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Infernational Secretariat of the LRC|, 14 September 1993

1. Yasser Arafat and the majority of the PLO leader-
ship have betrayed the Palestinian people. Israel hus
secured a historic victory for Zionism and the United
States now has within its grasp a Pax Americana over
the whole the Middle Esnt. The peace settlement,
brokered in Oslo, finessed in Tunis and Tel Aviv and
finally signed in Washingron on 13 September 1993 is
the biggest blow yet made against the Padestinians since
they were first driven from their land by Zionism 45
years ago.

2. The first element of the bedrayal lies in the PLO's
official, unambigucus and final diplomatic recognition of
“the right of Isruel to live within secure borders™, At a
stroke this sanctifies the barkarous pogroms and foreed
population transfers carried sut by Zionism in 194748
against the Palestinian peopie. It sanctions the results of
a war by which Israel was founded on 73% of the terri-
tory of the Palestine mendate by 33% of ity (Jewish)
population. Thia could cnly take place by robbing 750,000
Palestinians of their land and their homes, The survi-
vors and descendants of this monstrous act have been

told that tie oppressed must now forgive the cvime of -

their oppressor. '

"The new autonomous area will only contair: less than
30% of all F'alestinian people, less even than those that
livein Jor dan. Secondly, this agreement forever confines
the %0% Arab minority within the Zionist state of Israel,
to yerrnanent second class status with no hope of unifi-
cation with their Palestinian brothers and sisters. They
too are victims of the 1948 way, robbed of their own land
and properiy and imprisoned withir: the borders of an
alien steie. Subject to virulent anti-Arab racism,
ghettoised and super-exploited in a few sectors of the
economy they are foreed into a “beggar thy neighbour”
corapetition for jobs with their Arab brethren across the
Greer: Line,

Tnirdly, the PLO has betrayed the Palestinians in
Ga'za and the West Bank. In the short teri because they
heve agreed to distance themselves from the lieroes of
the intifada, to preach conciliation against the army of
accupation, to cease the armed and unarmed resistance
against a foree that has claimed over 1,200 Palestinian
lives since 1987, In the longer teyra, by renouncing real
sovereignty over the territory they have been granted by
Israel the PLO announces that the legitimate national
aspirations of the Palestinians for their own state has
been abandoned in faveur of a supervised bantustan
" with limited devolved powers granted by Israel,
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3. For 20 years—since the Arab defeat in the 1973
war—the PLO leadership hae in principle accepted that
self-determination for the Palestinian people would fall
short of the destruction of the Zionist state of Israel and
its replacement by a secular, democratic state in the
whole of mandate Palestine. The idea of the mini-state
was born—a plan for a West Bank and Gaza state,
possibly in some sort of (con)federation with Jordan,

This plan itself accepted the de facto right of Israel to
its 1948 conquests. It accepted the right of Israel to
supervise the interests of the USA in the region, armed
to the teeth and able and willing to intimidate and bully
the Arab states into compliance. In 1967, 1973 and in
19821in Lebanon, Israel has done this directly, effectively
annexing parts of Lebanon, Jordan and Syria. In 1951
Israel acted as listening post and second line of defence
for the US in the Gulf war against Iraq.

This mini-state idea therefore turned self-determi-
nation of the Palestinians into a mockery, a denial of its
genuine democratic and national content. During the
19808, the PLO moved further and further towards a
compromise with Zionism. In 1982, following the Israeli
attack on Lebanon, the PLO was forced to withdraw its
headquarters and its militias from Beirut. In November
1988, in Algiers, Arafat declared the existence of an
“independent Palestinian state”. But this was only a
smokescreen for the capitulation which was to follow.

A month later in Geneva, Arafat declared to the UN
that the PLO recognised the right of Israel to exist,
condemned “terrorism” and accepted UN resolution 242.
The next four years saw the continued weakening of the
PLO in terms of its support amorgst the Arab masses
and its financing by the Arab bourgeoisies, In the
meantime, the Israelis continued their state terror
campaign against the PLO, hkilling hundreds of
palestinians in the intifada and assassinating PLO
leader Abu Jihad in April 1988 and Abu Iyad in January
19890,

The US-backed negotiations which began in Madrid
in November 1991 marked the recognition by imperial-
jsm that the collapse of Stalinism, coupled with the
increasing preparedness of the PLO leadership to com-
promise, opened the way to a potentially long-lasting
stabilisation of Middle East. Desperate to negotiate away
the rights and aspirations of the Palestinians, the PLO
eventually found itself pleaged to fo be able to gain even
the terms of todays abject surrender. according fo the
September 1993 “peace plan”, the mini-state of 1973 has
been shrunk into a micro-bantustan composed of two
non-contiguous regions.



4. The agreement allows for lsraeli troops to be
withdrawn from Gaza and Jericho in the West Bank by
the end of the year., A PLO police force will replace them
and Israeli military administration of these areas will
give way to PLO administration in five delimited spheres
(tourism, education, welfare, health, taxation) none of
which go to the heart of state power—that is, govereign
political institutions with control over all areas of civil
society, the ability to conclude diplomatic treaties and
control over an army to defend its borders. .

For an indefinite period the Israeli army will be sta-
tioned in the West Bank, outside of Arab population
centres but in Jewish settlement areas and capable of
immediate deployment against the Palestinians. Innine
rmonths elections are to be held for a Palestinian Council
to give a democratic mandate to this arrangement. The
much vaunted “permanent settlement” is meant to
emerge from a negotiation process that begins no later
than 1996 and ends three years later.

Will this lead by the end of the century, as some PLO
leaders promise, to a gradual widening of the spheres of
authority and territorial control until step by step the
Palestinian state is secured? Despite the claims of Abu
Mazen that the accords will unleash an “irresistible
dynamic” towards the creation of an independent state
in the whole of the Occupied Territories, nothing could be
further from the truth.

As the journalist Azuri Bishara put it ghortly before
the agreement was signed; "Trresistible dynamics’ only
exist in the heads of vulgar determinists, What counts is
the balance of forces”. And at the moment the Palestin-
ians are clearly in a position of weakness, thanks to the
decades long bourgeois politics of the PLO.

The agreement makes no mention of a future Pales-
tinian state, even in the present autonomous areas.
Rabin insists on his three “No’s!” no return of East
Jerusalem; no return of the Golan Heights to Syrian
sovereignty; no to a Palestinian state. The Zionists insist
that the 125,000 Jewish West Bank settlers will stay.
They will remain as permanent enclaves of Zionist au-
thority, armed to the teeth, protected by an Israeli gar-
rison and occupying some of the most profitable com-
mercial enterprises in the West Bank (e.g. the Qatif
Block),

5, A number of objective developments within Zion-
ism, Palestinian nationalism and imperialist politics have
coincided in order for this agreement to be signed now.
On the Palestinian side, the PLO—above all its Fatah
faction—has presided over 25 years of defeats. This has
‘diminished its military and diplomatic power and has
gealed down its political ambitions while still allowing it
to remain in a leading position within the Palestinian
community both within the Occupied Territories and the
diaspora,

Being a bourgeois nationalist bloc the PLO hes always
refused to put working class goals and methods of
struggle at the centre of the fight for national liberation.
It has sanctionedin its place bourgeois political diplomacy
on the one side and futile, if heroic, guerrilla actions
against one of the most sophisticated armies in the world
on the other.

Increasingly in the 1980s, the Palestinian bourgecisie

in the diaspora felt that its own narrow class self-deter-
mination would be satisfied by the tiniest of territorial
enclaves that it could call its own; a fragment of 2 land in
which to haul up the Palestinian flag. Like an oil tanker
registered in Panama, it is to be a flag of convenience, a
legal entity, in which to register its financial and com-
mereial interests held across the globe.

Least of all in its mind was that any state should be a
vibrant, dynamic and self-sustaining economic entity
capable of providing for the needs of the masses. From
the other side, the PLO paymasters in the eonservative
Gulf monarchies were always a pressure for settlement,
though wary of cutright capitulation to an unbridled and
ambitious Israel.

The Gulf War impressed these petro-monarchies that
powerful Arab national states such as Iraq may provide
more of a threat to their own rule than Israel. The Gulf
War saw Arafat siding with Hussein and provided the
opportunity to withdraw its colossal funding of the PLO
and make the PLO sue for peace. In addition, the collapse
of the USSR and Stalinism removed an ideclogical and
diplomatic prop upon which to lean against the pressure
of USimperialism. Finally, the exhaustion of theinfifada
in the Oceupied Territories assisted Arafat,

This uprising began originally because of the anger
and frustration of the population with five years of retreat
and misery after the PLO defeat in Lebanon and the
futility of diplomatic negotiations. The PLO neither
wanted nor organised the intifada, When it came they
tried to direct it in order not to lose control of it to the
Islamic groups—above all Hamas. Having used it and
exploited it but not arming it effectively, the PLO ex-
hausted it. This has given rise to a deep sense that some
political settlement, any political settlement would bring
relief from the daily and grinding brutality of Israeli
military occupation.

8. For the Zionist bourgeocisie the agreement comes
at & moment when the state possesses a leadership—-the
Labour Party—that not only recognises the historic
weakness of the PLO but also sees that Israel has an
opportunity to secure and expand its economic and politi-
¢al influence in the Middle East through such a settle-
ment, ‘

Labour’s election in July 1992 marginalised the Likud
“sxpansionist” wing of Zionism. While little divided the
Likud bloc from Labour on domestic economic policies
they increasingly differed on the way to sclve the Pal-
estine question. Likud favoured more and more settle-
ments and expansion leading in the direction of annexa-
tion; at root this project was based on the need for Likud
to consolidate its electoral base within the oriental Jewish
community of Israel, the growing proportion who formed
the bulk of the new settlers, having diminishing economic
prospects inside Israel.

The Labour Party, by contrast, increasingly feared
the consequences that perpetual war would have upen
the age old cross-class Jewish bloc within Israel. Espe-
cially since the debacle of the Lebanon invasion (1982}
the polarisation within Jewish society has increased.,
More recently, the marked economic decline of Israel has
seen unemployment among Israeli Jews mushroom,
which both further undermined Jewish cross class unity
and invalidated the need for lots of cheap Arab labour.
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Prime Minister Rabin's “agrarian” wing of the Labour
Party were forced o accept the decisive argument of the
Perez pro-European faction: the Labour povernment
could get a solution which did not cede sovereignty to the
Palestinians but could end Israel’s economic and diplo-
matic isolation in the region. Moreover, a setflernent
acceptable to European and US imperialism would induce
thern to take financial responsibility for the reconstruc-
tion of the Cccupied Territories away from Israel's
creaking budget, ;.

Israel stands to gain considerably from a settlement.

The US Congress funds will flow more liberally as a

reward, boosting the $5bn a year already yiven; Saudi
can be expected to no longer penalise Ariab companies
that trade with Israel. In the medium term Israel,
-through investments and trade with the Arab state-—
blocked off after the 1967 war—could increase its pen-
efration of markets and thus offset 1ts present economic
problems,

7. Norway may have provided the “honest broker”
for the negotiations between the PLO and Israel. But the
agreernent was signed on the lawn of the White House in
Washington. The US is the main architect and guaran-
tor of this agreement even if it was distanced from the
detailed working out of the plan.

Three years ago tha Middle East was the powder kep
of world politics. A raging uprising in the West Bank and
Gaza threatened onee again to ignite the region. Then
came the Guif War with the possibility to inflame the
masses of Jordan, Egypt as well as threaten the stability
of the petro-monarchies, so depriving the US of strategic
oil reserves, .

By the defeat of Iraq in the Gulf War and now this
- settlement the US has defused this powder keg and
taken major step towards imposing a Pax Americana on
the Middie East. In fact this “solution” to the Palestinian
“probleny” for the US is not an end in itself but a means
to an end. US imperialist foreign policy in the region is
guided by the need te strengthen its client state Israel
and through this weaken the unity of the surrounding
Arab bourgeois states which may combine to attack US
economic interests in the region. Egypt was tamed be-

tween 1973 (humiliating military defeat by Israel) and -

1978 (Camp David Accord); in return Egypt is now the
second biggest recipient of U8 foreign aid after Israel.

- Iraq, the world's fourth largest military power, was
ccrushed in 1991, Now Syria and Iran remain. Syria is
key in the short term. It plays host to all the oppositional
factions to the PLO and Arafat and thus to a continued
source of Palestinian guerrilla attacks on Israel. Assad
promotes instability in TLebanon, But Syria could be

bought off like Egypt and some deal struck on the eccu-

pied Golan Heights. Alveady minions like Jordan are
seurrying to Washington to lay down its terms for rec-
onciliation with Israel. .
Moroccois ready to end its 45 year long non-recognition
of Israel. Tunisia will follow, Syria could scon be follow-
ing behind, the jewel in the crown for Zionist and US
diplomacy. Syria has not accepted the agreement but
neither has it rejected it. The petro-monarchies have
declared that the agreement is progressive and are pre-
pared to reward the PLO with renewed funds, They, like
Jordan, the PLO, Syria and Egypt all have an interestin
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8 settlement that could isolate and crush the threat
posed by Iranian sponsored fundamentalist groups that
pose a plebian, if reactionary threat to settled bourgems
rule in these gtates,

8. Can the agreement be made to stick? Will it lead
to civil war in the West Bank and (laza? Will Hamas and
the rejectionists within the Palestinian population be
capable of making the agreement » dead letter? In south
Lebanon the biggest demonstraton since the end of the
1982 war protested against the agreement and was fired
upon killing tens of Palestinians, Rejectionists have taken
revenge on laraeli goldiers in Gaza.

Yet in the short term the prospects for a counter
revolutionary settlement from above are good. The PLO
has been given a boost politically by being brought back
into the fold of international respectability. It is seen as
the one who can deliver on econcmic aid. The EC has
promised to increase its annual aid from $47mn to
$340mn. The World Bank has said that $4bn is needed
for an immediate physical transformation of the infra-
structure such as to have a nof:lceable 1mpact upon the
lives of the masses,

The EC and US seem prepared to inject this kind of
cash in order to ensure some measure of stability in the
transition period. This scale of injection—equivalent to
the annual GDP of the West Bank; could have a signifi-
cant short-term impact: in providing homes for some of
the 260,000 camp dwellers, jobs for the 20,000 Palestinian
UN workers in an administrative bureaucracy, This
kind of public works programme eould lead a bolstering
of the PLO in the run up to elections and marginalise the
Hamas if the latter refuse to be incorporated into the
process. _

Nevertheless, it will not bring long term prosperity for
the nearly two million Palestinians, The new homes will
continue to house impoverished workers working in
sweat shops on contract to Israeli textile firms; the new
roads will still carry, perhaps more directly and swiftly
than before, the workers who are needed inside Israel to
fill the worst paid and mest arduous and menial of jobs.

Gaza will not become a new Singapore, an entrepot
made rich by the passage of trade through its ports, or an
influx of direct investment in new plants, The Occupied
Territories as a whole do not have an operating port, nor
an international airport. Key agriculturally productive

‘and strategically important parts of the West Bank are

now controlled by Israeli settlers, armed to the teeth.
These settlers “rights” are explicitly protected by the
agreement. The GNP per capita of the Qceupied Terri-
tories is only 20% that of Israel and 30% of their inhab-
itants’ income is derived from salaries earned within

' Israel. Far from being viable or potentially independent,

these regions will be totally tied to the Isracli economy.
Even with a massive injection of funds , separately or
together- can never hope to escape rom the complete
control of the Zionist state,

9, The agreement has found its enemies within the PLO
and in the Palestinian refuges camps. Even “Foreign Min-
ister”, Farouk Qaddoumi, criticised the agreement for in
effect renouncing the Palestinian’s “just struggle to achieve
its legitimate national aims—liberats its land from Israeli
oceupation and set up ity own independent state.”



The DFLP and the PFLP members on the PLO ex-
seutive denounced the recognition of Israel as “illegal”
anid called for the majority to be removed from the
leadership. Can this opposition be relied upon? Will they
mobitise the Palestinian people on the streets and camps
against the agreement? Or will they carry on their
struggle within the confines of the mmmlttees and
councils of the PLG?

The DFLP and PFLP already had a chance to derall
the PLO IExecutive’s agreernent to the plan but they
walked out of the meeting that was to vote on it and
thereby secured Arafat a majority he would not have had
had they stayed and voted against! The DFLP ceded
leadership to Fatah and the Arafat majority long ago.
The leader of the DFLP, Naif Hawatmeh, was the
originator of the idea of a liberated West Bank as being
the first stage of the national liberation struggle, an idea
Fatah transformed into the mini-state with ease. The
DFLP have for the most part simply been critical, not of
the goal of Fatah, but of its reliance upon Arsb regimes
to achieve it,

Both the DFLP and PFLP’s programme for the lib-
eration of Palestine is not a fundamental break with
Arafat’s mini-state ideas. Hamas, will try to reap the
rewards 1o be had in any process of disillusionment
among the most intransigent of the camp dwellersin the
Gaza. Mass rejection could lead to a civil war amang
Palestinians. Arafat would then reply upon Israel to help
defend his life and new power against the Pa}estmlan
left.

But even if Hamas were to pmsper despite the at-
tentions of the new PLO police force bolstered by Israeli
troops, the money of imperialism and the temporary
exhaustion of the masses, the Palestinians must firmly
reject the entreaties of Hamas. Itembraces a reactionary
ideology containing a large measure of anti-semitism.
For this reason alone some sectors of Israeli society will
continue to hope that Hamas prospers, grows, promotes
its anti-jewish message and instigates civil war agamst
the PLO. r

This would strengthen their view that no further
concessions should be made to the Palestinians in futyre
years since they cannot be trusted to govern, But if
Hamas were to triumph then it is only necessary to look
at present day Iran to see what the consequences of a
Palestinian Islamic republic would look like; It would, of
course, be a disaster for the Jews, ending the prospect of
class sclidarity between Jewish and Arab worker. But it
would also lead to enormous oppression for women and a
sharp curtailment, if not eradication, of democratic rights
for the mass of the people. :

10.  The forees of the Israeli left are split and confused
by the agreement, Some, tailing both Labourite Zionism
and the PLO, are hailing the agreement as a step towards
lasting peace. The Stalinists of the Israeli CP is backing
Rabin and the Palestine ex-CP (now PPP) is openly
supporting Arafat against the radicals.

