the party’s press
for factions or minority views? Clearly
not.

You claim that in 1912 the Bolshe-
viks “adopted precisely the rules you
falsely attribute to being an innova-
tion of Jim Cannon”. We totally disa-
gree. The DSP interprets the
supposedly new 1912 position on
pronouncements which disrupt party
actions and the suggestion of a party
discussion bulletin as equivalent to
the banning of debate in the public
press, except in extreme and pre-split
circumstances, and for minority fac-
tions and minority views to have no
public profile.

In an organisation which aims to
unite the most advanced layers of the
working class, the judgement of what
constitutes disruption of party ac-
tions, including the conduct of de-
bate in the party’s press, is a concrete
political question. It cannot be a gen-
eral gagging order.

So what of party debates after Len-
in’s supposed conversion?

The debate around the rights of na-
tions to self-determination continued
throughout Lenin’s political career
and divided the Bolsheviks into two,
almost equal, camps. In 1907 Rosa
Luxemburg published a far-ranging
article in Kautsky’s Neue Zeit com-
ing out against the rights of nations
to self-determination. She found a real
layer of support in Russia. Lenin fe-
rociously defended the principle and
later assisted Stalin with his famous
treatise on ‘The national question
and social democracy’ which was
published in 1913. Also in 1913, the
central committee of RSDLP - now
purged of liquidators - passed a reso-
lution on the question which op-
posed the still  substantial
Luxemburg-Bukharin position. This
resolution was passed in parallel with
Lenin’s ‘definitive’ response to
Luxemburg, which was published in
1914.

However, the matter did no rest
there. The Zimmerwald conference of
anti-war social democrats held in Sep-
tember 1915 recognised the rights of
nations to self-determination. This
provoked an angry response from
Karl Radek, who denounced as “illu-
sory” the “struggle for a non-exist-
ent right”. In April 1916, this debate
was carried in the journal of the
Zimmerwald Left Vorbote with two
sets of theses for and against self-
determination, the one by Lenin, the
other by Radek. A few weeks later, in
another journal, Radek condemned
the Dublin uprising of 1916 as a
“putsch”, which earned Lenin’s sting-

ing rejoinder, ‘Results of the discus-
sion about self-determination’.

The debate on the national ques-
tion reached new public heights im-
mediately before and after the
Bolsheviks took power. In April 1917
Pyatokov led an attempt to remove
national self-determination from the
Party’s programme. He was only nar-
rowly defeated. Nevertheless, a year
later, the faction around Bukharin,
Pyatakov and Radek managed to win
a formulation substituting the right of
nations to self-determination with the
right of the working class in nations
to self-determination. Lenin, as we all
know, publicly fought back and ef-
fectively secured a reversal.

In her pamphlet, The Russian Revo-
lution, Luxemburg attacked the Bol-
shevik position on nationalities,
claiming that it had been ‘forced’ on
the party by Lenin and declared that
“the Bolsheviks, by their hollow na-
tionalistic phraseology ... have ... sup-
plied the bourgeoisie ... with the finest,
most desirable pretext, the very ban-
ner of their counterrevolutionary ef-
forts” (quoted in M Liebman
Leninism under Lenin London 1975,
p274). By Luxemburg’s standards our
criticisms of the DSP could not be
milder.

While the nationalities debate
shows differences of opinions being
thrashed out - sometimes in a disci-
plined manner, sometimes not - by
Bolsheviks and those comrades out-
side Russia with which they had, at
least, “collaborative relations”, it is
not as clear an exposition of an open
party factional debate as that which
emerged around Soviet Russia’s treaty
with Germany and Austria, negotiated
and eventually signed on March 3
1918 at Brest-Litovsk. From this de-
bate emerged the very public, very
post-1914 Left Communist faction.

The Left Communists did not just
agitate around the issue of Brest-
Litovsk. They developed an alterna-
tive platform around a number of
issues, including workers’ democracy,
the trade unions, industrialisation and
the national question. The faction
produced a daily paper, Kommunist,
in Petrograd at the height of the dis-
pute. The Left Communists also made
their views known through the pages
of Pravda, the party’s central organ
(ibid p296).

After the 7th Party Congress in
March 1918, which ratified the treaty,
the Lefts continued to organise, se-
curing control of the Moscow Party
committee in April 1918. Again, they
published a factional paper in the city.

At the Congress, the party majority
voted to allow the Left Communists
to be represented on the central com-
mittee. It was standard Bolshevik prac-
tice to proportionally include minority
groupings and views on leading com-
mittees. The Left Communists refused
to take their positions in the leader-
ship. Highlighting the constant motif
of disciplined unity in action along-
side freedom of criticism, Lenin moved
a motion at the Congress accusing
them of a “completely disloyal and im-
permissible violation of party disci-
pline” (ibid p293). This serious charge
was not made because of their politi-
cal positions, but because they re-
fused to take their seats on the central
committee.

There are numerous other examples
which prove that a culture of open
political debate was the norm.

I will cite only one more. The last
major debate before the banning of
factions at the 10th Party Congress
took place at the beginning of 1921
around the role of the trade unions in
Soviet society. Three main positions
emerged. The Trotsky-Bukharin po-
sition was for the ‘militarisation’ of
the trade unions and their effective
merger with state production. The
Workers’ Opposition around
Kollantai effectively championed a
syndicalist view. The ‘group of 10’
central committee members including
Lenin carved out a middle ground,
opposing the extremes of militarisation
and syndicalism.

EH Carr underlines the broad and
public nature of the debate in a
lengthy footnote. Here is a small ex-
cerpt: “To give an impression of the
unparalleled extent of the debate a few
of its principle landmarks may be re-
corded: On 24 December 1920 Trotsky
addressed a monster meeting of trade
unionists and delegates to the eighth
All-Russian Congress of Soviets - his
speech was published the following
day as a pamphlet ... Throughout Janu-
ary 1921, Pravda carried almost daily
articles by the supporters of one or
other platform” (EH Carr The Bolshe-
vik revolution Vol 2, Harmondsworth
1966, p224n). Clearly, leading party
members were agitating for their fac-
tional position among non-party mem-
bers.

We have conclusively debunked
the myth that the Leninist approach
to unity in action with freedom of criti-
cism and open ideological struggle
was overthrown either in January 1912
or August 1914. Development there
no doubt was, but adherence to revo-
lutionary openness before the work-
ing class remained a core strength of
Leninism.

Yet behind the falsification of
Leninist organisational practice which
Cannon and a hundred and one
Trotskyite fragments perpetuate there
lies an historical error.

In January 1912 the RSDLP con-
vened a congress in Prague. As we
have noted, bright in the mythologi-
cal firmament of Trotskyism is the idea
that at this congress the Bolsheviks
under Lenin expelled the Mensheviks
and constituted their faction as the
sole expression of the party.

The reality was far different. With
the defeat of the 1905 revolution, a
period of reaction swept through Rus-
sia. In a series of lectures given in 1921
Zinoviev said that, to all extents and
purposes, the party which had been
built during the revolution was thrown
back to its pre-1905 situation of iso-
lated groups. The party had ceased
to exist as a mass organisation.

In this period of reaction, there arose
within the fragments of the RSDLP a
hankering for legalism. Mainly spring-
ing from the Mensheviks, this strand
of thought argued for the ending of
the illegal organisation of the party

and a move to concentrate on the le-
gal mass workers’ organisations and
participation in duma elections. The
Leninist Bolsheviks fought this
liquidationism and argued for the
maintenance and rebuilding of both
legal and illegal party bodies.

As is the case with life, this debate
did not divide the party along a neat
Bolshevik-Menshevik axis. On the
contrary, a division emerged within
the Mensheviks. In all of Lenin’s writ-
ings of this period, Mensheviks are
either described as “pro-Party” or
“liquidationist”. Contrary to the be-
lief of the DSP, the Prague conference
in 1912 did not expel the Mensheviks.
The conference expelled the liquida-
tors - the majority of whom were
Mensheviks. Not only were non-Bol-
sheviks at the conference; it was
chaired by a pro-Party Menshevik.

It would have been the simplest
thing in the world for the Bolsheviks
to just declare themselves the Party.
Why bother inviting Plekhanov and
other pro-Party Mensheviks, or
Trotsky, or the leftists in the party? If
it was just a diplomatic nicety, why
then elect a pro-Party Menshevik onto
the Central Committee?

The actual betrayal of the working
class in August 1914 by the Second
International necessarily led the Bol-
sheviks to announce the generalised
need to break with opportunism on a
worldwide basis. Yet for the DSP and
other Trotskyites the two and a half
years from January 1912 to August
1914 are concertinaed into the same
event. Lenin somehow ‘uncon-
sciously’ breaks with his supposed
Kautskyite theory of the party in Janu-
ary 1912 and only realises why he has
done it some 31 months later.

The fight against left and right
liquidationism in the Russian Party
from 1907 to 1912, which culminated
in the Prague congress, and Lenin’s
call for a new International, were con-
crete applications of a consistent and
developing method.

While clear lessons of principle of
a general nature were developed in the
period of the collapse of the Second
International, while Lenin and his
party advanced theoretically through
this huge setback, while Lenin saw the
need to generalise his method for
party-building begun in 1903 to the
international scale and not only for
Russian conditions, to claim that all
former norms of party life were
dropped is not sustainable.

Times have moved on considerably.
Nowhere does there exist a mass party
with a fully developed revolutionary
theory and practice. Our parties and,
centrally, our International need to be
painstakingly reforged in new circum-
stances. However, this can only be
conducted through a ruthless exami-
nation of our collective past and our
present practice. Only on the basis of
revolutionary openness, as against an
opportunist submerging of differ-
ences ‘in the interests of unity and
collaboration’, can we successfully
fulfil our tasks. At the end of the day,

Which
road?

what can be achieved through con-
ciliation?

Our disagreement on the party
question extends to the nature of re-
lations between political organisa-
tions in different countries. The DSP
maintains that “collaborative rela-
tions” at an international scale can
only develop if differences remain
behind closed doors.

The December 11 letter states that
“comradely discussion of differences
... should be aimed at promoting the
primary objective of the relationship:
ie, developing practical collaboration
between the parties on [a] mutually
beneficial basis.” You reject our posi-
tion that open ideological struggle is
an obligation and prerequisite for mu-
tual solidarity and comradely discus-
sion. You say that the prerequisite for
such solidarity and discussion be-
tween proletarian revolutionaries is
the “recognition that, despite what-
ever differences may exist between
them, they have the same fundamen-
tal objective - a classless society to
be achieved through a proletarian
revolution”. Comrades, we had as-
sumed this to be the case for the DSP
and the CPGB. However, because of
the fact of this “recognition” you say
that “discussion of ... differences over
how to achieve that common objec-
tive should be conducted in a manner
that does not undermine ... practical
collaboration”.

Such an approach smacks of diplo-
macy. One look at the public disputes
between leading members and differ-
ent parties of the Second and Com-
munist Internationals shows a clear
commitment to public and sometimes
fierce debate. Did such commitment
to open ideological struggle prevent
practical collaboration?

Your approach is closer to the
conciliationist and opportunist ‘prin-
ciple’ of ‘non-interference in the in-
ternal relations of fraternal parties’ -
or ‘diplomatic internationalism’ - es-
poused by the post-Comintern ‘offi-
cial’ communist parties.

“Conciliators,” wrote Lenin, seek to
“place in the forefront the ‘reconcilia-
tion’ of given groups and institutions.
The identity of their views on party
work, on the policy of that work, is a
matter of secondary importance. Dif-
ferences of opinion must be hushed
up, their causes, their significance,
their objective conditions should not
be elucidated. The principle thing is
to ‘reconcile’ persons and groups. If
they do not agree upon the carrying
out of a common policy, that policy
must be interpreted in such a way as
to be acceptable to all. Live and let
live” (VI Lenin Selected Works Vol 4,
p41).

Comrades, we remain willing to con-
sider any proposals of appropriate
joint work. However, we can not ac-
cept a diplomatic approach where joint
work can only be on the basis of “live
and let live”.

for the Provisional Central Committee,
Communist Party of Great Britain
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uch of what Allan Armstrong
believes has to be discov-
ered through deduction and

centralisers’, from Edward I to William
of Orange, and from Cromwell to the
Hanoverians.

Needless to say, the real Jack
Conrad has repeatedly emphasised
the open-ended nature of historic de-
velopment and the numerous possi-
bilities contained within certain key
junctures. Everything depends on the
outcome of the clash of class against
class. As I have said before, neither
the Hussites nor the Levellers nor the
sans culottes need have lost. The
class struggle in 15th century Bohe-
mia, 17th century England and 18th
century France could have produced
a radical settlement institutionalised
in a wide democracy.

There were material limits to the
revolution. I am not suggesting that
the masses could have gained the
upper hand on a permanent basis.
Nevertheless the balance of forces
could have been made far more fa-
vourable to those below. The
counterrevolutions that actually oc-
curred were by no means inevitable
in terms of their success, let alone pro-
gressive. Neither Pope Nicholas V, nor
Charles II, nor Louis XVIII need have
won. In other words Jack Conrad does
not have a crude ‘either-or’ approach
to the idea of progress. There is
progress vis-à-vis the productive
forces, and there is progress vis-à-
vis political democracy and the so-
cial and economic position of the
masses. There is also, as we will show,
a dialectical relationship between the
two. But what do such facts about
my real world view matter to comrade
Armstrong?