Predictably, the frail forces of Israeli centrism have
friled the test of this agreement dismally. In particular,
the Revolutionary Communist League (Matspen), section
of the United Secretariat of the Fourth International, is
paralysed by internal differences, but has stated that the
agreement could provide the basis for a just settlement if

only the Jsraelis were to withdraw sll settlers and to
carry out a series of democratic reforms, such as freeing
political prisoners and opening the borders. Failing to
understand the nature of the betrayal, the Matspen, in
particular and the USFI as a whole, is paying the price of
its long term accommeodation to the PLO. The Israeli and
Palestinian left must break both from all varieties of
nationalism and the dead-end centrism of the USFI.

il.  The reactionary settloment and the co-option by
the Israelis’ of the PLO leadsrship, holds a further dan-
ger. It may divert the struggle against Zionism into an
even worse blind alley then it has been in before. There
is a serious possibility that the most desperate, disillu-
sioned (and bravest} people in the refugee camps in
Jordan, Lebanon, Syvia and the shanty towns in the
Occupied Territories will becomne convineed that there is
no other way now to aborf the agreement than the road
of individual terrorism.

Randomly chosen Israelis or even Palestinian sup-
porters of the settlement could well be attacked. As
Israeli repression and PLO/Hamas misleadership led to
a declinein the mass character of the intifada an outbreak
of indiscriminate assassinations took place. Now threats
have been made to assassinate Arafat.

Whilst we can understand the bitter frusiration and
rage of those who have been betrayed by this deal, we say
individual terrorism is not the answer! It can only play
into the hands of compromisers, the Zionists and even
those of the most fascistic Zionists who will be playing a
similar if apparently opposite game. They after all are
also against the settlement, because it “betrays” their
expansionist goal of a Greater Israel. All acts of individual
terrorism teach the masses to be passive and await a
saviour from above.

The elitist guerrilla warfare strategy has already left
the masses toe dependent on their leaders or on saviours
from the other Arab states. All such Saladins (Naaser,
Hussein) have miserably disappointed or betrayed the
hopes placed in them. So it will be in the future. Yet the
first years of the intifada showed what mass action can
achieve Indeed, it achieved a greater shiftin the positions
of the Zionists than twenty years of sporadic guerilla war
and fruitless diplomacy did or even the 1967 and 1973
wars by the surrounding states.

The narrow space which even this reactionary settte-
ment may open is ultimately the product of the mass
action of the intifada. If the Israelis are now obliged by
their deal and their imperialist paymasters to grant
sorne extension of democratic rights to Palestinians, both
in the micro-autonomeous zone, in the occupied territories
or even in Israel itself, then the masses must take ad-
vantage of this to create mass organisations of the
workers, the urban poor and the peasants,

They must use these insecure and hedged-in “righta”
to mobilise their own mass strength to the full, New
investments may create an enlarged proletariat. In time
the class contradiction between Palestinian worker and
boss—-a contradiction that hzs been partly smothered for
g0 many years in the name of national liberation—will
emerge. This in turn can feed into a rich heritage of trade
unions—in the Gaza Strip especially.

The effect of day by day collaboration between Zionists
and Palestinian bourgeois and officials to the detriment
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of the real needs of the masses will spill over into class
hatred. As the Palestinians awaken to & new class con-
aciousness they must alno seek to win allies amongst
progressive forces in the Israell working class and in-
telligentsia. They must make clear that their aitm is not
to expel Jowish workers, farmers and professionals from
Israel but to create a secular workers’ Palestine, where
Muslims, Jews, Christians, Druze and atheists have
equal righta.

The Israeli workers also suffer increasing capitalist
explottation and the majority suffer from privileges given
to the Ashkenazi. Palestinian worker and poor peasanta
should umite with the Israeli worker to fight against
imperialism a8 well as the Israeli and Arab bosses, In
this way the Zionist slliance of all classes can be broken
up, the armed forces of Zionivym can be undermined
partly from within, '

But the first step must be for the Arab workers to take
the initiativs in class actions against the setflement and
against its inevitable train of reactionary consequences.
The Palestinian workers will soon see the reactionary
role of “their” bourgecisies whom Arafat represents and
personifles exposed by their actions,

Thus the need for class independence, a ciass party a
revolutionary workers’ party is becoming a burning ne-
cessity, The PLO popular front with the Palestinian
bourgeoisie has born the bitter fruit of this settlement,
The PLO must be broken up. The workers’ organisations
should split with this popular front and fight for a
workers’ party. All elements of the PLO rank and file,
especially those who call themselves Marxists or
Lenirists must be won t¢ building a workers’ party.

12. The Palestinian raasses of the west Bank, Gaza
and Jordan have a chance to stop this betrayal from
going any further. The PLO National Council has yet to
confirm the agreement, Its rejection by such a bedy
would throw the whole process into reverse. But this can
only occur by the biggest possible show of resistance by
the masses in the Occupied Territories. An immediate
and indefinite General Strike across the Territories is
needed; the closure of all campuses and shops, mass
demonstrations and a reaffirmation of the intifada must
throw the capitulators back on their heels.

° Renounce the “Declaration of Principles”. No to
the recognition of the state of Israel's right to oppress
650,000 of its population. For the right of return to all
Palestinians fo their home and to their property.

e Immediate free elections to all bodies of the PLO;
recall and replace the traitors who negotiated and signed
and voted for the agreement! Break up the cross class
alliance of the PLO; for s workers’ party of the Palestinian
workers baged on the unions. Break with guerrillaiam,
Build a Leninist vanguard party among the Palestinian
and Israeli~Jewish proletariats, committed to the de-
struction of the Zionist state, for a secular workers’ state.
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0 For an unconditional and immediate end o the
military occupation in all of the Occupied Territories!
Drive the Zionist settlers—front line troops of Zionist
expansionism—back to Israel; there can be no self-de-
termination for the Palestinians while they are there
against the will of the Palestinian people. For an end to
the closing of the borders between. the West Bank and
Israel; remove all restrictions on movement. lramediate
release of all political prisoners and an end to all re-
pressive and discriminatory legislation.

€ Immediate building of popular camp, village and
workplace commitiees of resistance to the occupation.
Build mass defence militia. Arms 1o replace the stones!
Broaden the intifada to struggle against all aspects of
national oppression and super-exploitation! For an in-
definite general strike to smash the agreement.

® The Palestinian masses in the region have played
no role in this peacs process, yet they are asked to accept
the results on faith, The DFLP have raised the demand
for a referendum on the agreement, This should be taken
up and seriously agitated for an organised in the Occu-
pied Territories and the diaspora. Better, would be to
organise mass meetings and elect delegates from the
Occupied Territories and diaspora to a sovereign, mass
democratic Paleatine Assembly in Jericho to deliberate
and decide upon the peace agreement and to debate and

. resolve the future of the national struggle.

° Any financial aid and assistance must be con-
trolled directly by the popular mass committees them-
selves not by the PLO. For the committees to draw up an
emergency programme of public works. This money is
not charity but small recompense for decades of plunder
of the Palestinian people. The unions and slected com-
mittees must plan and execute everything.

o The news of the agreement has polarised Israeli
Jews in manner not witnessed since 1982. The most
progressive elements are likely to be drawn into support
for Labour and Rabin, They must be broken from this
gupport while resisting all attempts by reactionaries and
gettler groups to expand their influence, extract guar-
antees and concessiona from the government, to further
arm themselves. They must campaign for a return of the
settlers to Israel and an end to the garrisoning of Jewish
enclaves in the Occupied Territories.

® Throughout the Middle East, the masses must
fight against their governments’ support for the betrayal
of the Palestinians. Bourgeois nationalism, in particular
in its *anti-imperialist” variant, has repeatedly sold out
the needs of the masses. The only solution to decades of
oppression and war is the permanent revolufion, the
overthrow of all the bourgeois governments of the region
and the creation of a Socialist Federation of the Middle
East,



Infemanonal Secrefanat of the LRCI 7 Oclober

In the days between 21 of September and 5 October the
bloody events in Moscow have transformed the political
situation. The result of the storming of the White House
and Yeltsin’s imposition of draconian emergency powers
means that the social counter-revolution has been greatly
strengthened. Yeltsin, representing the pro-imperialist,
radical restorationist wing of the old bureaucracy and
the new bourgeoisie, has taken a giant step towards
unifying and concentrating the forces of the state into lps
hands. Pavel Grachev, Yeltsin's defence minister,
claimed; “The people were tired of dual power and illegél—
ity”. In fact, the people have had no say in events and the
bloody assauit on the constitutional Russian parliament
was a massive act of illegality. But he is right that
Yeltsin and the restorationists could not carry on in the
gtate of dual powerlessness where parliament and prem-
dent obstructed each others’ every move,

Democrais vorsus Communisis?

The conflict between Yeltsin and the parliament was
not a battle between democrats and communists as the
western media claims, Yeltsin is no democrat. He has
violated the constitution, killed or arrested hundreds of
his opponents, clamped a near total censorship on the
media and dissolved the legislature. This man, who sinice
August 1991 was lionised as the great democratic de-
fender of parliament, has bombarded it with tanks, all
but destroying it. Now he boasts that he will rebuild the
White House in six months but only to convert it mbo
offices for the Presidency.

Rutskoi and Khasbulatov on the other hand are no
communists. Rutskoi stood for election as vice-president
on Yeltsin’s anti-communist ticket. They both sided with
Yeltsin against the Yanayev putsch in 1991, and sup-
ported him when he took power. They are openly .in
favour of the market, privatisation and a western capi-
talist parliamentary system. The differences they have
with Yeltsin are rooted only in the method and the tempo
of the restoration process. Rutskoi and Khasbulatov rep-
resent a layer of bureaucraticindustrial managers afraid
of loosing their privileges in an imperialist dommaﬁed
economy. They want to slow the pace of privatisation and
allow the opportunity for the managers to become the
key elements of the new ruling class. Their strident
nationalism arises from their fear, correct in itself, that
the neo-liberals like Yegor Gaidar will sell Russia's re-
gources to the imperialist multinationals.

They are algo afraid of provoking the working class by

a too sudden and too savage attack on their jobs and
wages, Yeltsin, on the other hand, has, so far, gone along
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with imperialiem’s demands to accelerate the process. In
this sense he is the direct agent of imperialism and the
new bourgeoisie.

But the anti-Yeltsin block of parliamentary deputies
never Had a clear or common alternative programme.
Their only point in common was their rejection of Yeltsin's
attempt to consolidate his authoritarian rule. The social

‘base of the hardline Stalinist and Russian nationalist

opposition to him lies in the displaced bureaucrats and
the newly impoverished layers such as pensioners, ex-
soldiers and the unemployed. In the opposition various
political forces converged; monarchists, Great Russian
chauvinists and open fascists rubbed shoulders with
hardline Stalinists and social democratised “commu-
nists”.

Yeltsin laundios his coup

In March Yeltsin tried to by-pass the parliament and
take all powers into his hands but he was forced to
retreat. In the next six months he was preparingits final
dissolution. He succeeded in splitting the Civic Union,
(the managers’ coalition that dominated the parliament)
and won to his side many of their members. Twice
Yeltsin vetoed the budget adopted by parliament. The
crunch eame when the parliament was about to adopt a
budget which Yeltsin claimed would prevent the govern-
ment fulfilling its economic programme. He claimed that
this would generate a 25% budget deficit. As part of the
preparations for taking control Yeltsin decided to rein-
state as deputy prime minister Yegor Gaidar, the author
of the neo-liberal shock programme and the minister
most hated by the parliament which had forced his
sacking at the end of 1992,

Yeltsin’s initial moves were not very decisive or effec-
tive. In the first 14 days of his presidential coup he did
not even declare a state of emergency or send troops into
the White House. Because of the dual power situation, in
which the parliament had its own armed militia and
where it was not clear whether the army would enforce
“neonstitutional” measures by the president, he had to
tolerate a situation in which the parliament continued to
meet. Street demonstrations were held in support of it
and Rutskoi was declared president of Russia. For nearly
two weeks the vast Russian Federation had two presi-
dents and two armed powers defying one another,

Yeltsin was obliged to tolerate this situation because
he could not afford to be seen as the initiator of a
bloodbath that would discredit his “democratic” creden-
tials. Nor could he afford to ignore the advice he received
from Clinton and Co net to resort to force. But above all
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it took enormous efforts to convince the military chiefs to
absaarion theixr position of neutrality. To win them over he
needed by demonstrate that he had negotiated geriously
and that it was Rutskoi and Khasbulatov who were
wanton disturbers of the peace. ‘

The crisis revealed the full deptli of the “dual power-
lessness” which has paralysed Russia for over two years.
Yeltsin wau not able to persuade the parliament fo give
in, nor could he immediately coerce it with armed force.
The Russian regions, increasingly independent from
Moscow, took different positions. Since April with the
stand-off between the parliament and the presidency,
power was increasingly devolving onto regional bureau-
crats and army chiefs.

Throughout the summer Khasbulatov had been tour-
ing the regions and republics trying to win them over,
claiming that only a strong parliament could protect
their autonormy. Yeltsin in turn tried to win them over by
offering concessions and promising to create a new upper
house parliament to which they would directly elect their
representatives, Some of the regions expressed their
pagsive opposition to Yeltsin’s coup but they refused to
laurich any real actions to back either side in the dispute,
and pressed for a negotiated getflement. The Orthodox
(*hurch started to play a role that it has not played since
1917, This arch-reactionary institution {ried to appear
as the mediator in favour of a peace agreement between
the rival ruling elites. But it failed when parliament’s
proposed compromise—simultaneous presidential and
parliamentary elections in December—was rejected by
the would-be dictator.

With the army already weakened and demoralised by
the financial and political collapse of Russia and deeply
reluctant to intervene, the weakness of Yel tain’s position
was increasingly obvious. He desperately had to get
military support in order to show the West and the
rebellious regions that he could hold on to power.

Why the putschists folled

The partiamentarians’ strategy proved to be a com-
plete fiasco. They ended up playing right into Yeltsin's
hands, just as Yanayev and Pugo did in 1991, The deep
social and historical reason for this is that they represent
no real historic force, Yeltsin represents capitalism and
the world bourgeoisie. But Rutskoi and Khasbulatov in
no way represent the historic interests of the working
clags. Indeed, they hate and fear the independent inter-
vention of the workers more than they fear Yeltsin. Their
programme for a “controlled” restoration of capitalism
offers nothing to solve the problems facing the working
class and Rutskoi’s belated call for a general strike in
gupport of parliament was ignored by the overwhelming
majority of the working class. In fact, neither of the two
. presidents dernonatrated that they had mass support.
Only a few thousand turned out to the rival rallies that
Veltsin and Rulskot called. The overwhelmingly major-
ity of the Russisn toilers remained passive and deeply
suspicious of both sides.

Why? Over the last two years Yeltsin has lost much of
his initial popularity due to the savage effects of his
policies on the working population: But, despite this the
masses perceive all too well that Khasbulatov and
Rutskoi are merely seeking to defend the privileges of
the old bureaucracy. A iajority of the population still
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retain illusions that the market can improve their living
standards in the long run. Recent polis show that 60% of
the population want more privatisations. Already 20% of
the industrial workforce is employed in the private sec-
tor. Every month 700-800 firms are undexgoing privati-
sation. In addition real wages for employed industrial
workers have roughly kept pace with inflation. This is
why working clase anger is still not yet focussed prima-
rily on Yeltsin. Apart from threats of action by the
powerful miners’ unions over subsidies, Russian work-
ers, unlike those of Poland and the T/kraine, have not yet
gtarted a fightback.

The rump of three hundred or 80 parliamentary depu-
ties who defied Yeltsin to the end were in the main
totalitarian Stalinists and ultra-nationalists. They are
deeply discredited in the eyes of the masses by their
association with the old ruling bureaucracy andits dicta-
torship. Their authoritarian, anti-gernitic and chauvinist
propaganda alienates the democratic feelings of both the
national minorities and indeed the Russian masses. To-
gether with the continued passivity of the working class
this explains why no serious forces rallied to the defence

"of the parliament. The population of Moscow watched

Veltsin and Rutskoi fight it out like gladistors in the
areng. '

Yeltsin issued the ultimatum for them to quit the
parliament building by 30 September or he would use
force to eject them, Nevertheless he was obliged to post-
pone this deadline and yesort orce morve to the negotia-
tions sponsored by the church. But this too failed. Before
Saturday, 2 October only a few hundred, or at most
thousands, had expressed their support for the parlia-
ment on the streets. On this date:the first serious clashes
took place between demonstrators and Yeltsin's riot po-
Yice. In the afternoon of Sunday, 3 October the largest
demonstration took place with between 10,000-15,000
people. The demonstrators marched to the parliament
and smashed through the besieging police forces and
Interior Minigtry troops. Aboul 200 security troops de-
serted Yeltsin. Liberal journalists report that at this
point there was near total paniz in the Kremlin, Yeltsin
himself was reported to be in a state of paralysis.

Revolutionaries should have critically supported the
demonstration’s aim of breaking the siege of parliament.
Once it succeeded it was essential to txy to regroup more
people, to develop much bigger demonstrations and to
jaunch mass actions in the different cities and regions.
But, Rutskoi appears {o have called for an insurrection.
Without any determined effort to involve the masses,
above all the working class, this could only prove a total
adventure ending in a putsch not a revolution.

The rebels successfully occupied the Moscow mayor’s
officers, from which the siege of the parliament had been
co-ordinated, but they were bloodily repulsed when they
tried to take Ostankino, the main TV station. This attack
gave Yeltsin just the pretext he needed to get the army to
act. He could now claim that he was facing an attempt to
geize power by the Stalinist-nationalist-fascist block, that
they had shed the first blood and that he was the injured
party. Thus, after an initial very dangerous veverse,
Yeltsin was able to launch a devastating counter-offen-
sive. In the following hours he comprehensively defeated
the rebels after nearly destroying the White House ina
violent assault in which several hundred people died.



On 3 October the conditions simply did not exist to
launch an insurrection. It was an indispensable precon-
dition to draw much greater numbers into mass protests
against Yeltsin and not just in Moscow but throughout
the country. Ifaced with the masses on the streets it is
very likely that the army would have refused Yeltsin's
requests to fire on the masses or that more troops would
have deserted to the anti-Yelisin forces. Instead, the
Stalinists and the nafionalists showed their fear and
conternpt for the masses, ae well as their total lack of
realism, by engaging in an attempt to seize power with a
few hundred armed civilians or ex-soldiers, Until now it
is not clear who really initiated and led this putsch.