It is the same with my “support”
for Edward I et al in Britain. No actual
textual examples of what I have pub-
lished are cited. Probably because
none would suit. My polemics on the
1296-1424 ‘Scottish war of independ-
ence’ and the 1715 and 1745 Jacobite
uprisings were designed to expose
the fanciful nature of what passes for
Scottish nationalist history. That
comrade Armstrong interprets my
demolition job on the mythological
Robert de Bruce and James VIII as
“support” for their opponents has
nothing to do with me. No, such un-
founded conclusions are surely a di-
rect result of comrade Armstrong’s
ingrained nationalist prejudices.

Take the so-called ‘Scottish war of
independence’. In my November 1998
article, which so upset comrade
Armstrong, I included the following
passage:

“The popular belief that William
Wallace, and following him Robert
Bruce, led some sort of ‘war of inde-
pendence’ against the English is a
combination of 19th century myth
and Hollywood hokum. The cel-
ebrated ‘Declaration of Arbroath’
acquired its ‘status of a surrogate
Scottish constitution’ only in mod-
ern times (M Lynch Scotland London
1992, p111). In essence the conflict
between ‘England’ and ‘Scotland’
after 1296 was no different from the
Wars of the Roses: ie, an internal

struggle between rival feudal inter-
ests whose ideology was based on
past notions of fief and vassalage,
not future notions of nation and na-
tionality. The castellan Norman lords
in Scotland were ‘traditionalists’ de-
fending their exclusive right to exploit
their serfs. Edward I was the ‘revolu-
tionary’ centraliser” (Weekly Worker
November 19 1998).

In return comrade Armstrong treats
our readers to a lengthy rejoinder tak-
ing me to task for “supporting”
Edward I and extolling the virtues of
not only William Wallace but the film
‘Braveheart’. He also corrects me
when I refer to the ‘Declaration of
Arbroath’ (1320) coming into promi-
nence “only in modern times”. The
comrade tells us that it was “resur-
rected by Sir James Mackintosh in his
Vindicatae Gallicae, written in 1791
to defend the French Revolution in
the face of Edmund Burke’s attack”.
The last, and least important, point
first. “Modern times” in most of west-
ern histography are deemed to have
begun in 1789 with the French Revo-
lution. Far from needing correction, I
am correct. Of course, the other, main,
bone of contention remains - the
‘Scottish war of independence’.

My premise is that during this me-
dieval period both ‘Scotland’ and
‘England’ were little more than geo-
graphical expressions. There was
then no war between Scotland and
England. Rather wars by the kings of
England in Scotland - a crucial dis-
tinction. In this context the ‘Declara-
tion of Arbroath’ - which took the
form of an appeal to the pope in Avi-
gnon - was to all intents and purposes
no different from the Magna Carta in
England, the Charter of Ottokar in
Syria or the Golden Bull in Hungary.
Lurking behind the stirring and elo-
quent phrases about “good men” and
being “for freedom alone”, there was
indeed the “fight for riches”. Under
the rubric of their ancient liberties the
‘traditionalist’ barons were deter-
mined to limit the ‘revolutionary’ cen-
tralising power of a hegemonic crown
so that they could monopolise the
surplus product squeezed from the
downtrodden peasantry.

The kings and nobles of both Eng-
land and Scotland were landed
feudalists - with a Norman French-
derived culture (they married titled
women from across the whole of north
western Europe). This ‘cosmopoli-
tan’ class entertained no modern-day
notions of nation. The idea of a na-
tional liberation war would have been
utterly incomprehensible to them.
Their realms of exploitation,
commonality and rivalry invariably
overlapped.

‘Scottish’ nobles - such as John
Comyn - fought with Edward I in his
conquest of Wales. The ‘Scottish’
Balliol family still held lands in France.
Robert de Bruce, the Earl of Carrick,
was a vassal of Edward I. The
Plantagenet ‘English’ kings them-
selves occupied tracts of France, no-
tably Gascony, and had their own

claims on the French throne. The
‘English’ armies of Edward I and II
which marched into Scotland were
recruited in large numbers from feu-
dal domains in France, Ireland and
Wales. Their wars in Scotland were
in fact the result of colliding feudal
rights. Put another way: “In essence
the conflict between ‘England’ and
‘Scotland’ after 1296 was no differ-
ent from the Wars of the Roses: ie, an
internal struggle between rival feu-
dal interests whose ideology was
based on past notions of fief and vas-
salage, not future notions of nation
and nationality.”

Edward I certainly sought to incor-
porate the territory of the kingdom of
Scotland into his feudal empire. At
first the means were peaceful. The
Treaty of Birgham in 1290 set out
terms of a future dynastic union
through the marriage of Margaret, the
‘Maid of Norway’, and Edward’s son.
The position of the ruling elite in Scot-
land would have been left unaffected.
The merger was to be of crowns with
no disturbing change. There was to
be no 1066-type takeover.

As we know, the United Kingdom
had to wait for another three centu-
ries or so before seeing the light of
day. Margaret died and triggered a
constitutional crisis in Scotland.
Edward I quickly moved to assert his
overlordship. John Balliol was ap-
pointed king under Edward’s spon-
sorship and duly paid homage to him
in December 1292.

Feudal ambition in Scotland and
Edward’s onerous demands placed on
his vassals drove King John to rebel-
lion. Instead of meekly accepting
Edward’s domination the ‘Scottish’
feudalists mustered an army - includ-
ing commoners - at Caddonlee. The
Scots were comprehensively routed
in a 17-day blitzkrieg. Edward I
stripped a captured Balliol of his feu-
dal trappings in a humiliating cer-
emony held at Montrose Castle in July
1296. His tabard, hood and knightly
girdle were physically removed.

Yet though Edward’s means shifted
from those of peaceful diplomacy to
naked force, this ran in parallel with,
and often in contradiction to, his indi-
vidual fief-vassal relationship with the
great Norman families in Scotland.
Here lies the explanation for the “sin-
ister” role of the elder Bruce, etc, and
the constant shifts in alliances as the
‘Scots’ feudalists fitfully turned the
tables on the ‘English’ - Stirling
Bridge being a crucial early battle.
There were in fact no national patri-
ots, defeatists, collaborators or trai-
tors in the modern sense. After
winning at Bannockburn in 1314 the
‘Scottish’ nobility sought to expand
its influence into Wales and Ireland.
The ‘war of independence’ continued
in Scotland as an internecine conflict
between the Bruce and Balliol fami-
lies.