Khasbulatov's actions were completely contradictory.
He tried to persuade the parliament to compromise with
Yeltsin several times during the siege. After calling for
armed action outside the White House he later denied
knowledge of who had ordered the armed assault on
Ostankino. Rutskoi seems to have been swept along by
events rather than shaping them. It seems likely that it
wag the hardline Stalinist and ultra-nationalists who
were the real organisers of the abortive ingurrection.
They were doubtlessly seeking to carry out a rapid coup
d'etat in which the broad masses would not get the
opportunity to play any significant or independent role.
The elitist squads of Afghantsi, trained commandos from
the Union of Officers, or the brownshirts of Pamyat tried
to overthrow Yeltsin with their own puny forces. They
clearly hoped thatif they could take control of the TV and
other important buildings the army chiefs would decide
to support them. Their goal was an ultra-nationalist
conservative dictatorship. Clearly, revolutionary com-
munists could and can have ne political solidarity mth
this reactionary objective.

The iesperialists and the coup

The most fervent supporters of Yeltsin's coup were
Clinton, Major and the other EC leaders. Despite their
hypocritical claims to be the champions of democracy, as
soon as their economic interests dictate it they sacnﬁce it
without a moment’s hesitation. The West’s interference
in the internal affairs of Russia has been incredibly
brazen. All the imperialists backed Yeltsin because they
see him as their man in Moscow. They believe that he
alone can complete the destruction of the workers’ state,
restore a free market economy and support their NATO
and UN foreign policy. They knew very well that the big
majority in the parliament were also pro-market. They
knew its democratic credentials were no better and no
worse than Yeltsin's. But his fall would create asituatibn
in which the influence of the Stalinists and the national-
ists would be much greater and Russia’s willingness to
do imperialism's bidding in world politics would be di-
minished.

But some imperialist eommentatom have been critical
of the way in which Yeltsin managed the situation.
Several western journalists criticised Yeltsin for issuing
authoritarian ultimatums instead of trying to make a
deal. Some are even claiming that we are witnessing the
end of the Yeltsin era. Just as Gorbachev was useful to
the West to reform the totalitarian state andlater Yeltsin
served them in demolishing the remnants of the Com-
munist Party and the USSR, so now they are talking
about finding new figures without a Stalinist background

who could be more easily managed by the the US and the
EC.

The outcome of the crisis has not completely satisfied
the West, Yeltsin showed that he had little active popu-
lar support and that his military backing was far from
total and whole hearted. The troops that he used to
attack the parliament had to be brought from cities some
distance from Moscow and they obviously had problems
with their supplies, Several army units clearly resisted
being used to repress the parliament. Even the Interior
Ministry’s Dzerzhinsky Regirment (Yeltsin’s main pillar
of support and responsible for Moscow security) is ru-
moured to have split.

But most worrying for the West ig the fact that to
obtain the support of the army Yeltsin has probably
made a series of concessions to the High Command,
concessions that could prove irksome to imperialism.
Thus he has warned the East European states against
Jjoining NATO and claimed an equal say in the security
affairs of the region with the West. He has claimed the
right to intervens in events in what is called the “near
abroad”, (ie all the former USSR states), to protect Rus-
sian minorities. He has allowed the Russian military to
bring about the defeat of pro-US Eduard Shevardnadze
in Abkhazia. _

The army when it came to the crunch decided to back
Yeltsin because they realised that the parliamentary
forces had no clear programme, little popular support
and would be unable to appease the powerful West, The
Russian army wanted above all to avoid any threat to its
unity, and desperately feared the prospect of civil war.
They preferred to use the events to wring concessions
from Yeltsin and to use him for their own purposes. Now
Yeltsin has trarpled the constitution under the boots of
the soldiers. He is henceforth much more vulnerable to
blackmail by the military and to any future coup detat.

The Revolstionury Alternative

During these two decisive weeks the key task of
Marxists in Russia was to fight for a general strike to
smash Yeltsin's grab for total power. Revolutionaries
should have agitated for the trade umnions and the
workplace committees to form strike committees with
delegates elected by rank and file workers to organise
the struggle. The workers should have tried to arm
themaselves, calling on the soldiers to disobey Yeltsin's
orders and create soldiers’ councils. To aid in mobilising
the working class it was indispensable to raise demands
that workers could feel as vital to their interests and that
they would be willing to defend with their own lives.
Revolutionary communist should raise these slogans:

¢ For a minimum living wage and pension with a
sliding scale to protect thern against inflation. Organise
the supply of foodstuffs and basic preducts at low prices
under the control of workers’ and farmers’ direct ex-
change committees.

* Defend full employment and job security! No
sackings or factory closures! Occupy any factory that
management tries to close!

* Expel the corrupt bureaucracy from the manage-
ment of the factories, pits and commercial enterprises!
Open all the books! Investigate and expropriate all the
mafia businessmen! For workers' control, exercised by
the producers, users and consumers, over both produc-
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tion and distribution!

¢ Restoration of cheap housing and the health service
under workers’ control! Seize the Dachas and the big
apartments of the old nomenklatura and these of the
new rich, Confiscate all state buildings that arve not
gerving the collective good of the working class and
convert them to accommodation for the young, the unem-
ployed, the hometless, and returning soldiers!

» For workers’ management, in every enterprise! Stop
any more privatisations! Re-nationalise the privatised
companies and banks! o

¢ Confiscate all the accumulated privileges of the
bureaucrats: the special shops and cars, bank acoounts,
their high and corruption-based incomes! Expropriation
of the “new rich” and the foreign multinationals! Re-
nounce all the agreements with the IMF!

* Full restoration of the monopoly of foreign trade and
planned economy but under the control of workers' coun-
cils. .

e Complete freedom for the workers’ movement! End

the poverment’s monopoly over the mass media. Put
them under the control of the workers’ organisations.
Repeal all repressive legislation and abolish internal
passports and residence permits. Iramediate dissolution
of the KGB, Interior Ministry {roops, the Omov and the
other repressive forces!

# For the formation and arming of a workers’ militia
based on the factories and other workplaces.

¢ Complete democratisation of the Russian army.
Expel all the restorationist and anti-working class offic-
ers! The soldiers should create demncratic soldiers’ coun-
cils and have the right to strike, reject anti-working class
orders and elect their officers!

» For the right of self-determination, including seces-
sion if they wish it, of all the oppressed nationalities!

¢ For independent and militant trade unions! For
workers' councils with delegates elected and recallable
by rank and file assemblies! All power to the workers’
organisations!

¢ Inatead of currying favour with the Western imperi-

Seventy six yoars ago Russia became the first workers’
state. The failure of the world revolution in the first
years after the First World War and the Soviel state’s
consequent isolation in a backward peasant country
created conditions which led to its degeneration.

Stalin took power through a political counter-revo-
lution. This did not re-establish capitalism and a bour-
geois ruling class since it was not at the same time a
social counter-revolution. On the contrary, Stalin pre-
served and even expanded the nationalized planned
economy while smashing the proletariat's political
power. His supporters established a new privileged
ruling caste that consciously sought deals with
imperialism with the aim of sabotaging revolutionary
struggles throughout the world.

For more than sixty years Russia remained a post-
capitalist bureaucratically planned society. But, as
Trotaky predicied, such a contradictory transitional
gystem could not maintain itself forever. As Trotsky
warned, since the working class was not able to
eliminate this parasitic oligarchy then the bureaucracy
would eventually restore capitalism.

When Gorbachev came to power in the mid-1980s
faced with the stagnation of the bureaucratic planned
economy he tried to dynamise it with huge concessions
to the market and to liberal democracy in the political
sphere with the objective of preserving the power of the
bureaucracy. But his project failed. The USSR entered
into the deepest crisig it had experienced since the war.
In August 1991 Gorbachev's rule collapsed undeyr the
impact of two coup detats.

The firat one, headed by several of his own ministers,
tried to slow down the concessions to capitalism and at
the same time to strengthen the state’s dictatorial
mechanisms, The second one, riding a wave of mass
discontent with the old system and democratic illu-
sions, put Yeltsin, Rutskoi, Khasbulatov and the radical
marketears in power.

Is Russia still a degenerate workers’ state?

Yeltsin dissolved the Soviet Union, banned the com-
munist party, replaced the red Soviet flag with the red,
white, and blue flag of the Tsars and installed an
openly bourgeois and anti-communist regime. He
launched economic shock therapy and started to
dismantle the planned economy., As a direct result
there wag a serious increage in social inequality. The
mafia, bandits and the new entrepreneurs hecame
ever richer and the poor, especizlly the pensioners
were reduced fo beggary. The housing, education
health and social security system was increasingly
undermined,

But despite the privatisations and despite the
freeing of prices, aven today the law of value is not the
chief directing mechanism of the economy. The over-
whelming majority of the means of production do not
act as eapital. On the contrary, meney has functioned
to preserve rather than dissolve the old relations of
production and distribution by expanding inter-
enterprise debt and preserving unprofitable output
through huge Central Bank credits. .

Russia thus remains a degenerate workers' state,
albeit one whose planned economy is shattered and
moribund, and one with a bourgeois government
seelking to complete this process. To complete the social
counter-revolution it is indispensable to break up the
last vestiges of the relations of planned economy, to
replace them with market relations, to privatise the
principal companies and to create a new ruling
capitalist class, To impose this it is indispensable to
force the factories and pits to produce for the market
and to be profitable. This will mean the closure of
thousands of “unprofitable” enterprises and the sacking
of tens of million of workers. Capitalism will not be
imposed peacefully in Russia. Yeltsin needs to force
through far harsher measures than he has yet done
and for this he needs more and more dictatorial and
bonapartist powers. e
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alists we need to appeal to the workers and peagants
which they exploit worldwide! The workers need an
internationalist policy to replace Yelisin's support for the
USA. Down with secret diplomacy! Publish all the secret
agreements made by Yeltsin and Gorbachev with impe-
rialism!

Tactics i the October battle and after

Since the collapse of Yanayev's coup in August 1991
Boris Yeltsin has been the main enemy of the workers of
the Russian Federation. It has been the central task of
revolutionaries to work for his overthrow by the class
action of the proletariat. In the battle between the parlia-
ment and Yeltsin, revolutionaries had to defend the
White House and the parliament against Yeltsin’s siege
and attack but-without giving any political support to
Khasbulatov, Rutskoi or the hardline Stalinists. We
wonld not have made any sort of “popular front” with the
ultra-nationalists and fascists, Indeed, we would de-
mand that the self-proclaimed socialists and commu-
nists break with them. The presence of these groups
could only discredit the anti-Yeltsin opposition. If they
gained any hold on power they could be expected to
launch pogroms against Jews, national minorities and
genuine communists.

When Yeltsin launched his coup he promised elect;mns .

for a new powerless parliament in December and, Bix
month later, presidential elections, The parliament
sought only to oblige him to corivene simultanecus presi-
dential and parliamentary elections in Deécember. This
squabbling over equally bourgeois constitutional forms
could present no real alternative to the population. Revo-

lutionaries should demand the abolition of both the presi-

dency and the parliament in favour of a repubhc of
" workers' councils.

But we have to recognise that the masses remain
heavily imbued with bourgeéois democraticillusions. That
is why we have raised and continue to raise the demand
for a revolutionary constituent assembly. Elections to it
should be conducted under the control of the mass work-
ers’ organisations and voting should take place in the
workplaces. We should fight to make its representatives
accountable to, and recallable by, assemblies of their
electors, held both in the workplaces and on working
class housing estates. This would give the masses the
means of doing away with Yeltsin’s bonapartist presi-
dency and with the corrupt caricature of a parliament, A
campaign for the convening of such an assembly could be
a powerful weapon in awakening the Russian masges
from their atomisation, political apathy, and cynicism,
This slogan became particularly important with Yeltsin's
dissolution of parliament. It could also have exposed
Rutskoi for the empty populist demagogue he 1s. i

Yoltsin's next tergot

Hard on the heels of the crushing of the White House
rebels Yeltsin has imposed a severe state of emergency,
a strict curfew and a ban on sixteen parties, and sevei'al
newspapers. He has called on both local and regional
soviets to dissolve themselves and has proclaimed that
elections te new councils as well as the Federal State
Duma will take place on 16 December. He has remained
silent on his earlier promise to bring forward presidén-
tial elections to Spring 1994, Hitherto, Yeltsin’s writ has

not run in vast areas of the country. In whole regions and
autonomous republics the power is still in the hands of
the local bureaucrats and nationalist leaders. Many of
them want more autonomy and even independence. Thus
for Yeltsin to finally and completely end the dual power
situation throughout the entire Federation he must erush
these parliaments and leaders over the next weeks and
months. He must ensure that they elect compliant tools
of Moscow in the December elections.

This may well prove a harder task than storming the
White House. A majority, forty five cut of the eighty eight
regions and republics within the Russian Federation,
refused to openly support Yeltsin's 21 September disso-
lution of the parliament. Instead they moved to set up a
“Council of the Subjects of the Federation” as an alterna-
tive to Yeltsin's Federal Council-and they decided to
declare the Presidency vacant and o convene simultane-
ous presidential and parhamentary elections in Febru-
ary 1994. Forty three of the regions did not support his
state of emergency. As the London Guardian commented
on 6 October; “the regions have real power. Unlike par-
liament, which Mr Yeltsin has succeeded in closing, they
control Russia’s purse strings, Some have already started
a tax strike by requmg to send to Moscow the money
they raise”,

After the storming of parliamént Yeltsin ordered the
arrest of the head of the Bryansk region and dismissed
the governors of Amur-and Novesibirsk. The latter had
recently declared a temporary suspension of privatisa-
tion in his region. Fourteen‘Siberian leaders had threat-
ened to blockade the trans-Siberian railway. Medvedev,
Yeltsin's representative in ‘charge of the regions, has
threatened them, saying, “political sanctions should be
imposed .on -councils up to fheir suspension. and. the
calling of new-elections”. The autonomous republics of
Mordova,; Tartarstan, Kalmyk]a, (.hechema and others
have all been threatened.

In contrast to this the preendents of nearly all the
independent CIS republics forcefully supported him.
They did this both to help get Western dollars but also
from fear of ending up with an expansionist Kremlin.

For Political Roveluilon

Revolutionaries should oppose each and every repres-
sive measure from Yeltsin against these regions or re-
publics, whether their leaders are old Stalinists or fast
track restorationists that merely want to do independent
deals with the imperialist multi-nationals. We should, of
courss, denounce the plots and manoeuvres of these local
bureaucrats whose only aim is to maintain their privi-
leges or reach lucrative deals with imperialism. Despite
the fact that we were and remain opposed to the frag-
mentation of the Russian Federation we ghould, never-
theless, defend the right to self-determination of the
republics and regions against the new dictator.

We do not believe that the present regime or its
constitution can be democratically reformed. We fight for
a political revolution that smashes the bureaucracy, the
new rich and their repressive forces, reverses the process
of capitalist restoration, expropriates the privatised com-
panies, restores in a new democratic form the planned
economy with workers’ management, adopts an anti-
capitalist foreign policy that stops the selling out of
Palestine, Afghanistan, Cuba, Eastern Europe and
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Southern Africa to the imperialists and promotes the
" international socialist revolution. We want a revolution
that gives all power to workers’ councils, Because the
Javel of concessions already made to capitalism this revo-

lution will have to take on an important social dimen-

sion.

We fight for the organisation of democratic local and
regional workers' councils that take all the power in
these regions and republics. Only & secialist, voluntary,

. federation of these councils could open the way to a
genuine working class solution. We are against a new
Grest Russian Empire nor do we support the re-estab-
flishment of a bureaueratic USSR, We are in favour of a
new socialist federation of all the Russian and non-
Russian republics and regions of the former USSR, the
former Comecon states and beyond.

"The working class must now be prepared for new and
far worse attacks. It is seventy years since Stalinism
started to erush the self-organisation and democracy of

. the Russian proletariat. So far this colossal working
class has been unable to recover its revolutionary tradi-
tions. Now, faced with the attacks that Yeltsin will try to
launch with the backing of the army, the working class
must recover its fighting capacities or it will suffer a
truly historic defeat that will effect the entire world
working clags. The situation is not hopeless. In Poland
after four years of a Solidarncsc regime’s attacks, the
pro-imperialist neo-liberal’s are largely discredited and
the social democratised ex-Stalinists have massively in-
creased theirinfluence.

In the Ukraine, Lithuania and Albania similar proe-
esses are taking place. In the absence of any revolution-
ary leadership, disillusion with a market that not only
failed to bring prosperity but brought hunger and pov-
erty, is turning the working class towards the renovated

former Stalinists. But there are doubtless sections of .

workers who are seeling an alternative to the “social
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market economy”or the return to some sort of
nomenklotura dictatorship, It is to these workers that
revolutionaries must urgently address themselves.

Throughout the former USSR and Eastern Europe it
is indispensable to lay down the basis of a new Bolshevik,
Leninist-Trotskyist party that seeks to organise and
promote working class resistance and fight for workers’
council power. Only such a party can lead the masses in
all their fights against the economic attacks, against the
attacks on their democratic rights. Only such a party can
unreask the nationalist fomentors of strife and pogroms,
the simister Stalinist plotters and their fascist allies who
want a capitalist totalitarian dictatorship. Only such a
party can fight the social democrats, centrista and liber-
als who want to prostate the workers before the multina-
tionala. Only such a party can lead a proletarian revolu-
tion for a secialist federation of workers’ councils—east
and west,

For decades the bureaucracy falsely said that the
USSR had achieved socialism in one country. They iden-
tified the “proletarian dictatorship” with the uncontrolled
dictatorship of a pampered and privileged bureaucracy.
The Trotskyists were killed in their tens of thousands for
fighting against the installation and consolidation of this

" regime. Yet we always defended the USSR and the gaina

of the planned economy, for all its distortions, against
imiperialist attack. Now we alone consistently and openly
fight against all attempts to transform the country into
an openly capitalist dictatorship. We want to smash both
the remnants of the old privileged oligarchy and the
embryo of the new capitalist class. We want to re-impose
a revolutionary proletarian dictatorship such as that
which Lenin and Trotsky led, This would in fact repre-
sent a huge extension of democracy for the toilers them-
selves whilst acting as an iron fist against all the new
rich, the black marketeers, the mafias, the old bureau-
crats and the new capitalists.