Our comrade is determined to de-
fend William Wallace. We can dismiss
his charge that “Jack’s support for
‘revolutionary centralisers’, like
Edward I, puts him in direct opposi-
tion” to the “heroic” struggle of
William Wallace. I offer no retrospec-
tive support for Edward I or any such
feudal monarch. My stated polemical
target was not Wallace as a historic

personality, but the nationalist myth
of a ‘Scottish war of independence’
against ‘England’.

As is only too evident, I am no ex-
pert on Scottish history. Neverthe-
less, what I know, or believe I know,
does not lead me to retract or sub-
stantially alter anything I have writ-
ten, crucially that: “The popular belief
that William Wallace, and following
him Robert Bruce, led some sort of
‘war of independence’ against the
English is a combination of 19th cen-
tury myth and Hollywood hokum.”

Comrade Armstrong puts Wallace
and his army in the same league as
Spartacus, Wat Tyler and the Level-
lers: ie, a revolutionary class move-
ment from below. From my reading,
things appear somewhat different,
somewhat more complex (if I am
wrong, and I readily confess that
might be the case, then I will humbly
apologise). Did Wallace lead a slave
revolt? Though the idea is persist-
ent, I think not.

There is first of all a huge differ-
ence between rallying an army of com-
moners and being an army of and for
the commoners. Comrade Armstrong
makes much - too much - of the fact
that Wallace’s forces at Stirling Bridge
in 1297 consisted “mainly of foot sol-
diers” and his tactical deployment of
pikemen in dense circular formations
(schiltrons). For the sake of our com-
rade let me simply note that Edward’s
army assembled at Newcastle the year
before included 4,000 cavalry ... but
also some 25,000 infantrymen. It is
true that Edward represented a rich
feudalism. His elaborately armoured
and expensively mounted knights
were indeed the tank divisions of the
day. It is also true that the kingdom
of Scotland was a poor feudalism and
could afford neither the same num-
bers of infantry nor heavy cavalry.

That the ‘English’ feudalists suf-
fered defeats at the hands of the
‘Scots’ feudalists is testimony in my
opinion not to a people’s war. Rather
it was military incompetence. At
Banockburn the ‘English’ army un-
der Edward II fought on almost sui-
cidal terrain and no, doubt due to
aristocratic arrogance, launched a
frontal cavalry charge against massed
pikemen. The ‘correct’ tactic, which
soon became standard, was to un-
leash the English and Welsh
longbowmen. These equally plebeian,
though highly skilled, forces could
easily decimate any stationary forma-
tion. They would fire arrows at a rate
“three or four times” faster than a
crossbow and with as much accuracy
and reach (A Jones The art of war in
the western world London 1988,
p157). The longbow even proved a
match against the elite of French feu-
dalism. Needless to say, neither Crécy
nor Agincourt make Edward III and
Henry V leaders of a slave revolt. By
the same logic Wallace and co’s reli-
ance on pikemen proves nothing in
and of itself, except that the kingdom
of Scotland was a poor feudalism.

All in all, the suggestion that
Wallace led a revolt from below in the
manner of Spartacus and Wat Tyler is
unconvincing. Following Edward I’s
victory at Falkirk, many nobles lan-
guished in England awaiting ransom.
Others had been injured and were

Scottish national socialism and its red prince - part 2

inductive inference. Hence in the first
part of my reply we showed that in
his determination to reject the Stalin-
Lenin Marxist theory of the nation
and the national question the com-
rade in effect promulgates a thor-
oughly idealist alternative (which he
defensively leaves unstated and thus
undefined). Comrade Armstrong’s
nations arrive, almost outside history
and other material determinants - ge-
ography, language, etc - as a conse-
quence of pure subjective will.
Therefore he actually attacks Jack
Conrad for suggesting that “nations
cannot arise until there has been a
sufficient development of the produc-
tive forces”. The comrade also criti-
cises me for supposedly maintaining
that “nations can only be said to ex-
ist with the triumph of capitalism”
(Weekly Worker February 18).

As a materialist I have no problem
whatsoever linking the emergence of
the modern nation with objective de-
velopments, not least the stupendous
growth of the productive forces trig-
gered by capitalism as a reproductive
system. And though comrade
Armstrong wrongly puts into my
mouth idiotic babble about the fully
fledged emergence of nations com-
ing about only with the “triumph of
capitalism” - instead of the rise of capi-
talism - there is no doubt that capital-
ism must be viewed in historic and
materialist terms as having played a
progressive, albeit contradictory, role
(see below).

Incidentally, after turning me into a
straw man he pompously lectures us
about what we know full well and
have written about on numerous oc-
casions. Yes, yes, yes, “the modern
idea of nations and nationalism pre-
date both full bourgeois democracy
and the development of capitalism”
(ibid). Capitalism in Britain - the birth-
place of the system - “triumphed” as
a mature mode of production, only in
the middle of the 19th century, when
what Marx called the “real” domina-
tion of capital took over from the “for-
mal” domination of capital; relative
surplus-value not absolute surplus-
value thenceforth becomes the key
to accumulation. Suffice to say, this
is something I will return to in part
three, not least when discussing the
kingdom of Scotland and the already
well advanced evolution of the Brit-
ish nation.

For the moment let us concentrate
on the idea of progress. Comrade
Armstrong’s account is very con-
fused. First, as is his wont, he depicts
Jack Conrad as a crude mechanical
materialist. Apparently I hold that
there exists a “one-directional” his-
tory, through which socialism inevi-
tably steps forth at a definite stage
brought about by capitalism’s ongo-
ing dynamic. Everything which
served to bring forth our best of all
possible present-day Britains and its
heavily pregnant capitalism is there-
fore to be venerated and retrospec-
tively “supported” as it bears my -
Stalin-like - productivist socialism.
Hence under the spell of ‘progress’
his Jack Conrad “supports” a whole
tranche of enchanting ‘revolutionary
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l Our central aim is to reforge the Communist
Party of Great Britain. Without this Party the
working class is nothing; with it, it is everything.

l The Communist Party serves the interests of
the working class. We fight all forms of oppor-
tunism and revisionism in the workers’ move-
ment because they endanger those interests. We
insist on open ideological struggle in order to
fight out the correct way forward for our class.

l Marxism-Leninism is powerful because it is
true. Communists relate theory to practice. We
are materialists; we hold that ideas are determined
by social reality and not the other way round.

l We believe in the highest level of unity among
workers. We fight for the  unity of the working
class of all countries and subordinate the struggle
in Britain to the world revolution itself. The
liberation of humanity can only be achieved
through world communism.

l The working class in Britain needs to strike as
a fist. This means all communists should be
organised into a single Party. We oppose all
forms of separatism, which weakens our class.

l Socialism can never come through parliament.
The capitalist class will never peacefully allow
their system to be abolished. Socialism will only
succeed through working class revolution and the
replacement of the dictatorship of the capitalists
with the dictatorship of the working class. Social-
ism lays the basis for the conscious planning of
human affairs: ie, communism.

l We support the right of nations to self-
determination. In Britain today this means the
struggle for Irish freedom should be given full
support by the British working class.

l Communists are champions of the oppressed.
We fight for the liberation of women, the ending
of racism, bigotry and all other forms of chauvin-
ism. Oppression is a direct result of class society
and will only finally be eradicated by the ending
of class society.

l War and peace, pollution and the environment
are class questions. No solution to the world’s
problems can be found within capitalism. Its
ceaseless drive for profit  puts the world at risk.
The future of humanity depends on the triumph
of communism.
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unable to take to the field. Others were
temporarily cowed. The calling of
Edward I’s puppet parliament and
plans for a deep feudalism provoked
widespread opposition, including from
small landowners. However, no ‘natu-
ral’ leadership stepped forth willing
to fight. It was into this vacuum that
Andrew de Moray emerged in the
north and William Wallace in the
south. Moray was the son and heir of
a leading baron. Wallace had a less
elevated lineage. He was the son a
Renfrewshire knight.

In the summer of 1297 the Moray-
Wallace movement made rapid
progress. Nevertheless over these
two “commanders of the army of the
kingdom of Scotland, and the com-
munity of that realm” there stood the
great magnets, Robert Wishart,
Bishop of Glasgow, and James the
Stewart, who was Wallace’s lord. The
respective roles of Moray and
Wallace are much obscured by the
fact that the former died of wounds
inflicted at Stirling Bridge. Either way
Wallace became Guardian in Scotland
not in the name of the sovereign peo-
ple, but the “illustrious king” in exile.
He was Balliol’s champion.

Wallace was, however, no military
genius. He only successfully fought
one set-piece battle: Stirling Bridge.
When his army met the ‘English’ feu-
dal host at Falkirk in July 1298 the
longbowmen destroyed his
schiltrons. His status as Guardian was
fatally undermined. The resistance of
the high aristocracy receded still fur-
ther. They opted for a peace deal. Like
Bruce after 1309 Wallace was forced
to turn to guerrilla or ‘secret’ warfare
and raiding the northern English
counties. In August 1305 Wallace
was captured near Glasgow and taken
to London where he was tried, found
guilty of treason and executed.

I am sure comrade Armstrong is
right in his fine description of how
Wallace was later portrayed many
years later by advocates of republi-
can democracy in inspiring poems,
novels and songs. The same can be
said of the long held myth of pre-con-
quest Anglo-Saxon liberty in England
and the Norman yoke. But to confuse
origin myths for actual history is a
foolish mistake not worthy of any-
one who calls themselves a Marxist.

Let me conclude this part of my re-
ply with a discussion of capitalism’s
contradictory nature. My opponent
cannot quite get his head around it.
On the one hand, comrade Armstrong
denounces capitalism, and with it ma-
terialism, like a true anarcho-idealist.
The Marxist view, expounded by both
Marx and Engels, that capitalism has
a progressive side in that it unleashed
the productive forces and creates a
global economy, is dismissed as the
delusions of what he perversely calls
“high social democracy”: ie, not only
Kautsky, but Lenin, Luxemburg,
Trotsky, etc. On the other hand, he is
prepared to admit that as long as it is
not “imposed by conquest” and “de-
velops out of internal domestic con-
tradictions”, capitalism “may indeed
be progressive” in comparison with
“preceding social systems”. The
philistinism, insularity, uncertainty
and equivocation is revealing, evi-
dently stemming as it does from nar-
row nationalism.

The only “classic form” of primi-
tive capitalist accumulation was Brit-
ain. As is widely known, that involved
the forcible expropriation of the peo-
ple from the soil, savage legislation
against vagabonds and paupers, the
triangular trade in human misery be-
tween Liverpool, the west coast of
Africa and the American slave plan-
tations, and a factory system which
literally destroyed two generations of
proletarians (children as young as
five were made to work 14, 15 hours a
day). Capitalism, as Marx brilliantly
described it, comes into the world
“dripping from head to foot, from
every pore, with blood and dirt” (K
Marx Capital Vol 1, Moscow 1970,

p760). British capitalism was not im-
posed on the British ruling class by
force. It was, however, imposed on
its people by force and relied on the
most brutal exploitation. In terms of
their freedom the masses took many
steps backward. Yet out of their deg-
radation sprung not only great for-
tunes, but for the first time in history
a class that could end class.

Once capitalist society stands on
its own feet relative exploitation
comes to the fore: ie, machinery as
the main source of increasing the sur-
plus-value gained from the exploita-
tion of labour power. Here we find the
reason why Marx considered the sys-
tem progressive - even if it is exported
by conquest or statist emulation.
Engels insisted for his part in Anti-
Dühring that dreams of the “ideal”
future “become possible” when “the
actual conditions for its realisation
were there”. Socialism becomes “prac-
ticable” not because people realise
the injustice of the class system, but
by virtue of “new economic condi-
tions” (F Engels MECW Vol 25, Mos-
cow 1987, p268).

In its insatiable drive for profit capi-
talism increases both the number of
workers and their productivity. Pro-
duction becomes more centralised
and global as one capital kills many
and everywhere seeks out new mar-
kets. Along with the spread and inte-
gration of capitalism as a universal
system of exploitation, the conditions
for working class liberation are re-
vealed as necessarily universal.

Without beginning with these glo-
bal material conditions the idea of
freedom today will remain an empty
slogan or a cruel trick. Capitalism with
its huge accumulation of wealth and
productivity creates the possibility
for the full development of every in-
dividual on the planet. There is, how-
ever, nothing “inevitable” about it, if
by that passivity is implied.

Comrade Armstrong plays down
the global nature of the capitalist sys-
tem. His Scottish national socialism
finds its mental reflection in an em-
phasis on “unevenness” and linguis-
tic sleights about the inability of
capitalism to create a “single inte-
grated” global “production system”.
“Production” is hardly the point.
Capitalism is a single world metabo-
lism involving production, exchange
and surplus extraction.