Inferaﬁona/ Secretariat of the RC|,

On the first anniversary of his capture Abimael Guzmsn,
leader of Sendero Luminoso (SL), has submitted a letter to
the Peruvian dictator in which he offers peace talks. He has
appeared on TV to elaborate on his letter and although one
year of imprisonment and isolation undoubtedly produces
disorientation we have to assume that he is responsible for
his actions. :

On this basis the letter is an astonishing capitulation.
The man that was idolised as a somi-pod hy SL's fighters,
. that claimed to be the living continuation of Marx, Lenin
and Mao, that held the title of “Chairman Conzalo” of the
new Popular Republic of Peru, now sends a letter in which
he recognizes Alberto Fujimori as the legitimate president
of Peru and asks for peace negutiations to finish the 13 year
leng war. The arrugant “Prosident Gonzalo® now signs
himself as plain “P. Gonzalo”, oo

The LRCI was the only arganigation in Peru that
consistently characterised S as an anti-imperialist petit-
bourgeois guerrilla movement that should be defended
against bourgeois repression but alse fought against in the
‘workers’ and popular movement as a counter-revolutionary
Stalinist organisation,

We always denounced SL's strategy as anti-proletarian
because they rejected the socialist and proletarian revolutjon
or the creation of workers’ councils and militias. They openly
call for tho destruetion of usions and any popujar
organisation that they are unable to control. They have
killed ten of workers, peasants and shanty town leaders;
they alienate the exploiters with their murders, their
provocations and their destruction of factories, electricity
suppliers, ' :

We have always called on the SL, fighters to subordinate
their actions to the mass assemblies, to stop their attacks
against the left and workers’ and popular organisations and
to fight for a united front with them, Neveriheless, we
always condemned all state repressive measure aimed
against them and denounced the adaptation of the “left” to
the repression, )

When Guzmén was arrested one year ago Poder Obrero
adopted a resolution that is now confirmed by events. In
that document PO said: “What at one point gave an
extraordinary power to Senderd’s fundamentalism—the
extreme cult of Gonzalo—now, with his capture, this is
transformed into a weakness.

This should show to the revolutionaries in Peru and the
world the way in which a revolutionary party should not be
built. ... Every Senderista was educated to believe that hig
- or her principal task consisted in the defonce of their leader,
- even sacrificing one’s own life. But none of the leading
Sendero chiefs shot one bullet to defend Guzmén when he
was arrested. All of them were captured without resistance,
In jail the TV showed the terrible subversive in low morale,
docile and obeying the police when they asked him to strip
in front of the cameras.”

Guzmdn, to defend his own life, (before the government
could apply the death penalty to him) decided to strrender
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to Fujimori. In 13 years of war SL refused to make any
united front with any popular or workers’ organisations in
the name of intransigence. Now he offers to enter into a
peace process with hia enemy.

The letter to “President Fujimori” was not signed by the
PCP-SL Central Committee. The semi-god that believed
that he was the party adopted this stance together with his
companion. At a stroke he has betrayed thousands of fighters
and martyys. .

Now it s possible that SL will split. It is possible that
some sectors will denounce Gonzalo as a betrayer and that
some loynlists will start to kill their own dissidents. We
don’t support the continuation of a popular frontist war
with an anti-working class strategy. But we also are against
SL surrendering to the capitalist state and even becorning
part of it,

In Peru more than a decade ago the biggest Maoist party
{(Patria Roja) transformed themselves from a radical street
demonstration organiserintos corrupt parliementary party.
In Colombia the former Maaist guervilla EPL is now part of
the bourgeois parliamentary system. In Cambodia the
ferocious Pal Pot now recognises the transformat on of the
“Workers Republic” into a Monarchy and are trying to
negotiate their integration into the state.

Like all Maoist-stalinists SL will abandon the guerrilla
strategy to m hunt for votes. The petit bourgeoisie is afraid
of the working class, When they are in a war against the
ruling regime they try to destroy the working class. They
try to destroy its independence and its soviet-type bodies.

The hope that the workers suffor from the polarisation
between the army and SL’s eljtist military apparatus. Now,
when they try to make a des] with the state they will offer
their services to stop the proletariat’s recovery. As Poder
Obrero always stated: SL, like the MRTA, will follow the
same path of the radical guerrilla squads ofthe APRA in the
1930’s and the MIR-FIR-ELN in the 1960’s and will adapt
to imperialism,

We say to the thousands ¢f SL and MRTA supparters
and sympathisers: don’t continue with your guerrilla
strategy but don’t capitulate to the state either. Change
your strategy but continue to resist. Instead of surrendering
to the state put your weapons and your militias at the
exclusive disposition of the workers and poor peasants,
their rank and file assemblies and demoeratic self-defonce
committees. Strengthen the unions and the popular
organisations. Promote the widest workers’ democracy and

‘cease any physical attacks inside the workers’ and popular

moverment. Promaote a united front of a1l the ant-imperialist
and workers’ organisations with the aim of launching mass
demonstrations and actions ayzainst Fujimori’s neo-liberal
offensive. Neither continue a “popular” war without the
people and against the working class, nor capitulate to the
capitalist state. Abandon all traces of Stalinism. The real
alternative is to build « Marxist-Leninist-Trotskyist party
inside the proletariat, to fight for workers’ and peasants’
councils and militias and a socialist revolution
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International Secretariat of the IRCl 13 June 1993

1. The prospects for the reactionary settlement in
South Africa negotiated between the ANC and National
Party leadership have not been perimanently altered by
the crisis surrounding the sssassination of Chris Hani,

The events highlight a number of obstacles to that
gettlement. These obstacles namely the impatience and
anger of the black masses and the reactionary despera-
tion of the privileged white strata and key elements in
the repressive apparatus can still disrupt the rush to-
wards a settlement.

The existing leaderships, De Klerk and Mandela rec-
ognise the limited window of opportunity they have for a
relatively bloodless settlement which will leave powerin
the hands of a predominantly white ruling clasgs, but
allow the consolidation of a black bourgeoisie and middie
class with access fo political influence.

A pre-revolutionary situation still exists in South
Africa.This is signaled by the deep economic crisis, the
divisions in the ruling class as to the extent of the
concessions to be made and the unwillingness of the
masses to continue in the old way. There is however a
lack of the key subjective element a revolutionary lead-
ership. The ANC-SACP are a counter revolutionary
leadership albeit one with “revolutionary” prestige
amongst the masses which they are using to the full to
hold them back.

However this braking power is not limitless, Further
assassinations of the masses leaders, or an open conflict
and split in the racist regime, an attempted coup eic
could easily ignite the spontaneous anger of the masses
and rapidly create a revolutionary situation. Providing a
revolutionary leadership can be built, i.e. a revolutionary
communist party the road to working class power is stili
open in South Africa. But the present situation must be
characterised as one where the leaders of the ANC and
- Cosatu have thus far been successful in obstructing and
sabotaging the revolutionary initiative of the masses.
Thus the spectre is lcoming of a ‘democratic’ counter-
revolutionary settlement.

2. The roots of this democratic counterrevolution e
in the twin failures of the apartheid system and of the
leadership of its main opponent, the black proletariat.
Apartheid became a fetter on South African imperialism
which it was unable to break in the 1980s for political
reasons-~the reliance of the Naficnal Party on white
working class and petty-bourgeois support on the one
hand, and the growth of working class militancy, along
with revolutionary nationalist and socialist ideas on the
other.
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By the end of the 1980s, important changes had oc-
curred which broke this deadlock: the aftermath of the
revolutionary situation of 1986 which left the working
class defeated but not smashed, the crisis of Stalinism
and accommodation between Moscow and the western
imperialists, the weakness of south African imperialism
in southern Africa necessitating a change of policy, and
the continuing decline of the south African economy.

- Those in the ruling class, led by big business, who had
iong favoured a2 managed democratic reform, were able
to put in place a new leadership of the ruling National
Party committed to carrying through a managed tran-
sition. Meanwhile the ANC together with its Stalinist
partner the SACP had tightened its grip on the mass
opposition movement, winning leadership of the trade
unions, community and youth organisations, a develop-
ment made possible by the weakness of syndicalism, left
reformism and centrism all of which failed to embark on
the urgent task of building an independent workers
party under revolutionary leadership.

3. In the three years since Mandela's release these
factors have combined to produce a protracted period of
transition in which the National Party, on behalf of the
South African ruling class has presided over the disman-
tling of Apartheid and in which the ANC has led its
supporters towards accepting a reactionary political set-
tlement,

This will have a namber of undemocratic features—
continuing many elements of the bonapartism which has
characterised the South African political system in the
last decade but combined with bourgeois democracy. An
Interim Government or some other form of coalition will
oversee the calling of eleclione. I{ is even possible that
the long promised Constituent Assembly will be by-
passed. In any event the outcome of these elections will
be guaranteed in advance—a power sharing government,
which will be unable to carry out any serious purges in
the civil service or defence forces and which will stamp
on any opposition.

4. During this period the ANC has taken a series of
steps in its transition from a revolutionary nationalist
movement to becoming a bourgeois political party. Or-
ganisationally it now has branches, an elected leader-
ship and so forth. Its leadership is able {0 operate with a
fair degree of independence, usuaily deciding policies
and then going through a period of “consultation”.

The ANC political programme is one of mild reformism
and various vestiges of Stalinist or nationalist influenced



socialism (nationalisation ete) have been dropped. It now
commands substantial support from the emerging black
bourgeoisie as well as the new middle class which iis
returning; and released leaders have joined. However, it
retains elements of the character of a *party of the popu-
lax front’ because of the continuing presence of the SACP
within both its ranks and its leadership. This presence
has not held back the ANC’s march {o the right (on the
contrary, see below) but it does allow for a continuing
relationship between the ANC and the organised work-
ing class, which is for the mast part used to help discipline
that class.

5. The major obstacles to the success of the setile-
ment have been Gatsha Buthelezi’s Inkatha Freedom
Party (JV'P), the ‘white right’ and black militancy. Each of
these has at various times posed a challenge to the
managed transition. Nevertheless we have been correct
to warn that under the pregent ANC-Cosatu leadership,
carrying out their present strategy, the mass organisa-
tions of the black majority will not succeed in preventing
a reactionary settlement.

The IFP, with rmass support and a material base in the
Natal/kwaZulu state machine, has been successfully uséd
by the NP to foment violence and instability, weakening
the authority of the ANC and thus its ability to insist on
majority rule. Now this has been achieved, the NP has
less need of its erstwhile co-conspirators and will want to
contain the effectiveness of the IFP. '

Furthermore, the IFP has been unable to drive out
pro-ANC/COSATU leadership within communities and
workplaces even inside its own strongholds as the success
of the Hani Stay Away inside Natal/kwaZulu demon-
strated. The IFP's remaining strength, and ability to
generate disruption, allow it to press for further conces-
sions towards a federal structure in the new constitution
or at the very least a power sharing deal which will
guarantee it a place in government. However, itis under
pressure to remain in the negotiations in order to ac-
complish this. ;

6. The forees of the *white right’ now heralded as the
main threat to the transition have in fact been congider-
ably weakened over the last year, The referendum which
followed the Potchefstroom by election in Spring 1992
gave De Klerk a mandate for the reform programme and
marked a watershed for the diehard reactionaries, Since
then, the mainstream Comnservative Party politicians
have accorninodated to the constitutional talks while the
right wing and fascists of the AWB, together with their
mass bage in the white petty bourgeoisie (especially the
small and mediom farmers), have turned towards the
utoptan aim of a Boer homeland. Nothing could better
demonstrate their political weakness.

Mevertheless theirinfluence within the security forees
and ex-members of government and security circles
means they do pose a real, if defeatable, challenge,
graphieally illustrated by the assassination of Hani and
now by the formation of the “Committee of Generals”.
This could provide an alternative military rule should
their be a complete breakdown of the NP/ANC deal but
more likely will simply provide a source of destabilisation
and pressure on the talks for more concessions over
federalism.

De Klerk and the NP leadership has so far taken only
small and cautious steps in purging the security and
defence forces and the cabinet but taken together these
have now removed the most prominent opponents of
reform from positions of authority. The next six months
will see further moves on these lines.

7. Mandela’s recent visit to Europe aimed to pressu-
rise De Klerk's government and rally support for the
ANC's ‘name the election date’ campaign. This reflects
the ANC’s urgency to conclude the protracted negotia-
tion process which is being threatened from many sides.
Neutralising Inkatha and the so called Concern for South
Africa Group (COSAQ) by persuading their European
backers and allies to force them to abandon their block
on the process, Beyond this the ANC is keen to empha-
sige post-apartheid South African potential as a catalyst
for economic development in the region by defusing con-
flict and instability in the region.

8. Events of the last month have shown the extent of
discontent amongst the black majority with the pace of
change.

This discontent is expressed in the demands for the
bringing forward of elections and also in the need to
protect communities against attack, But it is also rooted
in the experience of deprivation and discrimination which
remain the experience of the overwhelming majority of
the black especially black Afiican majority.

The continuing weakness of the South African
economy exacerbates this. The economy has remained in
recession since 1989, A package put forward by the IMF/
World Bank makes loans conditional on measures similar
to those of Structural Adjustments Programmes, The
model supported by the Finance Ministry envisages acut
in state spending as a proportion of GDP, a wage freeze
and further increages in taxation hitting the working
class,

Neither the existing ruling class nor the ANC lead-
ership anticipate the freeing of resources for yeforms and
redistribution in the near futire. Thus a post-settlement
administration will beleft with a massive ‘crisis of expec-
tations’ which will have to be contained by a combination
of political and if necessary military means.

2. The way has been cleared for this betrayal by the
success of the ANC and in particular the South African
Communist Party (SBACP) in further consolidating its
hold on the leadership of the mass movement. In the
period since legalisation, the ANC has increasingly been
afforded ‘government in waiting' status and in the last
year, has stitched up agreements with the government
in bipartisan talks which precede or parallel official
multi-party negotiations.

The SACP, which occupies vital positions within the
ANC leadership, has led the rest of the movement in
divesting itself of commitmaents to thoroughgoing de-
moctacy or t imminent social change. Slovo, Hani and
Cronin have been proponents of further compromises
including the sunset clauses, and of the most bonapartist
elements of transition such as the merger of MK with the
security forces and the creation of a power sharing In-
terim Government before as well as after the convening
of a Constituent Assembly.

15



19. At present no opposition to this leadership exists
strong enough to mount any serious challenge and chan-
nel the anger felt by workers and youth. The leadership
of COBATU and its major affiliates has been able o
contain militancy and iz now committed to a social con-
tract or ‘restructuring accord’. This has been facilitated
by a steady increase in bureaucratisation and the political
demination of COSATU by a combination of the SACP
and social democratic reformists. Debates have oceurred
around the question of the social contract and other
agreements but these are held within certain param-
eters; only the centrist organisations have challenged
the concept of the social contract as a whole.

° The left Stalinists such as Harry Gwala (and the
Youth League leadership) together with the left fakers
around Winnie Mandela have not mounted a sustained
opposition. After each retreat by the ANC leadership
they have acquiesced and failed to lead an open opposi-
tion.

° The PAC's majority leadership is committed to
the process of managed transition and has taken its
place at the table of negotiations. It uses left rhetoric
which has enabled the PAC to attract some radical youth
and retain a base in the workers movement (in Nactu
and some community organisations). Its armed wing
may be under the control of the external PAC rather
than the internal leadership. In any case, its nationalist
politics make it incapable of providing a successful revo-
lutionary alternative given that the room for manoeuvre
for revolutionary nationalism is now extremely narrow.

11.  The Marxist Workers Tendency has remained
committed to its strategic orientation to the ANC Tt
continues to express “support for a majority rule ANC
government with power firmly in its hands, offering to
accomodate genuine representatives of minority
groups”(Congress Militant April 1993) It seeks to act as
semi-reformist advisers to ANC. An ANC government
would be a bourgeois pro-IMF government. If we add to
this as, MWT suggests, representatives of the white
minority and its bourgeois parties it would be only black
majority rule under the capitalist system. The MWT
politically identified itself with Chris Hani, after his
agsassination, despite his Stalinism and his total sup-
port for the present sell-out deal.In short the MWT
refuses to call for a break with the ANC popular front or
to fight openly for the ereation of a revolutionary socialist
party, atbest hinting at the need to unite the forces of the
lefi.

Qina Msebensi, while being clearly to the left of the
MWT in its calls for workers’ councils and armed defence
squads, has not broken from its own adaptation to the
ANC., Its call for a ‘Revolutionary Interim Government’
is an opportunist slogan, eliding the call for a workers’
government with the ANC's proposals, QM also contin-
ues to place demands on the ANC in an ambiguous and
misleading fashion e.g. the call on the ANC to ‘organise
the masses to take power, and QMs willingness to
extend critical electoral support to the ANC,

12.  Revolutionary democratic demands centering on
the call for a sovereign and revolutionary Constituent
assembly remain essential in the present conditions, But
the ANC-National Party will also play with the slogan of
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elections to a CA or some sort of Convention or parlia-
ment.

Therefore we have to oppose (a) entry of the ANC into
an interim government where they will remain powerless
hostages for the “good behaviour” of the masses, a sup-
plementary instrument for disciplining them both eco-
nomically and politically. Real power, control of the army
and the paramilitary police force will remain where it
has always been in the hands of the white racists. (b) the
prior agreement by the ANC, the National Party and
Inkatha to the outlines of a riew constitution that guar-
antees the “right” to privileges of the whites and their
homeland stooges, enshrines a federalism that will en-
trench these privileges and preserve their control over
the land, natural resources and the means of
production.(c) the calling of elections to a powetless CA
that cannot touch the above conditions.

13.  We must fight for the complete dissolution of the
Bantustans, the overthrow of their reactionary
collaborationist regimes and their re-integration into
South Africa. We are opposed to any privileges for any
“nationality”. white or black. Thus we are opposed to any
autonomies or secessions that are designed to preserve
or to achieve them.

Above all we are opposed to “self-determination” for or
seceasion by the white racists. However after the total
overthrow of white racist power and its Bantustan
stooges, i.e. when the black majority has established its
unfettered power to decide the future of South Africa
then we defend the right of any of the formerly oppressed
nationalities to self-determination, to autonomy and even
to secession.

But we are far from advocating this course; rather we
proclaim this right in order to convince all of South
Africa’s nationalities that they need have no fear of
national oppression such as majorities have imposed on
minority peoples in other post-independence states
throughout Africa. This recognition of an elementary
democratic right should aid the fight for our goal a united
socialist South Africa.