Capital’s need for  unlimited expan-
sion sends it hunting far and wide.
No country, no person remains un-
touched. Raw materials come back to
the metropolis in enormous quanti-
ties from the most distant places.
Commodities are produced across
frontiers and sold to a world con-
sumer. Global economy and global
ecology mercilessly punish anti-
quated and blinkered notions of lo-
cal exclusiveness and isolation.
Humanity is interdependent. Exploi-
tation links workers everywhere.
They still speak national languages,
but mutual conditions - their radical
chains - make them a world-class. In
the stirring battle cry of the Commu-
nist manifesto the emancipation of
the workers requires a world revolu-
tion, the “forcible overthrow of all
existing social conditions” (K Marx
and F Engels MECW Vol 6, Moscow
1976, p519).

Though these developments are
objectively progressive in that they
make human liberation “possible”,
they confound and shatter pro-
grammes for instituting socialism
within, through or over a single na-
tional class state. National socialism
or national communism was from its
origins palpably utopian. But nowa-
days - be it Korean, Cambodian, Rus-
sian, British, or Scottish - it is also
the socialism of fools.

Within neo-liberal establishment
circles ‘globalisation’ is more than
the latest buzz word. It serves as an
ideological drug to lull workers into
acceptance of permanent wage-slav-
ery. In a world where capital is meant

to be stateless and comprehensively
mobile, wage and demands on gov-
ernments for improved conditions are
patronisingly and poisonously at-
tacked as self-defeating. Higher sub-
sistence levels, or so the story goes,
will simply see capital packing its
bags and moving off to where labour
power is dirt cheap. Burma, Mexico,
Indonesia. Hence, the apologists of
capital insist, ideas of launching a
socialist challenge to the system and
its logic are a chimera.

We do not, for one moment, accept
the new-old ‘iron law of wages’ theory
peddled by the academic whores of
capital - like the nonsense about com-
plete automation and AI it is a fiction
invented in order to sustain the so-
cially constructed image of a capital-
ism without history and without end.
Through class struggle gains can un-
doubtedly be won. Capital cannot lo-
cate just anywhere. Even amongst the
transnationals production and sales
rely predominantly on the home coun-
try. Moreover supplies of “skilled
workers and efficient infrastructures”
are vital (J Stopford and S Strange
Rival states, rival firms Cambridge
1991, p1).

The self-serving economic deter-
minism of the neo-liberals is not only
contemptible - morally and intellec-
tually. It makes an easy target for
those like comrade Armstrong who
want to rescue the national socialist
project. By setting up and duly knock-
ing down specially crafted one-sided
formulations comrade Armstrong
tries to justify a Scottish Socialist
Party national socialism - a Scottish
road to socialism.

Evidently capital has no “single glo-
bal political centre”, nor is imperialist
competition a thing of the past. Nato,
the UN and the EU are by definition
intra-state organisations. Most
boards of transnationals are mono-
national. Richard Branson, Bill Gates
and Silvio Berlusconi are respectively
British, American and Italian. And,
yes, seen from that angle, capital is
“multi-centred”. Furthermore, the
spread of capital is tremendously “un-
even”. There is a strong regional bias.
Most exports and investments are
between capitalistically advanced
countries. For instance, in the early
1990s three-quarters of UK overseas
direct investments were concentrated
in North America, the EU and Japan.

The neo-liberals indulge in hyper-
bole. So too does comrade Armstrong.
The neo-liberals maintain that the
state is powerless. This excuses dis-
mantling the post-World War II social
democratic consensus. Comrade
Armstrong in turn maintains that be-
cause globalisation has been much
exaggerated by the neo-liberals, ipso
facto the SSP’s breakaway Scottish
state can be used as the vehicle for
his instant communism. He requires a
non-global capitalism to justify this
voluntaristic programme.

There is, as the noted Marxist
thinker, István Mészáros, suggests,
a “mismatch” between capital’s ma-
terial reproductive structures and its
state (I Mészáros Beyond capital
London 1995, p65). National capital
is by definition tied up with the na-
tional state. And, as freely admitted
above, global capital has no state for-
mations proper. Nevertheless global
capital exerts itself  albeit “in an ex-
tremely contradictory form” (ibid
p68). Capital exists as a single world
metabolism, but within a system of
national states. Capital by its own
logic demands the unlimited exploi-
tation of labour. The national state
cannot do this, observes Mészáros -
neither economically nor politically.
Therefore other solutions are sought
out ... at enormous cost in terms of
human suffering. The 20th century
witnessed two world wars, the rise,
decline and rise again of imperialist
parasitism, the capitalist national so-
cialism of Adolf Hitler, and the post-
capitalist national socialism of JV
Stalin.

We have seen on too many occa-
sions what follows from revolution-
ary experiments in local communism.
They are hardly inspirational. In a far-
cical ‘authoritarian’ coup Bakunin
abolished all authority in Lyons in
1870. Spain in the 1870s and
Kampuchea in the 1980s ended in
bloody tragedy. People’s Korea rots
in self-imposed isolation.

Comrade Armstrong will no doubt
try and explain away history by lam-
basting the absence of democracy
that accompanied past attempts. But
such an absence is inevitable. No sin-
gle country - not even the richest -
has within it the means necessary to
positively supersede capital. Indi-
vidual capitalists can be expropriated
through a political revolution. But
creating a sustainable and dynamic
alternative mode of production is a
universal task.

Capital has to be superseded in its
totality and replaced by an open-
ended communist totality. Without
the positive supersession of capital-
ist society’s division of labour and
the domination of living labour by
dead labour, the power of capital will
reassert itself. That is why for Marx-
ists, though the workers’ revolution
starts politically on the terrain of the
existing state, the content of our
project is to bring the product of so-
ciety back to society. What decides
the matter is control. Does control
over the worker continue to be the
unlimited self-expansion of dead la-
bour? Or do the associated produc-
ers control the products of work and
thereby stop being workers?

If capital is grasped as a global re-
lationship, then questions such as
whether or not General Motors re-
mains American, or why national gov-
ernments continue to exist  stand
revealed as secondary questions at
best or else nothing more than smelly
red herrings.

For Marx and Engels there could
be no socialism, let alone communism,
in one country, because socialism
must break out of capitalism positively
- an outcome “which presupposed the
universal development of the produc-
tive forces and the world intercourse
bound up with them”.

The capital relationship cannot be
positively superseded within the nar-
row framework of the national state,
nor, for certain, in a little breakaway
fragment of it. An independent ‘so-
cialist’ Scotland would either be a so-
cial democratic flash in the pan or a
revolutionary prison house for the
working class, ruled by SSP wardens.
If that were the case a new Hadrian’s
Wall would have to be built to stop
the liberated population fleeing south
en masse to renew their bondage as
wage-slaves.