14.  Against all attempts to frustrate the democratic
agpirations of the masses by backstage deals and con-
cessions to the racists we call for immediate elections to
a fully sovereign Constituent Assembly with no prior
restrictions, elected by the universal direct and secret
suffrage of all over the age of 16, with no literacy qualifi-
cations and by proportional representation with no
“threshold” percentages for representation of parties.

These elections must take place throughout SA and
the “homelands”. To make such elections truly democratic
i.e. expressing the will of the majority, it is essential to
break white racist and capitalist monopoly of the armed
forces and the media which can be used to intimidate and
deceive the masses. ‘

Workers and township organisations must establish
control over the media to enable the voice of the workers
the unemployed, housewives and the rural poor to be
heard. The electoral campaign and the vote should be
supervised by the unions and the township organisations.
They should support only candidates from the workers
organisations who agree to be answerable (i.e. recallable)
by their electors. \



1%. The Constituent Assembly can only carry out a
progressive role if it rejects the 1eform of legal racism &
coniimied white dominated South African capitaliem
and proclaims instead the revolutionary destruction of
the white bourgeoisies moncpoly of all the best land, of
the mines, the factories and businesses. To accomplish
this requires the uprooting of capitalism itself; nationali-
sation under workers control of large scale industry and
the banks, nationalisation of the land under peasants
and agricultural workers and control and the develop-
ment of a democratically planned economy whereby SA's
immense natural wealth and human skills can transform
- the lives of the populetion.

16.. But such a progressive outcome to the century
leng struggle for democracy for the disfranchised black
majority will only be possible if the millions streng black
proletariat of the mines and facteries and the townships
struggles for and achievs their own clags power, a revo-
Jutionary workers government, and the establishment of
the dictatorship of the proletariat. This cannot -be
achieved by elections to any parliament let alone via
interim governments with or without the white racists
but in the straitjacket of their continued armed power
(the white racist state).

This state must be smashed and replaced by the
power of workers councils. These councils are needed
Tight now to mobilise mass action up to and including an
indefinite general strike to force immediate electiona to a
sovereign CA. They must orgenise now a mass trained
and disciplined workers militia that roust seek by all
means to avm itself, including by agitation amongst the
SADF and the police to break their subordination to the
white officer caste and to open the arsenals to the masses.
An unarmed working people can never be sovereign.

17.  Should elections to a Constituent Assembly take
place they will provide the working class with the oppor-
tunity to prevent the sell out. The precondition for thid is
that it can vote for candidates who oppose the sell out. To
this end:
a) revolutionaries should themselves sland as many
candidates as they are able to;

b) they should fight for an electoral bloc of all working
class organisations opposed to the sell out and demand
that the SACP, Cosatu, at local and national levels break
from the ANC and join the bloc. '

If the opportunism of the centrist, Stalinist and trade

. union organisations means that no working class elec-

toval opposition exists to the sell out we should call for a
critical vote only for workers' candidates e.g. SACP or
Cosatu candidates accountable to their unions.

If the electoral system or the nature of the electoral
bloc make even this impossitie we should call on workers
to actively abstain, to spoil their ballot papers or vots
blank.

Should the slections be directly to a new legislature on
a common voters' roll then it is equally impossible to call
for a vote for the ANC. Again revolutionaries should
themselves stand as candidates. We would again call for
a vote to the SACP and call ¢n it to break from the ANC,

18. The most pressing task for the working class in
South Africa is the building of a revolutionary workers’
party. Such a party would take up the pressing economic
concerns of the working class and rural poor, fighting
against wage freezes, indirect tax hikes and in particular
against the new social contract. Tt would rally opposition
to the dass collaborationist policies of the Cosatu and
SACP leadership and demand that these workers’ lead-
ers break from the ANC. Such a revolutionary workers'
party would be committed o the programme of perma-
nent revolution, linking the democratic questions facing
the working class to the need to seize state power.

19.  South Africa is the only imperialist power on the
continent. In Namibia, Angola and Mozambique thanks
to Pretoria’s imperialist policy over decades there is
economic devastation, famine and countless numbers of
refugees. Racist South Africa armed the reactionary
UNITA and RENAMO forces. South African workers
must fight now for the withdrawal of all South African
troops, advisers and covert operations organisers in the
region and for the expropriation of the all the South
African European and US multinationals in the region.
They should extend critical support to the FRELIMO
and MPLA bourgeois regimes as long as they resist the
pro-imperialist guerrillas. The working class of the en-
tire region in alliance with the poor peasantry should
develop organs of their own class power, both eouncils
and militias. The South African proletariat must aid the
workers of the region to create their own revolutionary
class parties and fight for a Socialist Federation of
Southern Africa.
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Resolution of the International Secretariat, 23 November 1993

1. The LRCI first raised the slogan of the workers
party during the peried of massive growth within the
trade unions and revolutionary ferment. We argued that
the crisis of leadership needed urgent answers, that the

_highly politicised and democratic trade union movement
had a chance to build a workers party and that in the
process revolutionaries could argue with reformist and
revelutionary nationalist workers, seeking to win them
to the need for a revolutionary programme, The slogan
was appropriate despite the situation of illegality, given
the rapidly changing political situation.

In the event, the opportunity was missed. The political
vacuum was filled - as we predicted - by the forces of
Stalinism and petty-bourgecis nationalism. During the
crackdown and retreat of 1987/8, the SACP underground
recruited key political leaders from the trade unions
including, notably, Mayekiso, Meanwhile they also won
the debates inside the legal conferences and apparatus of
the uniong, and within other arms of the MDM. Thus
with the opening of the democratisation process, legality
and the return of exiles, the SACP was able {o appear as
the workers party and at the same time tie the workers
leaders to the alliance with the ANC - itselfin transition
from nationalist movement to bourgecis political party.
Our slogan in this period was “build a revolutionary
workers party” contrasting this to the SACPs reformism

2. The political situation within the working class in
South Africa mean thatitis necessary for revolutionaries
to raise the slogan of the ‘workers party’ once again, The
adoption of a resolution in favour of the building of a
workers party at the NUMSA 1993 Conference shows
that important sections of working class militants are
dissatisfied with the SACF and the Alliance (COSATU-
ANC-SACP formal ailiance) as representatives for their
interests. Rather than this being reflected in a battle for
leadership in the existing bourgeois workers party,
militants are lending support to the workers party slogan
being advanced by socialist and centrist currents (CWG
and those ingide WOSA),

3. However, both the two main existing formulations
of the slogan have a reformist content. The NUMSA
resolution - forced through against the wishes of the
platform - was watered down from the original proposal
from the East Rand Local (where CWG appoars to have
been the leading movers of the resolution). There is no
absolute commitment to the workers party proposal.
Furthermore, the Conference also re-committed itself to
the Alliance until the formation of a government with
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ANC participation In the event, this means postponing
the break until after the elections as no Interim
Government has been formed. NUMSA. alonig with other
COSATU affiliates, will be tied to the ANC during the
election period.

4. WOSA's proposal for a Workers Party is for an
umbrella, coalition organisation to which the SACP and
others could affiliate. This reflects the real desire of
militants for a united, independent working class
organisation and also the pressures of the prevailing
reformism to which the centrists inside WOSA have
accommodated. It is consistent with the politics of the
right wing of the USFI, and is influenced by the
experience of the Brazilian PT. This conception of the
Workers' Party as a form of “organic unity” of the loft is
fundamentally liquidationist, Instead we call for a mass
workers’ party based on the trade unions with full rights
for factions to struggle within its ranks. We warn that
unless the Workers’ Party adopted and fought for a clear
programme of transitional demands and the strategy of
permanent revolution it could cohere as, at best, a centrist
misleadership of the socialist revolution, or, at worst, as
a reformist cbstacle to it.

5. The existing leadership of the Alliance is clearly
worried by the proposals for the Workers Party and is
campaigning against them, but has had to react to the
pressures. The September COSATU Congress called for
a conference of workers organisations, This would be
stage managed and would attempt to continue to tie the
working class to the new government and to the
Reconstruction Accord (Social Contract). Against this,
we should line up with the call for a workers party but
argue that such a party must have a revolutionary
programme and character. Furthermore, the building of
such a party cannot be delayed, the critical period is now
in the run up to the elections.

5. We confirm our call for the standing of workers'
candidates independently of the ANC lists and would
seek to link it to agitation for a Workers' Party. If the
undemocratic nature of the election process make this
impossible then militants have no option but to campaign
for an abstention if, as seems certain,the ANC ensures
that none of the candidates nominated by other sections
of the alliance can be made accountable to anyone but
the ANC itself. This will not of course preclude us from
campaigning subsequently to call the COSATU nominees
to account ete,
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An open letter to the members of the LRCI

This is an open cail to all members of the LRCI to
break from the LRCI's petty bourgeois leadership. The
latest call by the LRCI and Workers Power for
imperialist military aid to the Muslims in Bosnia is
reactionary and a flagrant oSetrayal of revolutionary
proletarian principles. The leadership of the LRCI has
declared that “we favour unconditional military aid to the
Bosnian Muslims {0 carry this out [military defense
against the Serbs] while rasisting all attempts by
imperialist or Islamic states to exert control over the
conduct of the DBosnian resistance.” (“Stop the
Annihilation of the Bosnizn Musiung!”, Trosskyist
Bufletin No. 3, page 17.) Workers Power clarified what
this means when it responded to Jack Duretz who visited
Bosnia: “Jack argues that the Bosnian fighters do not
need our soldiers or expertise, only guns, If by ‘our’ he
means ‘our government’ or their troops then we
wholeheartedly agree.” (“A  revolutionary answer”,
Workers Power, March 1993, page 11.) Read closely,
this deliberately obscure statement can only mean one
thing:- while: Workers' Power- does not support direct
iraperialist intervention,” it does “call” for * imperialist
military aid to the Muslims in Bosnia® The fact that the
oily centrist leadership of tte LRCI shies away from
calling for an all-out imperialist intervention in the
Balkans. does nat“change ‘the reality that the LRCI is
siding with' the "imperiali§t ¢amp and its restorationist
allies# No double-talk and noises -against the imperiatist
blockade of Serbia can change this fundamental betrayal.
As this opportunistic leadership calls for imperialist
military aid for the Muslim bourgeois forces in Bosnia, it
also insists that “we demand the immediate withdrawal
of all armed forces of the Croat or Serb state and the
irregulars from these countrizs as well as the so-called
peace-keeping forces of the UN.” {"Stop the annihilation
of the Bosnian Muslims!™, Trotskyist Bulletin No. 3, page
17.) But at the same time the traitorous leaders of the
LRCI ask the imperialists to arm the bourgeois Muslim
torces! In reality this means that the bourgeois Muslim
agents of imperialism will have a free hand to continue

the massacre of the Serbs! (Only dupes of the most
reactionary bourgeois press belisve that the massacres in
Bosnia are all being committed by one side.)

The massacre in the Balkans is the logical product of
successful capxtahst restoration in Croatia and Slovenia
— a process that is being carried out in Bosnia by the
Muslim govermnment {which in this respect is not
fundamentally different from the Chetniks); this process
of restoration ig backed by imperalism, The leaders of
the LRCI do not understand the process and the role of
imperiaiism, nor are they willing or able to understand.
While the UN in Bosnia is specifically balancing the
interests of German and US imperialism, it aiso
fundamentally represents the interests of both., The
imperialists are in a de facto war against Serbia, They are
severely isolating it from the rest of the world in order to
crosh it. The Germans are amming and supporting both
the Croats and the Muslims, and the US supports and
secretly arms the Muslims. All this is done in order o
tun the Balkans into semi-colonies at the mercy of
imperialism, The imperialists dominate the skies in
Bosnia — as authorized by the so called “no-fly zone™
resolution by the UN. The imperialist army brings
military airplanes to bear against the Serbs on behalf of
the Muslim govemment, It was not an accident that tons
of armmunition were discovered in the wheat delivered to
Bosnian Muslim forces by the UN. But the leaders of the
LRCT support this and demand more!

The Dave Stockings and Keith Hassels want to be
sure that they have a say in the imperialist/restorationist
coalition in the Balkans. But their pinkish dot in the
reactionary coalition should be denounced by -every
conscious worker. The leaders of the LRCT are traitors of
the working class cause and of Marxist principles. When
the social demograts voted for the jmperialist military
budgets, Lenin dencunced them as social patriots on
behalf of imperialism. The leaders of the LRCI think that
they can escape a similar fate by not calling for direct
intervention. But what is the fundamental difference?
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Not very much. Marxists as a matter of principle cannot
support the dehvery "of imperialist arms to reactionary
pro- cap1tahst forces who are restoring capitalism on
behalf of their imperialist masters. When the imperialists
send ‘arms to the Muslim-bourgeois forces they do it
because they consider them to be their agents for the
reactionary restorationist process. Even if the LRCI's
position that the entire ex-Yugoslavia is still a workers’
state were correct, it would still be a betrayal to side with
imperialism/Bosnia in the conflict against the Serbs,
because these reactionary armies would still be fighting
for the destruction of the workers' state on behalf of
imperialism and its local agents.

The ﬁnpemahsts are éngaged in‘a de‘facto war aga.msd
Serbia.-because.,, they -consider  it, .for now, to be ad'
obstacle:- to-- theu- ‘project of * creating subordinated
capitalist- seml—colomcs The Stalinist bureaucracy in
Belgrade would like to restore capitalism too, but it
cannot do as long as the war and the imperialist pressure
continues, The subjective desires of the Stalinists to
restore capitalism would count seriously only when
imperialism recognizes them and is willing to collaborate
with the Stalinists in the restorationist project. But right
now, the Serbs are fighting the capitalist restorationist
front of the imperialist Croats and their junior partner,
the Bosnian Muslims. In this conflict, the LRCI
leadership takes the side of imperialism and its direct
restorationist agents (the bourgeois Muslim forces), that
is, the side of the reactionary counter-revolution. What is
this if not a betrayal of the intemational revolution and
proletarian principles?

In the article “The Stalinophile School of
Falsification; the ASt replics to its sectarian critics”
(Trosskyist Bulletin No 3, pages 40-42), the LRCI leaders
claim that the RKL (and by implication the LCC())
supports the nationalist Serbian forces in Bosnia (which
they refer to as a “Red-Brown block™). The rotten leaders
of the LRCI go so far as to say that the RKL is “an
accomplice of genocide” in Bosnia, This is a deliberate
reactionary lie. The RKL has made ii clear in all its
articles that it is against crimes and massacres by the

PELVT A IR

Serbs in Bosnia. While¥we: ((h&" LCCD): defend. Serbia

against: the; imperialist/Croat/Muslim assauit, we do. not_ .

. Support the; nationalist. Setbian-project in Bosnia and the
bou:geo:s reacuonaz:y forces that are trying Lo carve out 2
bourgeois: state: tied 5 "Capitalist restoration in Sérbia or
Bosnia?"We have always called for a united workers'
Bosnia in the framework of a Yugosiav federation. When
the Chetniks engage in massacre and forced transfers of
Mustim villages we are in favor of muiti-national
workers’ and peasants’ defense guards to stop such acts,
But unlike the dishonest leaders of the LRCI, we believe
that the proletariat has to investigate when such
massacres are alleged, We do not buy the imperialist lies
and propaganda that the Serbs are engaged in genocide,

20 Trotskyist Bulletin ~ No. 4

The LRCT's leaders, in contrast, are behaving as a direct
transmitter for imperialist propaganda. By now even the
“respected” bourgeois press has begun to admit that
Bosnia is filled with burned-out Serbian villages
alongside of the Muslim villages. When the bourgeois
Muslim forces have the opportuiity they massacre
Serbian villagers; they utilize the same tactics of mass
killings and forced transfers that are used by all the
bourgeois nationalist forces. The imperialist propaganda
grossly exaggerates the acts of the Serbs because it needs
to prepare the public for a massive imperialist
intervention in case the impedalists have no other
options, The leaders of the LRCI and the gutter
imperalist press are merely doing the propaganda for
possible massive intervention by screaming about
“holocanst” and *“genccide” against the Muslims while
minimizing similar actions of the reactionary Muslim
forces. (The imperialist press, generally speaking, also
deliberately ignores the massacres done by the Croats.)
This is precisely the nature of the bloc between the
leadership of the LRCI and imperialism. It is reactionary
and counterrevolutionary to the core.

The muddle-headed right wing centrist Jeaders of the
LRCI bounce back and forth — like a hollow ball
without content or principles — from one reactionary
camp in the Balkans to the other. Today these centrists
are in the Muslim/imperialist camp; yesterday they were
in the nationalist bourgeois Serbian camp. Indeed, their
lies about the RKL's support for genocide are just a
cowardly attempt to cover their own
counterrevolutionary alliances, which included a united
front by the ASt with reactionary Serbian nationalist
forces collaborating with fascists. Despite the LRCI
leadership’s desperate attempts to deny it, the article
“Ther Stalinophile: School.of Falsification; the ASt replies
w10 its-sectarian critics” confirms tha! the fascist.forces of
Lhe Chetmks were: de facto part of the united front with
"Drascovic's Serbian; Renewal movement - in which the

ASf: partlmpatcd, The article even admits that Serbian

L]

“Renewal claims “continuity” with the Chetniks]
(Trotskyist Bulletin No. 3, page 40). As the LRCI's press
describes it, “the end of the demonstration withessed a
reactionary outburst. The Serb Renewal allowed a
Chetnik figure to speak from the platform and a Serb
speaker of the ASt was nearly bealen up by this fascist
scum.” (Trotskyist Bulletin No, 3, page 41). It is evident
that as far as the bourgeoig/restorationist Serbian
Renewal movement was concerned, the demonstration
was a united front between them and the fascists. (This is
the logic of a united front that supports capitalist
restoration.) When Serbian Renewal's leftist allies (the
ASt) were not happy with that, they were beaten up by
the fascists with the blessing of the ASt's “friends” -—
the “democratic” bourgeois nationalists!



Only the incompetent leaders of the ASt and the
LRCIL are incapable of comprehending that in 2
nationalist pro~restorationist demonstration led by
reactionary bourgeois forces, the bourgeois nationalists
naturatly prefer the fascists 10 the timid support of the
ASt. After all, the LRCI does not have any social forces
in Yugoslavia to back up in the reactionary restorationist
project — but the Chetniks do! The leaders of the 1RCT
have been dazzled by their reactionary theory which
claims that it is permissible io support the “democratic”
rights of bourgeois restorationist parties in the workers’
states (except fascists) and even form a united frant with
Ihem. But when concrete actions wete on the agenda, the
bourgeois “democrats” preferred the fascists, even when
the ostensible reason for the demonstration was the
defense of Serbia against the blockade.

Apparently the leaders of the LRCI have learned
nothing. In 1991 they took the side of Yeltsin and
imperialism in the conflict between Yeltsin and the slow-
roader restorationists of the coup. Al that time, when
Yeltsin sought the support of the fascists in the defense
of the “White House” (the imperialist/restorationist
headquarters), this did not bother the LRCI's leaders.
They were proud to participate in this united front with
Yelisin -— no matter that the defenders of the “white
house” included fascists. (See summer/fall 1991
correspondence between the RTT (now RTL) and the
International Secretariat of the LRCL) Neither did it
fatter to these leaders that imperialism was supporting
Yeltsin in the conflict. Consistent with this method, the
leaders of the LRCI now support the delivery of
imperialist arms to the bourgeols Muslim forces of
Bosnia —the alties of Clinton and the US White House
in the Balkan war,

In order to correct their errors of consistent support to
the imperialist side and its agents, the LRCP’s leadership
would have to correct their fundamental opportunism on
the key questions regarding the workers' state —
something that seems (0 be out of the question. On two
key questions the LRCT's leaders have made fundamental
mistakes that led only to betrayal and support of the
counter-revolution: (1) They defend the rights of
bourgeais “democratic” parties in the workers' states to
function freely, that is, to have full freedom to organize
the bourgeois counter-revolution and smash the workers’
states, and (2) They defend the right of the bourgeois
nationatist movements in the workers’ states of the USSR
and Eastern Burope to succeed on the basis of restoring
capitalism; that is, they defend the tight of counter
revolution — disguising itself with legitimate complaints
against the Stalinist buregucracy — to smash the
workers' state and restore capitalism.

On the question of bourgeois democracy in the
workers” state the leadership of the LRCI has a
completely ~ Menshevik conception,  When the

Revolutionary Trotskyist League (then known as the
RTT) had fraternal relations with the LRCI, the LRCI's
leadership defended bourgeois democracy  in the
workers' state as following:

«  We wish as far as possible to expose and
confront these [bourgeois] parties. The proletarian
dictatorship does not wish to narrow {11} the field of
political conflict and debate [11!] (as compared with
bourgeois democracy). It is an arena in which the
masses can and must be educated especially whilst

important sections of the masses are still dominated

by these ideas.” (Letter from the International
Secretariat of the LRCI to the RTT, July 10, 1991)

At the time, the RTT answered the Menshevik
leadership:

“Comrades, we are not talking here about an
advanced healthy workers’ state (in the process of
withering away), in which the working class is in
firm control and the bourgeois parties are promising
to cooperate and be good boys and girls. No! These
are bourgeois parties who are raking power and in
some countries already smashed many of the gains
from the workers’ state! . .. ‘

“For the last six months we have been watching
with growing alarm how the 18's views on Stalinism
have degenerated under the gigantic pressure of the
historic events. On the question of the dictatorship of
the proletariat, the role of bourgeois democracy and
nationalism in the workers’ state . . . the IS's views
are, unfortunately, increasingly closer to the views of
the United Secretariat than revolutionary Marxism, .

“ . As early as the late 1970's Usec wrote:
‘freedom of political organizaiion should be granted
all those including pro-bourgeois elements, wha in
actual practice respect the constitution of the

* workers' state.! Usec contends that revolutionaries
should support under the dictatorship of the
proletariat: % . . the waging of a relentless struggle
against these (bourgeois) ideologies in the field of
ideology itself, which can, however, attain its full
success only uncer conditions of open debate and
open confrontation, i.€., of freedom for the defenders
aof reactionary ideologies to defend their ideas, of
ideological cultural pluralism.['] (Quoted in The
Revolutionary  Dictatorship of the Proletariat,
Darioush Karim (Morena), p.39)

uomrades, compare the above quotations 1o
Engels who said that: ‘30 long as the proletariat still
needs the state, it does not need it in the interests of
freedom but in order o hold down its adversaries’ . ..
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“ . . (In conirast, according to the LRCI's
leaders,] as long as the masses have illusions in
bourgeois democracy, it is necessary to respect
bourgeois rights under the ‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’ and, we guess, ¢ven to form united fronts
with the Yeltsinites. Don't you see, comrades? In the
desire to justify a united front with the Yeltsinites,
you are risking Marxist theory itself.” (Letter from
the RTT to the LRCI, Sept. 30, 1991}

Indeed! It is the rejection of Marxist theory that
brought the LRCI leaders speeding toward the
Menshevik camp, i.c., that led them to side with
imperiakism and restoration. For Marxists and Trotsky in
particular the struggle against bourgeois democracy in
the workers’ states is a fundamental principle that we
defend. When Leon Trotsky wrote on this question he
was uncompromising and brutal in his struggle with
those who wanted to fight for “general” democratic
rights in the USSR without a clear proletarian content
that defends the diciatorship of the proletariat: “It is
necessary to reject and condemn the program of struggle
for ‘the freedom Lo organize’ and all other ‘freedoms’ in
the USSR — because this is the program of bourgeois
dernocracy. To this program of bourgeois democracy we
must counterpose the slogans and methods of proletarian
democracy, whose aim, in the struggle against
bureaucratic centrism, is to regenerate and fortify the
dictatorship of the proletariat.” (Trotsky, Writings 1929,
page 303.).

As the debate between the RTT and the LRCI
leadership intensified, the RTT pointed the finger at the
class pressure that drives the LRCI leaders into the arms
of imperialism:

“Today public opinion is running wild in favor of
‘democracy’ in the Soviet Union. It runs from the
gutter press to the ‘progressive’ intelligentsia and the

* standard centrist organizations, All of them reject the
dictatorship of the proletariat and support some sort
of a parliamentary system. The more radical
segments of this grand coalition (the left
intelligentsia) accept ‘workers democracy’ and
rights. It is this alien class pressure (the petty
bourgeois left intelligentsia) to which the leadership
of the LRCI is capitulating.

“The leadership of the LRCI rejects the
parliamentary system in the workers' state in
principle, but accepts it in practice, under the
disguise of the ‘united front’ against Stalinism. In its
arguments against us it displays centrist confusion
and oscillation and not a firm Bolshevik clarity. . ..

“. .. Tt all boils down to the fact that the
leadesship sneaks into the LRCI the pressure of the
petty bourgeoisie, which, to be sure, has capitulated
to the pressure of the big bourgeoisie (imperialism),
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We have not forgotten: it was the petty bourgeois
intelligentsia Bast and West that sang songs of love
to the ‘democratic’ restorationists, maximizing the
" ‘democracy’ while minimizing the restorationist

.z content. It is this alien class pressure that drove the

leadership of the LRCI to revise the fundamental

Marxist principle — the dictatorship of the

proletariat — and to abandon the defense of the

workers' state in the most crucial moment, when the
" restorationists were fighting to take state power.

“The following incredible statement by the PC of
Workers Power summarizes the support of bourgeois
democracy in the workers’ state by the lteadership.
[q] ‘Working class resistance is make (sic in RTT
fetter] easier by the fact that bourgeois parliaments
are not quite the same in a workers’ state as they are
in a bourgeois capitalist society. In a workers’ state
they do not rest upon a capitalist class and its armed
power, tied to both by a thousand threads and to the
economic power of the bourgeaisie. The existence of
parliaments is more a statement of intent, 2
declaration by the pro-bourgecis forces that they are
going to set out on the road fo a capitalist society.
But there a class struggle lies in the path of
bourgeois democratic -institutions and their use to
effect a restoration.’ (Workers Power PC’s ‘Reply to

"Sam’ (IB 162), p. 6, our emphasis.)

“The existence of parliaments is a ‘statement of
intent’!? Really? The parliament in Russia supports
Yeltsin and has already destroyed most (if not all) of .
the planned economy mechanisms in Russia.” {In
Defense of Trotskyism, An Open Letter to All
Members and Supporters of the LRCI, November 30,
1991)

On the question of support to bourgeois nationalists

. movement in the workers’ state /n Defense of Trotskyism
- summarized what is wrong with the opportunist method -

of the Menshevik leaders of the LRCI as follows:

“ . . [Wihen the bourgeois nationalists in
Lithuania were defending the bourgeois parliament
to use it to restore capilalism, that is, when
nationalism was being used as a reactionary tool in
the hands of the restorationists, the IS rushed to form
a united front (popular front, more accurately) with
the restorationists. Today the Lithuanian parliament
is putting all the nationalized industries up for
auction on the market: the restoration of capitalism
is at an advanced stage, The same reactionary
nationalist parliament also supports the oppression of
minorities and the rehabilitation of fascists. ...

“The problem with the petty bourgeois Jeadership
of the LRCI is that it starts with the subjective
factor, that is, the illusions of the masses in



nationalism, and not with the objective reality. If the
nationalists win mass support in referendums, the
LRCI gives them unconditional support in the
struggle for independence, regardless of their overall
reactionary political and economic goals. This is
exactly how the LRCI supported the nationalists in
Slovenia and Croatia. The masses said yes in
referendums and that was enough to support them
against the Stalinists, even though the nationalists’
aims were the destruction of the workers' state and
the linkage of the new capitalist states t{o
imperialism.” (Ibid.)

Comrades of the LRCIL: it is not an accident that the
leaders of the LRCI catled for imperialist aid to break the
blockade of the Stalinists against Lithuania and its
bourgeois nationalists in 1990, They also called for
imperialist recognition of the independent bourgeois
Baitic states. They did it even though the LRCI's leaders
considered both Russia and Lithuania to be part of the
workers’
demandmg 1mpenalxst aid for those who are about to
destroy the" workers’ state — ie., the defense of the
workers' state against imperialism and its local agents —
have no practical consequences for these leaders. The
call for military aid to bourgeois Muslim forces in Bosnia
is just a continuation of the LRCI leadership’s defense of
bourgeois naticnalism in Lithuania. The LRCI’s leaders
are willing to accept a bourgeois national state on the
ruins of the workers’ state if the nationalists have mass
support,

But material reality will always expose those who
want (o play Mickey Mouse games with terminclogy
when it comes to big historical events, The fact that the
LRCT leaders call the counterrevolutions of 1989-91
potential political revolutions does not change the reality
that the bourgeois forces came to power and destroyed
the workers’ states with the help of bourgeois democracy
and nationalism (once again defended by the leaders of
the: LRCI), In the context of historical
counterrevolutions, Marxists never defend bourgeois
democracy and the rights of bourgeoisie nationalist
movements {o self-determination on the ruins of the
workers' state. What “progressive” results did bourgeois
sell-determination for the Baltic states and Croatia
achieve? Capitalist restoration, - bigger nationalist
oppression (compared to the Stalinist days) and some of
the most destructive wars since the Second World War in
Yugoslavia and the ¢x-USSR -— wars for a bigger stice
of a new capitalist state on behalf of the bourgeois
nationalists and imperalism! But the LRCI leaders
rematn completely blind. Unabie to leam from their past
mistakes, the LRCI leaders capitulated to the side of the
restorationists and the imperialist masters, Consistent
with their method in the past, now the cowardly leaders
of the LRCI call for imperalist armament of the

State of the USSR. Principles . of. never

bourgeois reactionary Muslim forces in Bosnia. Like in
the case of Yeltsin (when the LRCI leaders sided with
“democracy” against “totalitarianism™), the pressure of
the petty bourgeois intelligentsia in Western Europe —
which. is under the influence of imperialist lies about
genocide by the Serbs — is pushing the petty bourgeois
leaders of the LRCI to the imperalist side. Such
Menshevik leaders don't deserve the title of Trotskyists.
They transmit imperialist pressure within the movement,

Backing restorationist forces has made the leaders of
the LRCI completely blind in regard to the social nature
of the new states in the ex-USSR and BEastern Europe. To
date these leaders still characterize countries like
Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and
Croatia as workers’ states —— even though the
restorationist forces in these countries have clearly

succeeded in restoring capitalism, - How »can -one -

characterize a state as.a workers state when 1t has a

-----

;9-“

bourgeois parhamcntary systcms
fundamental instruments of the capilalist state (bourgeois
parliaments, govemment and army) can be part of a
workers' state — ignore secious scientific analysis that
uses the dialectical method in the historical context, It
does not matter for them that countries like Hungary,
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic have already
made serious steps in privatizing the economy, thereby
creating a small bourgeoisic dominated by imperialism,
If the leaders of the LRCI admilted that the above
countries are incipient capitalist states they would have
to explain to the rank-and-file of the LRCI why they
defended the existence of the counterrevolutionary
bourgeois  parliaments and  counterrevolutionary
bourgeois parties within these countries. After all, if
these unprincipled opportunists admitted that capitalism
has been restored in these countries, they would also
have to admit that it was the “democratic™ bourgeois
parties and institutions that took state power and restored
capitalism. But instead of making an honest assessment
of their past mistakes and admitting that the question of
state power is crucial in regard to the crteria for
successful restoration, the Menshevik leaders of the
LRCT prefer to put their members and Marxism into a
deep sleep. They pretend that nothing fundamental has
happened!

Unlike the impressionist leadexrs of the LRCI who tell
us that economic criteria (amount of privatization of state
property) ~are- decisive, . the LCCQ) is the only
international Marxist current that understands the crucial
role that the state plays in the. restorationist process.
Which class the state serves (even if this class only exisis
in an embryonic form) is the most irnportant criterion for
the definition of the nature of the state (workers' state

dnd bourgeoxs'x
. govemments‘? But centrists — who tells us that
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versus capitalist state), For the LCC(Q), the most
important factor for the success of Testoration is the

ability of a restorationist/bourgeois state to dismantle the
fundamental mechanisms of the plan and the state

monopaly ,over, foreign trade —— not the deg;rec of
privatization which has already takenplace’ The néw
ruling class in the new capitalist state must be extremely

weak,“or barely in existence, for a long time, since the

new incipient capitalist states can survive enly if they are
dominated by imperialism; The new states can survive
¢conomically mainly through' joint ventures dominated
by Western capital. State power held by the
restorationists and the creation of an incipient capitalist
state prepares objectively for imperialist domination,
regardless of whether power is in the hands of the pro-
imperialist elements (Yeltsin and company) or the ex-
conservative faction of the bureaucracy. Some sectors of
the ex-bureaucracy would like to develop a stronger
national bourgeoisie on the base of a strong nationalized
industry of important sectors of the economy, which they
try to defend against unpcnahst destruction. But they
have to achieve this in the real world dominated by
imperialism. This is the real reason for the latest conflicts
between Yeltsin and Civic Union, In reality, the struggle
between Yeltsin and Congress produced the real
compromise  under “which capitalism, including
privatization, is developing in Russia, The most recent
compromise between these two forces showed very
clearly that their basic aims are the same. To establish
capitalism in Russia, Civic Union needs to be recognized
by imperialism to some degree; it cannot have totally
hostile relations with imperialism. For this reason, Civic
Union needs to tolerate Yeltsin, for the time being, as a
tesser evil alternative to the “'red-brown” coalition.

The leaders of the LRCI use the same method in the:

ex-USSR as in Eastern Europe. In order to admit that
Russia is no longer a workers’ state, they would have to
admit that the seizure of power by Yeltsin and the
“democrats” (and the consequent dismantling of
fundamental state planning) constituted the success of
capitalist restoration. But instead, the LRCY's leaders are
sliding into total confusion, As expected from centrists
without a firm grip of reality, they swing from one
counter-revolutionary camp to another. In the 23 March
1993 resolution of the International Secretariat, “Down
with Yeltsin's Coup!”, we are informed that the Russian
Parliament can defend the “workers’ state” and stop
capitalist restoration by Yeltsin. According to the LRCI's
leaders, Civic Union, which openty stands for capitalist
restoration {even the LRCI admits that Civic Union
agrees with Yeltsin on most questions and disagrees with
hirm mainly on the tempo of restoration), can be pushed
to restore the workers’ state, According to the
International Secretariat of the LRCI: “Hyperinflation, a
huge budget deficit, a withdrawal of imperialist aid and

24 Trotskyist Bulletin ~ No. 4

credits would rapidly force them [Civic Union] to make
fundamental decisions. Either they would have to adopt
the very measures over which they brought down Gaidar
or they would have to roll the restoration process
backwards and restore key elements of the central
command economy . . . ." (Trowskyist Bulletin No. 3,
page 57.) In other words, the managers of the state
enterprises can change their mind and be Stalinist
bureaucrats once again! But the enterprise bosses and
their representatives in the parliament are stealing the
enterprises and are privatizing them one by one, that is,
in a gradual way. That is why they do not want a strong
pro-imperialist president! Civic Union has illusions that
they can build a strong capitalist economy that can
compete with imperialist countries,

Apparently the “red professors” from London do not
comprehend that the historical process that brought about
the collapse of the Stalinist bureaucracy is irreversible
for the ex-bureaucracy. But the Stafinists in the ex-USSR
have concluded correctly that the utopian project of
“socialism in one country” has collapsed under the
pressure of imperiatism. That is why they adopted a
program that calls for capitalism in which the industriat
managers would be converted into 2. new ruling capitalist
class. That is why they did not lift a finger when Yeltsin
took power. Their only argument with Yelsisin is that
they want capitalism to be restored in a guarded way that
preserves their privileges in the new capitalist society.
Was it an accident that Civic Union supported the
destruction of the Communist Party and the decisive
influence of the Communist Party in the army? Can a
real Marxist forget for a minute that the Communist
Party was once the political and military instrument that
defended the deformed workers® state and the privileges
of the Stalinist bureaucracy? Nol! Only muddied-headed
right centrists can forget this wher they do not want to
admit reality.

According to the confused Mensheviks from the
LRI, Civic Unity -~a minority within Civic Union and
a partner in a coalitfon with the fascists — wants {0
restore central planning. But the only analysis that these
centrists provide is a similar one to Shachtman’s third
campism. The LRCI's leaders tell us that the Stalinists in
Civic Unity are also fascists and monarchists at the same
time! Trotsky had to go overboard to explain to
Shachtman and the petty bourgeois opposition in the
SWP that while the bureaucracy can have similar
features to fascists with respect to oppression and
brutality, the social base for the fascists and the Stalinists
is radically different: while the Stalinist burcaucracy
rests on the workers’ state, fascists rest on a capitalist
state, Therefore, the fascist elemeuts in Civic Unity want
to restore capitalism with the fascist fist combined with
extreme chauvinism and anti-semitisim; that is why they
are in a united front with the rest of the fascists in Russia.