Capital exists at the level of the world
market and world economy - and here
and only here are the necessary mate-
rial conditions for socialism and com-
munism. That is why in the German
ideology, written way back in 1845,
Marx and Engels savaged all notions
of national socialism. Universal devel-
opment produces in all countries a
mass of  propertyless workers and
makes “each nation dependent on the
revolutions of the others”.  If by fool-
ish design or unfortunate accident the
workers’ revolution remained na-
tional, “want is merely made general,
and with it the struggle for necessi-
ties would begin again, and all the old
filthy business would necessarily be
restored.” So “empirically”, commu-
nism is only possible as the “act of
the dominant peoples ‘all at once’
and simultaneously” (original empha-
sis K Marx and F Engels MECW Vol 5,
Moscow 1976, p49).

Socialism - as the stage of revolu-
tionary transition between capitalism
and communism - must and can only
be the act of a world class. National
or local socialism spells disaster. In-
ternational socialism spells human
liberation ... and that it what we in-
scribe on our banner l
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s we approach the third anni-
versary of Socialist Labour’s
birth, our party could hardly

but now intends to get fresh backing
from his executive to see off Fisc and
co once and for all. After all, the Ap-
peal Four had the temerity to demand
a ‘special conference’ with a view to
clipping the general secretary’s au-
thoritarian wings. Such insubordina-
tion is not tolerated.

Those influenced by Fisc repre-
sented the largest faction with a sepa-
rate, independent agenda from
Scargill’s. The Fiscites had theorised
the importance of militant trade un-
ion leaders in building the ‘party of
recomposition’, and were King
Arthur’s closest courtiers. But once
they started to present the mildest
criticism of his crude dictatorship
they were ditched - and Roy Bull and
his EPSR gang were used for the pur-
pose.

However, Scargill was determined
to bring his new vice-president com-
pletely under control. He decreed that
the EPSR must either close or submit
to self-censorship. And when Bull’s
‘assurance’ was deemed unsatisfac-
tory, he too was out on his ear.

The fact that an obscure sect of ex-
Trotskyite, apocalyptic Stalinite
cranks could attain a degree of promi-
nence was a sure sign that the party
was in profound crisis. But now a
third faction of more orthodox ultra-
Stalinites is hoping that their hour has
arrived. As membership continues to
haemorrhage, even Harpal Brar’s tiny
band of Communist Workers Asso-
ciation followers are able like vultures
to pick up positions in what remains
of the party. Comrade Brar is editor of
Lalkar - in formal terms the bi-
monthly journal of the Indian Work-
ers Association (Great Britain). But
in actual fact Lalkar is his own fac-
tional organ. As well as being an NEC
member himself since December 1997,
his son was elected by default at the
November 1998 special congress via
the youth section. Now he has
gained another constitutionally im-
portant salient.

At the annual general meeting of
the national women’s section, held in
Manchester on February 27, the
Brarite bloc of Ella Rule, Mandy Rose
and Iris Cremer was returned unop-
posed. As latest claimants to the title
of Scargill sycophants, the Stalinite
trio issued a statement condemning
the “vicious attacks” on the party’s
national leadership by the former of-
fice-holders. The conference was
open to every woman member of the
party, but it was attended by just 16
people. Fiscites Carolyn Sikorski and
Rachel Newton, the former secretary
and vice-president of the section, re-
mained on the outside angrily
leafleting the delegates in protest at
Scargill’s gerrymandering of the vot-
ing entitlements, which just about
guaranteed that Fisc would be ousted
from its former stronghold.

Perhaps the Fiscites half believed
Scargill’s ridiculous claims that there
were now 57 constituency women’s

sections seeking credentials. Had
they attempted to mobilise their femi-
nist support, comrade Sikorski et al
might even have given the Brarites a
run for their money.

Instead they have called what
amounts to a rival AGM, also in Man-
chester, for April 17. In a circular sent
out to all their contacts, including lo-
cal women’s groups, comrades
Sikorski and Newton invite all “genu-
ine women’s sections” to attend. In
an unaccustomed display of irony the
Fiscites extend the invitation to every
one of the approximately 500 women
members who have ever applied for
party membership - the criterion upon
which Scargill bases official member-
ship figures.

Comrades Rule, Rose and Cremer
say that only their own version of
Great Leader “socialism” - complete
with mass canteens and laundries -
can liberate women. On the other
hand, for the Fiscites, “socialist femi-
nism” and “women’s self-organisa-
tion”, not the revolutionary unity of
female and male workers, is the an-
swer.

It is touch and go whether Fisc will
be able to muster a bigger attendance
than Scargill could manage for the of-
ficial AGM. But that is surely of little
significance. Comrade Sikorski’s open
act of rebellion will surely seal her
fate. The NEC will now almost cer-
tainly be persuaded that her expul-
sion must go ahead - with or without
an elected appeals panel.

While his party crumbles before his
eyes, Scargill is determined to carry
on regardless. In the latest edition of
his journal comrade Brar reports the
Great Leader’s presence at an SLP
weekend school (“to introduce par-
ticipants to the principles of Marx-
ism”) organised by the East and West
Midlands regions on February 14 -
the day after the Appeal Four hear-
ing (Lalkar March-April). “As testi-
mony to the importance attached by
the Socialist Labour Party to political
education, the general secretary, com-
rade Arthur Scargill, attended the
school for the whole of Sunday after-
noon,” writes comrade Brar.

Unsurprisingly however, Scargill
decided to steer clear of dialectical
materialism and the law of value,
choosing instead to address his au-
dience on the importance of contest-
ing the forthcoming elections.
According to Lalkar, comrades are
champing at the bit, insisting on fight-
ing extra seats on top of those that
Scargill had demanded.

Last month Scargill was in Wales,
where he informed The Western Mail
that “his party possesses 500 mem-
bers in Wales and 6,000 in the UK”
(February 17). In that case it is more
than strange that a certain Richard
Booth is to head the SLP list in Mid
and West Wales for the assembly
elections. ‘Comrade’ Booth is an ec-
centric millionaire who inhabits Hay
Castle, from where he unfurled a red

rose banner in support of New La-
bour during the 1997 general election
campaign. Talk about scraping the
barrel.

But back to Marxist education. At
the Midlands school Scargill de-
scribed how new members are con-
tinuing to pour into the SLP with every
passing day: “There has been a mass
exodus from the Labour Party in North
East Redcar ... The deputy leader of
Falkirk council has resigned from the
Labour Party and has become the
leader of our party in Scotland.” One
wonders by what process this new
recruit was able to rise so speedily
through the massed ranks of our Scot-
tish comrades.