In summary: according to the LRCI, the capilalist
government of Yeltsin governs a workers’ state and the
restorationists in parliament can be pressured {o save the
workers' state and return to their Stalinist traditions. And
finally, the “red professors” discovered the paramount
reason why Russia is still a workers’ siate with collective
property relations: fascists can be Stalinists and defend
the workers’ state! It is not surprising that with such third
campist confusion on the state and the social base of
fascism and Stalinism, the leaders of the LRCI, like
Shachtman, refused to defend the workers’ state at the
crucial moment, when it was attacked by imperialism
and its agents (Yeltsin and company).

A year and a half after the LTRCY's leaders sided with
Yelisin against the slow-roaders, they said that Yeltsin is
a greater evil compared to the slow restorationists. This
time the LRCI's leaders say that we “must defend,
therefore, the parliamentary bodies against any moves by
Yeltsin to disperse them,” (Trotskyist Bulletin No. 3,
page 58}, That is, in this round, the centrist leaders of the
LRCI are siding with the slow-roaders against the fast-
roaders once again in the name of “democracy’!
According those leaders, in 1991 when Yeltsin was the
“democrat,” the Stalinists were enemies of democracy.
But today even the LRCI leadership can see that Yelisin
is nat a good bourgeois democrat (he never was). Since
these centrists do not have a revolutionary working class
perspective in practice — a perspective to mobilize the
workers independently from all camps of restorationists
and against all camps of restoration — they have now
discovered that the “great democrats” who form Civic
Union can defend bourgeois democracy! And as an
added insult to serious Marxism, the leaders of the LRCI

claim that together with the fascists from Civie Unity .

(under the appropriate pressure!), Civic Union can even
re-establish the centralized ecconomy and therefore
defend the workers’ statel

In realily, the managers from Civic Union were never
interested in bourgeois democracy. Nor do they claim
now that if parliament defeats Yeltsin they will establish
meaningful norms of bourgeois democracy. The top elite
from Civic Union wants the new capitalist property to be

transferred to itself. Because of the antagonism of the
masses, even minimum measures of control by bourgeois
democracy and a bourgeois Constitution, which would
regulate how properiy is to be fransferred from the state
to the new owners, are too dangerous for them! But the
poor leaders of the LRCI, who cannot resist any
opportunity to promote illusions in bourgeois democracy,
put their weight behind the Russian Parliament against
Yelisin, [Independent workers' mobilizations, with
workers' organs and demands, are once again q matter
for oceasional decoration in the LRCT press; in practice
these petty bourgeois muddle-heads swing between one
reactionary restorationist camp o the other — it all
depends on who these centrists concejve to be the best
defender of bourgeois democracy and with good luck the
workers’ state]

Comrades of the LRCI: your leadership has betrayed
the working class by siding consistently with capitalist
restorationists and their imperialist backers. It is a petty-
bourgeois leadership which trades the principles of
Marxism and proletarian revolutionary action for pious
support for the imperialist actions in Bosnia. Such
backing of pro-imperialist forces happens regularly,
every time the imperialist centers hypnotize the LRCI's
leaders with propaganda about atrocities committed by
the dark forces against the “lesser evil” backers of
imperialism (Bosnia), or about aftacks against the
champions of “democracy” (Yeltsin in 1991; his
opponents in 1993). The LRCI's leadership has
repeatedly capitulated to imperialist pressure and showed
its true anti=Trotskyist and anti-revolutionary colors, You
deserve Dbetter than a leadership that supports
counterrevolutions, The LCC(D) has consistenily fought
against the restoration of capitalism with a clear program
that clearly demands independent mobilization of the
working class for revolutionary action in its own name,

Break with the right centrist leadership of
the LRCX!

Jein the Liaison Committee of Communists
(International)!
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Infernational Secretariat of ihe LRCI 22 August 1993

During May this year we received an “Open letter to the
members of the LRCT", issued from Oakland, USA. We
were not sure at first if the letter represented the posi-
tion of the whole of the LCCQ) or if it was only the
production of its new USA affiliate, .

Under questioning, at the Lutte Quvridre Fete in
June, a leading comrade from Voce Operaia said that
whilst they agreed with the basic political criticisms they
disagreed with the some of its expressions. He further
said the LCC() would clarify this publicly.

We have waited over two months to receive this
“clarification”. None has been received by us so the LCC()
a8 a whole must now be held publicly responsible for the
Spartacist polemical method of its US fraternal group.
We would hazard a guess that their new recruit is going

to cause them more than one such embarrassment before
- their rotten bloc falls apart.

The author of the letter is the RTL, a group that

- probably would not exist today without the considerable
initial assistance of the LRCI which maintained frater-
nal relations with it until NovemBer 1991. The letter is
highly subjective and reveals both their political weak-
ness and an attempt to disguise major changes of position
by the RTL without accounting for them. :

For the LCC(I) the leaders of the LRCI are “red pro-
fessors”, “rotten”, “impressionists”, “right centrists”,
“mensheviks”, “traitors of (sic) the working class cause
and of marxist principles”, and moreover they “have
betrayed the working class by siding consistently with
capilalist restorationists and their imperialist backers.
I s & petit bourgeois leadership which trades the princi-
ples of Marxism and proletarian revolutionary action for
pious support for the imperialists actions in Bosnia™

It also turns out that there is “not, very much” differ-
ence between this leadership and the “social patriots” of
1914, but presumably just enough to make us worthy of
the tag right centrists.

To try to prove these awful crimes the “open letter”
bas to resort to wholesale distortions of our positions
thus creating the basis of a false polemic,

Revelutianaries, imperiolism ond Bosnia

The first “big lie” is that the LRCI demands that the
imperialist powers give military assistance to Bosnia
against Serbia. It is not difficult to show that this charge
is completely false. Indeed the evidence used by the RTL
falls apart at even the most casual inspection.

The position of the LRCI, which has been expressed
many times in our publications, is that the Bosnian war
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began as a reactionary war on all sides. All the leaders of
the Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian governments were
pro-capitalist, were engaged in destroying the Yugosla-
vian degenerated workers’ state and had the aim of
creating nationalist, purely bourgeois, mini-republics All
of them engaged to a greater or lesser degree in “ethnic
cleanslng”

But since the late Autumn of 1992 the character of the
war (but certainly not the reactionary character of the
leadership) started to change. The Croats ( both the
Bosnian Croats and behind thern Tudjman) with the
covert support of German and Austrian imperialism and
the Serbs decided to carve up Bosnia between them.

The majority of the population of Bosnia (not only
“ethnic Muslims”, but also Yugoslavs, Gypsies, Albanians

"and non-sectarian Serbs and Croats and other nation-

alities) were sandwiched between two heavily armed
nationalist armies supported by fascistic paramilitary
forces. The regular armies, especially the Bosnian Serbs,
had hundreds of tanks and heavy artillery,

The Besnian government forces and the defenders of
Sarajevo and other towns and cities had only light and
medium weaponry. Once the Bosnian government’s al-
liance with the Croats, who were far better armed, broke
down—and indeed was replaced by a de facto alliance
between the Sorbs and the Croats—the situation of the
“Muslims” and their allies became critical. The largest
ethnic community in of Bosnia, over 40% of the popula-
tion, found themselves facing acute national oppression,
and even total expulsion from their homelands, Now
they have been driven into territory comprising about
12% of Bosnial

The comrades of the [.CC(I) take a radically different
view of thinga. Not for them any sympathy for oppressed
nationalities. They comment; “We do not buy the impe-
rialist lies and propaganda that the Serbs are engaged in
a genocide”. On the contrary, we are told that “the impe-
rialists are in a de facto war against Serbia.”

For the sectarian it is easy to arrive at a “revolution-
ary” answer to such questions. ALL that is needed is to
assert the exact opposite of the bourgeocisie’s propaganda
and even to see in its present bogeyman one’s own ally, It
is true that the media of the imperialist countries weeps
crocodile tears over the mass expulsions and pogroms
that the Bosnians are suffering.

It is also a fact that generally speaking it is the liberal
Jjournalists which denounce most strongly their govern-
ments for failing to intervene militarily, But actions
speak louder than words. A Marxist should be able to see
the reality of imperialist policy behind the smokescreen



of propaganda. it is a strange war against Serbia where
it 18 the Serbs who are allowed fo prosecute their war
aims unchallenged except by impotent “threats” that are
shrugged off by the Serbian army with disdain. It ia a
strange war against Serbia in which the imperialists uee
the UN Security Council to embargo weapons aupplies to
their opponents the Bosnians,

The Serbz and Croats not only have far more powerful
armies, but the former have their own armaments fac-

tories and the latter receive arms supplies across the

extensive frontiers. But, the “Muslims” have none of
these advantages and are totally surrounded by enemies,

There are in fact differences between the US and the
European imperialists over what action to take to bring
the Serbian war machine to the conference table to sign
a carve up of Bosnia. The US are at the moment in the
vanguard of those threatening air strikes.

Does this amount to a war against Serbia? Not at all;
war is a continuation of politics by other means; thus we
can tell from what military measures are being proposed

what political goals their proponents seek to achieve. Air

strikes, everybody adruits would be militarily ineffective;
they eannot do anything to reverse Serbian gains still
less do damage to Serbia itself.

They are for domestic consumption, to strengthen the
position of their stooges in the Islamic world and to show
that the US can still force the Europeans to act. The US
will not sanction the use of ground troops and that tells

you everything about the limited political objectives of

the US in its “war” against Serbia.

‘Was it the “de facto war against Serbia” that led the
US State Department’s Bosnia expert, Marshall Harris,
to resign in early Augusi? If so why did he denounce the
pro-Serbian results of the US government’s abstentionist
policy, saying, “The Administration is driving the Bosnian
government to surrender its ferritory and its sovereignty
to the victors in a war of aggression.”? Even bourgeois
politicians see the gap between public rhetoric and reality
better than the LCCQ).

This two-faced attitude is nothing new in the history
of imperialism, In Palestine, East Timor and Kurdistan
the imperialist media denounced the genocidal attacks
and said that they supported the human rights of the
oppressed peoples, But, at the same time, they were
against arming these peoples against their oppressors.

Instead, they used them as tools with the aim of
pressurising the Iragi, Indonesian or Israeli states to
make eoncessions to them and in this way increase
imperialism’s authority as a world policernan.

In the strange world of the RTL the LRCI is guilty of
actually supporting imperialism in the Balkans. True,
they cannot quote anything we say to prove this; on the
contrary, we are told that we are very clever and as oily
centrists, fall short of “calling for direct intervention” by
imperialism. Yet in all the documents and articles the
LRCTI has published we repeat that we are opposed to the
anti-working class blockade of Serbia and also that if
imperialism launched a military invasion of Serbia we
would side with the Serbs against the imperialists, We

“have always demanded the expulsion of the imperialists
and UNO from former Yugoslavia,

We have never demanded that the imperialists send
weapons to the Bosniang, Indeed, we make it abundantly
clear that if the imperialists send serious military forces

to fight alongside the “Muslims” and against the Serbs in
Bosnia this would almost certainly change the whole
character of the war. When such a war turned into a
restorationist onslanght on Serbia then we would make
good our pledge to support Serbia. But this was not the
situation 12 months ago, is not the situation at the time
of writing and indeed it is the least probable cutcome.

The imperialists are seeking a partition of Bosnia-
Herzegovina strongly favourable to the Serbs and tha
Croats. Their threats against the Serbs are in the main
gestures aimed at forcing the Serbs to give the minimum
amount of territory back so that a bantustan, like the
projected Palestinian West Bank/Gaza statelet, can be
set up.

This wilt be a pnson camp for the Boanians, to which
they will doubtlessly deport the hundreds of thousands
of refugees who have fled the fighting. Like Jerusalem in
1948 Barejevo too will be divided if the Serbs get their
way.

It is however just possible that if the chauvinist
butcher Mladic and the fascist Seselj carry on their
genocidal campaign, destabilising all possibility of such a
deal, then the imperialists will use air strikes to try to
force the Serbs to negotiate so that their “new world
order”is not held up to total ridicule. But even this would
not transform the Bosnian Serb army and militia into a
progressive force.

Whilst the Serbe have the right to defend themselves

“against such isolated imperialist attacks against their

positions these will not alter our position on the present
Bosnian war. They would not be fighting to defend the
remaing of the planned economy but their ill-gotten
territorial gains, the driving from their homes of hun-
dreds of thousands of Bosnian workers and small farm-
ers who would not consent to be part of an ethnically
“pure” Greater Serbian state.

The imperialist attack would of course be utterly
reactionary and we would oppose it, Serb resistance to it,
ie shooting #n the warplanes, would be justified, But
we would refitnin defencists vis a vis the Bosnian forces
and defeatist vis a vis the Serb ones until and unless the
imperialist attack turned into an all out war on the
Serbian workers state.

However this latter outcome is in our view the least
likely one. In reality the UN the EC and the US are
trying their best to get a division of Bosnia highly fa-
vourable to the pogrom mongers, Mladic and Karadjic.
QOur position in the present conditions is to fight to
remove the arms embargo and to give critical military
support to the Bosnians in their self-defence against the
genocide that is organised by the Serbian and Croat
restorationist regimes. This means that we are in favour
of the Bosnians arming themselves from whatever source
they can get arms. Of course, they should give no un-
dertakings to outside powers which injure the democratic
or class interests of the Bosnian workers and small
farmers and indeed those of any of the nationalities of
former Yugoslavia, :

infantile Stelinophilin
The LCC() unfortunately has a totally false strategic

analysis of the situation in former Yugoslavia. Starting
out from the view that Serbia is probably the last work-
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erg’ state in Burope they reduce everything to its defence
againgt imperiaiism which is seen as the puppet master
behind the events. :

Why is Serbia a workers state for the LCC()?. Not
because is has (even in a disintegrating condition)
plenned property relations. Evidently only the “impres-
sionist leaders of the LRCI” believe that “economic cri-
teria (amount of privatisation of state property) are de-
cigive”.

'The LRCIlsaders keep good company on this question;
none other than Leon Trotsky! Leaving aside the shady
polemicist’s attempt to rig the terms by reducing planned
and statified property and the monopoly of foreign trade
{proletarian property forms } to “privatisation” (in itself
in no way decisive as we recognised in 1890) we can see
the anti-Marxist method of the LCC(I) at work.

We are told that a state is defined by the class char-
acter of its state machinery, parliamentary system,
capitalist army and bourgeois governments, The com-
rades are completely wrong. As Trotsky pointed out the
form of the state machinery, which he called a totalitarian
dictatorship, bureaucratic absolutism, etz, is politically
indistinguishable from a bourgeois, and even in the
conditions of the late 1930s a fascist one. That is it had
nothing in common with the political structure of a
workerg’ state. Thus this apparatus could never be the
determining factor as to the class character of the state.
Without the proletarian property relations, that is, with
capitalist ones, we—alongside Trotsky should have to
call such a state bourgeois.

Moreover, outside of Eastern Germany the parlia-
ments, the armies and the judiciary that now serve the
restorationist governments, which are themselves com-
posed (except in Poland) largely of former top Stalinist
apparatchiks are largely unchanged from those that ran
the Stalinist dictatorship. Do the comrades think there

" were no parliaments in Eastern Furope? This is as true
in Tudjman’s Croatia as it is in Milosevic’s Serbia.

Even according to imperialist sources in rump Yugo-
slavia there have been more concessions to capitalism
than in Croatia (see Misha Glenny and other sources). Is
it because the ruling parties? In Croatia the head of state
is & former Stalinist military figure with a pro-imperialist
and capitalist “democratic” demagogy. In Yugoslavia the
president was until very recently a US-Serb multi-mil-
lionaire.

Milesevic is a former Stalinist who is promoting the
worst government sponsgored campaign of naticnal
chauvinism in Furope. He is the architect of a Greater
Serbia and he actively promotes the oppression of the
Albanians and other minorities. It is true that in the
Croatian camp there are open Ustashe fascists. But, in
the Serb camp there are also open Chetnik-fascists,
Indeed, the European country with the largest fascistic
organisations is . . ..Serbia,

The Serbian Radical Party obtained about one third of

the votes in the last elections. It was an initially a
creation of the Serbian secret police and was in a de facto
government coalition with Milosevic. The programme of
this fascistic party is to smash the minorities and create
a Greater Serbian Kingdom. They have fascist militias
and they terrorise national minorities and Serbian left-
ists, oppositionists and striking workers.

Even more absurdly the RTL have hit upon the idea of
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buttressing their arguments on the class character of
Serbia with a truly original insight. The RTL believes
that “if the bureaucracy in Belgrade reaches an agree-
ment with imperialism on the borders of a2 new Serbian
capitalist state, the workers’ state in Serbia cannot pre-
vail without an immediate political revolution.” (IT, ibid,
pe. 11).

Why this bizarre condition for the existence of a
workers state? Presumably, because the RTL (unlike
VO) have to recognise that the Milosevic regime has no
principled political objections to restoring capitalism;
hence it is only Milosevic’s actions (genocidal war) that
prevents him from realising his subjective desires.

Thus for the RTL the reason why Serbia is the only
remaining workers’ state in Europe is because it is at
war. But if the war finishes and Serbia make a deal with
the UN over national frontiers then Serbia will cease to
be a workers’ state. Serbia at peace will became a capi-
talist state. So, this reactionary nationalist and genocidal
war has the progressive aim for the RTL of maintaining
Serhia as the only workers’ state in Furope. Maybe the
historic gains of the Serbian workers can be preserved if
only Milosevic starts another war over Macedonia or
Kosovo!

The LCC{J) can throw the Marxist analysis of the
class character of a state onto the rubbish heap if it
wishes but their political, superstructural and diplomatic
criteria will not help them distinguish between those
restorationists they want to support and those they do
not. It is as useless a guide to action as is going by whomn
the imperialist media demonise and whom they praise.

Restoring capitalism?

For the LCC(Q) imperialism’s key objective is to re-
store capitalism in Serbia, following on from a successful
restoration in Croatia and Slovenia. For this aim it it is
exerting pressure by means of the war and the blockade.

“The massacre in the Balkans is the logical product of
a successful capitalist restoration in Croatia and
Blovenia—a process that is being carried out in Bosnia
by the Muslim government . .. "

The Stalinists, subjectively, weuld like to sell out and
restore capitalism but cannot do so as long as the war
:mnf:inues. Thus the Bosnian war iz propping up the last
Wworker’s state in Europe.