With the previous day’s hearing
still fresh in his mind, Scargill con-
cluded: “Anyone in these circum-
stances who thinks we should be
spending our time having internal dis-
cussions about the internal working
mechanisms of the party has to be
living on another planet.” So there
you. While Scargill continues to
purge his former courtiers, no one
must object. The party as a whole is
expected to follow the example of
comrade Brar and refrain from “com-
ment on the affairs of the SLP” (at
least in public).

In contrast comrade Bull now
shows no such reticence: “What a
completely phoney ‘contradiction’ is
artificially set up between workers
taking the liveliest, healthiest inter-
est in seeing that their party is being
put into the best order possible, in-
ternally and externally, and then go-
ing out to actively campaign on the
public front line for the party” (EPSR
March 2).

The expelled vice-president contin-
ues: “Any fool can see what is hap-
pening. The stifling censorship on
discussion of what is happening in
the party, and the unresolved total
mess in administration and organisa-
tion has knocked all of the early-on
enthusiasm out of vast sections of
the party.” What took you so long to
notice it, Roy? In only the previous
week’s issue (February 23) Ball was
quoting from his January letter to
Scargill, when he boasted that the
EPSR has “never reported or com-
mented on NEC proceedings ever”,
and complained that those responsi-
ble for leaking details of NEC discus-
sions to the Weekly Worker had not
been brought to book. In the same
issue he labelled Fisc’s “denunciation
of the way the party was being ad-
ministered and organised” an exam-
ple of “treacherous Trot activities”.

Perhaps comrade Bull will now join
forces with Heron, Sikorski and co in
calling for a special congress to re-
solve this “mess”. There again, per-
haps not. Without a blush of shame,
Royston adds: “Deliberately with-
holding information from workers ‘be-
cause it is not good for them’ or
‘because they don’t need to know
that’, etc has played a disgraceful role

in revisionism’s ultimately disastrous
history. Just saying ‘yes, yes, yes’
as a ‘circumspect tactic’ towards a
leadership with a debatable grasp of
Marxism, to put it mildly, has played
a tragic role in labour movement his-
tory.”

Leaving aside the actual content of
Bull’s so-called ‘Marxism’, it is not
often I find myself agreeing with the
EPSR so wholeheartedly.

So both the Bullites and Fisc have
now abandoned their ‘official opti-
mism’ and are in agreement that the
SLP is not in a happy state. I have
been saying for some time that, short
of a miracle, our party no longer has
any possibility of serving the cause
of working class emancipation. But
that does not mean that either Scargill
or the SLP is finished.

The general secretary knows that
a couple of good election results in
May or June would boost his for-
tunes. He is prepared to dispense with
most of his former political backers,
so long as he can still count on one
or two financial ones. It goes without
saying that the membership is in no
shape either to raise the cash or to
mount much of a campaign. But the
Scargill name will keep the SLP in the
public eye - even if it exists only as a
Potemkin village.

This was demonstrated last week
by a report in The Independent. The
paper warns that Scargill “has in-
structed his SLP allies to push for a
merger of the two rail unions. This,
he hopes, will be followed by a merger
with the NUM and his election as its
leader” (March 5). The report states
that comrade Pat Sikorski, who is chal-
lenging Vernon Hince for the post of
RMT assistant general secretary, pro-
posed that merger talks should begin
(perhaps the Fiscites could still have
their uses after all). The motion put
to the RMT executive was defeated
by a single vote.

A Downing Street aide was quoted
as saying: “We are aware of Scargill’s
militant agenda. A fightback has
started and hopefully the SLP has
reached a high water mark.” While
bourgeois commentators are clearly
out of touch with the sad reality of
party organisation and membership,
they occasionally point to a truth in
relation to the role just a handful of
influential leaders can play. The RMT
and Aslef bureaucracy will fight
tooth and nail against the idea of a
Scargill-led “super-union”. Despite
the close vote on the RMT executive
and Dave Rix’s recent election as
Aslef general secretary, the SLP has
not “already seized control”, as The
Independent states.

Nevertheless, a wave of militancy
on the rails or the London under-
ground, with the press mounting an
anti-SLP red scare, could yet lead to
a fresh influx of members. But who
could Scargill rely on to service the
new recruits? Harpal Brar and Ella
Rule? l
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be in a greater state of disarray. Rival
factions are at each other’s throats,
their leaders are in the process of be-
ing expelled and membership contin-
ues to plummet disastrously.

As every remaining activist knows,
all but a handful of constituency
branches have stopped meeting, dues
are not being paid and most party
units no longer function. The party’s
‘monthly’ paper, Socialist News, last
appeared in December. According to
the SLP Information Bulletin (Feb-
ruary), the delay is “due to workloads
elsewhere of those involved in ad-
ministration/production of the paper”.
No16 was promised “in early March”.

The truth is there are simply not
enough active comrades left even to
write it, let alone bring it out, on time.
The two main groups of factional
contributors - the Fourth Interna-
tional Supporters Caucus (Fisc) and
the Economic and Philosophic Sci-
ence Review - are now completely out
of favour with general secretary
Arthur Scargill. Vice-president and
editor of EPSR, Royston Bull, whose
articles have regularly graced the
pages of Socialist News, was kicked
out of the party at a complaints com-
mittee hearing in February staffed by
Scargill himself and three loyalists.
The March 20 national executive
meeting is due to rubber-stamp his
expulsion.

Comrade Bull was found guilty of
that monstrous crime - “comment on
the affairs of the SLP” - through the
pages of the EPSR. Of course he had
been doing just that since the party’s
inception, but after his election to the
vice-presidency at the November
1998 special congress the homopho-
bic contents of his cut-and-paste rag
- exposed over a lengthy period by
the Weekly Worker - were under the
spotlight. Fisc in particular, having
previously made no objection to the
EPSR’s contents, kicked up merry hell
after Bull defeated sitting Fiscite
Patrick Sikorski. Despite the fact that
Bull had formally stepped down as
editor and given an undertaking to
“do my utmost to influence future
EPSR contents so as to avoid upset-
ting SLP members” (letter to Scargill,
see Weekly Worker March 4), it was
not enough to save him from the ac-
cusation of “non-compliance with an
NEC resolution”.

Likewise the two leading Fiscites,
Brian Heron and Carolyn Sikorski, are
also most unlikely to feature in So-
cialist News. Their fate too is in the
hands of the March 20 NEC. At the
February 13 complaints hearing Heron
and Sikorski appeared along with fel-
low ‘defendant’ Terry Dunn. It was
argued by their lawyer, comrade
Imran Khan, that the complaints pro-
cedure could not legally be followed
because no appeals panel had been
elected at congress. Scargill retreated,