* For the LCC{D) the“the massacre in the Balkans” is
simply the product of imperialism’s restoration drive,
They thus ignore or totally downplay the fact that the
nationalist nightmare is in the immediate sense the
product of the terminal crisis of the Stalinist bureaucracy,
of its fragmentation along ethnic/nationalist lines and its
Various components desperate attempts to divert the
masses’ wrath onto “foreign” enemies.. In the face of a
¢risis of economy in the latter half of the 1980s the
Yugoslav bureaucracy faced a strong challenge form its
working class. Faced with thia the nomenklatura, first of
all in Serbia, embarked upon a policy of reactionary
nationalist demagogy against its neighbowrs in order to
divide the working class and to enable it to hold onto
political power. If the war is simply the “logical” product
of capitalist restoration then why have we not seen this
process repeated in all the East Furopean states? The
truth is that it flows quite as much from the failure of a
precarious bonapartist balancing act within the Yugo-



slav federation that fell apart step by step after Tito’s
death as from the imperialist restoration policy. US
imperialism as well as the British and the French tried
for a whole period to keep Yugoslavia together and
achieve restoration in it as a totality.

The initial impetus for the war as well as the con-
tinuing impulse for its continuation is the internal crisis
ofthe Stalinist bureaucracy. Milosevice turned to ferocicus
Greater Serbian chauvinism as early as 1988, The bu-
reaucracy’s fear of the Serbian workers has driven them
to reactionary nationalist war in Croatia and then again
in Bosnia,

It may drive them to provoking another bloodbath in
Kosovo. Imperialism is not directly the driving force in
these events. Its role was first to deny the right of the
Slovenes, Croats and Macedonians to seceds just as they
now deny such a right to the Kosovo Albaniang. Thus
they sanctioned and colluded in the Yugoslav army and
governments coercive actions for a whole period. T!'nen
faced with the fact of secession and under German
pressure they switched track and promoted the disinte-
gration of Yugoslavia.

Onee started of course imperialism continuaily med-
dled in the process to try to contain and stabilise those
parts of former Yugoslavia which can in their view be the
most easily integrated into the US/EC sphere of influence,

The overthrow of the planned economy in Serbia,
though desirable for the USA, the ousting of Milosevic
though devoutly to be wished by all the imperialiats, are
not the immediate ohjectives of the west. Their prime
objective is to contain the disruptive effects of Serbian
expansionism on the whole Balkans. Their aim js: to
preserve or restore an order that they believe will aid the
on-going restoration process, That is why they are so
loath to intervene,

Secondly, it is not true that Serbia figures as any sort
of priority in imperialism’s hit list for restoration. It has
too many other restorationist regimes holding out the
begging bowl as it is. Nor is Serbia such a shining
example to the poor and exploited of Burope and beyond
that it has to be snuffed out. Imperialism—despite the
fact that clearly it would prefer a US millionaire like
Panic to be in control—is not going to war to resmre
capitalism,

A serious study of the results of the last 12 months
blockade against Sexbia indicates thatin tany ways the
imperialist preferred method of capitalist restoration in
Serbia has been set back by it. Throughoeut the whole of
Eastern Europe imperialistn has favoured, wherever
possible, restorationist forces outside of the
nomenklatura, or those that have broken politically with
it even if they originate from within it—like Yeltsin, -

In Serbia there was—due to many years of pro-market
reforms—a large middle class which could act as a
transmission belt for pro-capitalist ideas and an entre-
preneurial class for the first stage of restoration. The
blockade of the last year has weakened if not crushéed
this class and strengthened in the short term the bu-
reaucracy around Milosavie. The latier will move towards
the restoration of capitalism in due course having ex-
panded, through war, the arena of exploitation for a
future Serbian ruling class,

If EC and US imperialism can stop obstructing one
another for five minutes, if Milosevic gives them firm

guarantees that he has no further territorial ambitions—
indeed is willing to act as a policeman of the new deal—
then imperialism will withdraw its embargo and block-
ade.

Whose side are you on?

The LCC(I) refuses to defend the Bosnians against the
systematic and strategic policy of ethnic cleansing and
genocide. But the different groups within the LCC{)
have different positions. The RTL recognize this when
they say; “The RTL also thinks that the restorationist
process in Serbia is further advanced than what the rest
of the LCC(} is willing to admit.” (IT, ibid, p11),

Indeed, Vooe Operaia (VO) has illusions in the Serbian
regime and they are more consistent than the RTL, For
VO the Bosnian Muslims and their allies should support
the Serbian ayrmy. The RTL prefers to accumulate con-
tradictory positions, however,

On the one hand, they sayin the “open letter”: “we [the
LCC)] defend Serbia against the imperialist/Croat/
Muslim assault”.

With this position they should side with the Serbians,
defend the areas from which they have expelled hundred
of thousands of Bosnian toilers and support them in the
battle for Sarajevo. There are ne other fronts, no other
battles and no other objectives in which they can “defend
Serbia against the Croat-Muslim assauit”,

Utterly inconsistent, the RTI, also say “The workers
and the peasants must form temporary military united
frents with the Muslims to defend their villages against
mass killings, rapes and forced transfers” (IT, ibid, p7).

Are we talking about the same war? The RTL support
at one and the same time the two opposing sides in the
Bosnian war. They give overall support to the Serbs
against the Muslims inside Bosnia but at the same time
they call for a military united front with the Muslims to
defend them against the Serbs!

Incidentally, how can the comrades from the LCC(I)
accuse us of being pro-imperialists and betrayers of the
working class when we, like the RTL, call for a military
blac with the “Muslims” (despite their reactionary lead-
ership) against Serbian ethnic cleansing?

Given their position the RTL are in the same military
camp with Izetbegovic (despite opposition to his pro-
imperialist regime) defending Sarajevo and all the
Bosnian “Muslim” areas, If that is the case they should
support the Bosnian “Muslims” in trying to break the
Serbian blockade and in {rying to obtain food, fuel,
medicine and weapons to survive and protect thernselves
against the Serbian genocidal offensive. So, how can the
RTL criticise the LRCI for defending that position?

The RTL recognize that: “In the daily battles in Bosnia,
the pro-bourgeois Serbs compete with the Ustashi ag to
wheo will finish carving out a nationalist capitalist state
at the expense of other nationalities.” (ibid, p6).

If that is the ecase, why should we side with the
Serbian pro-capitalists in the Bosnian war? If the
Croatian and Serbian regimes share the same reaction-
ary aim (“carving out a capitalist state at the expense of
other nationalities”) why should we side with the Serbs
against the Croats? If we continue with the logic of the
RTL we should say we need to side with all the oppressed
nationalities and peoples against the threat that the
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Serbian and Croatian regimes pose. If we need to smash
these reactionary and genocidal regimes we should start
by defending the oppressed victims. For any revolution-
ary in Yugoslavia it is indispensable to defend the
Muslims, (including their Serbian, Croatian and Jewish
allies) and Albanians against great Serbian and Croatian
chauvinismjust as we need to defend the Serbs in Croatia
against ethnic cleansing,

Anti-baperlalist shruggles

The LCC) accuse us of helping imperialism defeat a-
state thatis fighting against it. As we show thisis notthe

case. In reality, it is the different sections of the LCC(I)
that have a record of demanding the defeat of semi-
colonial nations when they fight against imperialiam,

In 1982 VO made a common declaration with the
RWP from Sri Lanka. In that document VO favoured a
defeatist position on both sides when an oppressed semi-

-colony fights against imperialism or one of its puppets.
Az Leninists we know that we aiways have to side with
the oppressed nation against the oppresgor. To be de-
featist on both sides means that we think that the defeat
of the semi-colony at the hands of the imperialists could
have a progressive content--a truly reactionary pro-
imperialist position.

In the same declaration VO state that they stood for
the defeat of both sides “during the first phase of the
Anglo-Argentinian dispute”, in “the Arab-Israeli wars”
in “1967 and 1973" and throughout the Iran-Irag war.
The position of VO in fact helps imperialism. In the
Malvinas war it was imperalive to gide with the Argen-
tina from the beginning (despite our opposition to the
dictatorship) and to fight along side of it to defeat the
British troops. ‘

In the Middle East we should not lump together
Nagser, the Ba’athists from Syria and Iraq, the Pales-
tinians and the Arab semi-colonies with the main im-
perialist fortress in the region (Israel), We stood for the

victory of the Palestinians and Arabs against the USA

and the Zionist state in all its wars of expansion.

Yet, incredibly, VO was defeatist with regard to the
Palestinians and Arab semi-colonies, both in 1967 and
1973; reactionary victories whichput the Palestinians of
the West Bank and Gaza under térrible Tsraeli army
oppression and strengthened imperialism throughout
the region and the world. ‘

In the Iran-Iraq war revolutionaries initially had a
clear duty to defend the Iranian revolution when Iraq
invaded Iran with the military and financial support of
all the petro-monarchies and the imperialist powers.
Thanks to this war against Khomeini the imperialist
weakened the real proletarian and petit bourgeois
democratic forces who had made the anti-Shah revolution
and actually strengthened the mullahs’ theocracy.
Khomeini took advantage of this war to launch a terrible
attack against the left, the unions and the oppressed
nationalities.

More or less one decade later VO adopted a completely
different position in the Gulf war. If in the anti-zionist
wars VO was for the defeat of the Arab nationalists, in
this - war VO made an opportunist adaptation to Arab
nationalism. The LRCI and the LCC(I) agreed that it
was necessary to call for the victory of Jraq over imperi-
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alism. But we gaid that if Iraq wanted to win it was
necessary to give to the Kurds and to all the people that
lived and worked in Kuwait the right to self-determi-

‘nation.

VO wag opposed to that. Indeed when the Kurdish
mass insurrection started their first response was to side
with the genocidal forces of Hussein, Later, under the
lash of the RKL and the LRCPs criticism, they were
obliged to admit their error. Now they admit that they
should not have sided with Hussein when he massacred
the Kurds.

But their repentance is a squalid half measure, Their
Spartacist-style Islamophobia, which is doubtless a fac-
tor in VO's Bosnian position too, meant that when
Hussein massacred the Shi'ite population of southern
Iraq they supported him.

Thus for VO whenever a bloody fake “leftist” dicta-
torghip comes into conflict with imperialism and at the
game time and massacres oppressed peoples within its
borders they belive that this is all part of the fight

against imperialistn, The LRCI has a Trotskyist ap-

proach, We will side with these dictatorships when they
are attacked by imperialist armies, but at the same time
this does not stop us from supporting uprisings by op-
pressed peoples or by the working class,

LEC(1): o rotten bloc with no fulure

The problem with the LCC()is that they do not have any
clear principles in relation to confrontations with impe-
rialiem. The different component organisations have
adopted diametrically opposite positiona and all of them
repeatedly vacillate between a sectarian and opportunist
stance. It is no wonder that the LCC(I) cannot draw up
any sort of programmatic document to link their princi-
ples to key tactics and demands. They would fail apart
the moment they attempted to do it.

The RTL and the RKL agree with the use of the anti-
imperialist united front (ATUF) tactic while VO rejects it.
The RTL and the RRL supported Argentina and the
Arab semi-colonies in their conflicts with imperislism
and Zionism. They also supporfed the Kurdish and
southern Shi'ite uprisings at the end of the Gulf war, In
all of these battles they would have been on different
sides of the barricades to their VO zomrades, Maybe that
should read "reactionaries”, “centrists”, “mensheviks” if
they applied the same polemical standards they use in
their differences with the LRCI?

fore cueusations

In the “Open Letter” the RTL castigates the LRCI 's 23
March 1893 resclution “Down with the Yeltsin coup!”.
The RTL say that “We are inforined that the Russian
parliament can defend the workers' state and stop capi-
talist restoration by Yeltsin.”

We have “informed” the LCC(Z) of no such thing. What
we did say was that the clash between the forces grouped
around Yelisin's government and those opposed fo him
in and around the Congress was a clash between those
who were trying and those who wanted to prevent Yeltsin
from turning himself into a real bonapartist dictator.
Our position was entirely consistent with the position we
took againat the abortive Yanayev coup of August 1691



that the RTL set up such a hullabaloo about. We seek,
now as then, to defend the democratic liberties of the
workers, the trade unions and political parties.

Why? So that the workers can create class organisa-
tions, test and reject false leaders, and create a revolu-
tionary leadership that can, if there is time, save the
remnants of the planned property relations and over-
throw Yeltsin. To defend the political space for this we
will combine our forces in action with any forces that
have the support of the working class or sections of it,
that defend the freedom to organise, assemble, form
parties and unions. At the same time we give no political
support whatsoever to those whom we are fighting
alongside.

As the RTL itselfin September 1991 correctly realised,
for the three or four days when Yanayev's coup stood a
chance of success, it was the greater danger: ‘

“The Stalinist bureaucracy was the main danger only
for three days. During those three days it was necessary
to focus working class resistance against the
coup”(International Trotskyist Fall-Winter 1991 p 8)

This in our view entirely justified participating in
actions aimed at obstruction of the coup makers troop
mobilisations, up to and including a general strike. So far
we were in agreement with the then RTT comrades. But
the difference with them that emerged was that we
clearly understood that because the masses resisting
Yanayev had enormous illusions in Yeltsin it would in
practice be necessary to coordinate these actions with
the Yeltsin and the “democratic” restorationist leaders;

“In three days of the coup attempt it was essential for
all proletarian forces to have blocked with all those forces
actively resisting the coup. . . But in these coup days
there were strict limits to the bloc with the “democratic
vestorationists” and all such blocs had to be carried out
within the context of no political support to Yeltsin at all
... The greatest danger now that the coup has collapsed
is Yeltsin” (LRCI International Secretariat Statement
22 August 1922) Trotskyist International no7 p7)

Thus we never supported for one minute—indeed we
called for a struggle against—Yeltsin’s subsequent sei-
zure of power and his restorationist measures. Thus only
someone who not only cannot grasp the dialectic but also
Jacks the rudiments of ordinary logic could find any
inconsistency of this with our position of opposin
Yelisin's 1993 “coup”, :

We knew then and we know now the role of democratic
freedoms for the workers and we defend them against
Stalinists and capitalist restorationists alike, The hope-
less sectarian muddleheads of the LCC(I) start not from
the objective needs of the workers in the class struggle
but from a fear of finding themselves in the company of
reactionaries and imagining this will politically com-
promise them. '

Today the RTL have retrospectively changed their
estimation of August 1991 and say that this smashing of
the Yanayev coup led directly to a new capitalist state.
Yeltsin was thus always the greater evil. If the RTL
could only manage to advocate a tactic consistent with
their new analysis they would pluck up the courage and
adopt the position of the organisation from which they
originated (the Bolshevik Tendency) and retrospectively
side with Yanayev's coup against Yeltsin, But their abil-
ity to unite operative tactics to analysis is no better when

they think Yeltsin is the main danger than when they
thought Yanayev was, They are not active revolutionaries
but sterile sectarian commentators.

Defendors of the Treiskyist Mardeste

When the RTL started its attack on the LRCI leadership
they deceitfully donned the raask the best defenders of
the “TM” against the centrist revision of it. But, after
more than one year of this fruitless campaign the RTL
has as the result of it unprincipled combination with the
VO and the RKL completely dropped the defense of the
TM but with no accounting for their former positions
whatsoever. -

In their “Open Letter” and in the long “Declaration of
Affiliation with the LCCQ)" the RTL don’t so much as
mention the TM. Do they still consider it “their pro-
gramme” , that is, a revolutionary programme? If so they
should have demanded that previous to their affiliation
the LOC() should discuss andl adoptit. If not they should
have criticised their own adherence to a “centrist”
document. Instead we have = shifty silence.

In reality, the one that is abandoning the revolution-
ary positions of the TM is the RTL. They agreed up toone
year ago with the TM and the LRCI about the origing of
the Degenerated Workers States, First, they adapted to
the IC-tradition when they characterised EE, China,
Indo-China and Cuba as deformed and not degenerated
workers' states . In their “declaration” they say:

“The transformation of the capitalists states in easi-
ern Europe and China into deformed workers states was
a similar process to the restoration of capitalism today—
but in reverse. Between 1947 and 1948 the Stalinists in
Eastern Europe destroyed the political coalition and
dual power (i.e sharing power) with the bourgeoisie and .
took total control of the state. The overturn of the capi-
talists states and the establishment of the incipient
bureaucratised workers states was thus concluded when
the state apparatus was committed to defending a
planned economy. As is the case today, state power in the
hands of those who are cominitted to overturning prop-
erty relations proved to be decisive. The newly established
workers' states, govern however for the first few years
over private property. The expropriation of the bour-
geoisie and the establishment of planned ecoriomy took
place later.” - '

This is a completely opposite position to the one which
they once agreed with the LRCI on. When they had
fraternal relations with the LRCI and when they accepted
the TM they held that the dzcisive moment in the crea-
tion of the DWS was the creation of a planned economy.
Not before. They have now picked up the Vern/Ryan
position.

It is true that the RTL never agreed with the LRCI’s
methodology vis a vis the decisive moment of restoration
. They had their own theory, They argued that a degen-
erated workers' state would become a capitalist state
only when it had adopted a hard currency. They have
unceremoniously dropped this position.

Now they say that ifin the degenerated workers’ state
a pro-capitalist regime comes to power then it becomes
capitalist despite the the old social relations of preduction
continuing to exist for 2 whole period. If that is the case
then the Stalinist ruled states were always capitalist

31



because they were always ruled by *agents of the world
bourgeoisie” (Trotsky).

With the appropriate modesty for the authors of such
& shallow and eclectic “theory” of the restoration process
the RTL presses on to try to deal with the question of the
property relations: ‘

“Most importantly, today the LCC(I) is the only in-
ternational marxist current that understands the crucial
role that the state plays in the restorationist process,
Which classes the state serves (even if they only exist in
embryonic form) is the most important criterion for the
definition of the state (workers' state versus capitalist
state). For the LCC(I) the most important factor for the
success of the restoration is the ability of a restoratonist/
bourgeois state to dismantle the fundamental mechanism
of the plan and the state monepoly of foreign trade—not
the degree of privatisation which has taken place. The
new ruling claes in the new capitalist state must be
extremely weak (or barely in existence for a long time)
since the new incipient capitalist states can only survive
if they are dominated by imperialism.” ‘

What indeed for the RTL are the “fundamental
mechanisms” of the plan that we should take as decigive?
Are they so self-evident thet it needs no explanation or

exploration? The LRCI has in fact produced, not a few -

paragraphs like the RTL, but a whole series of meth-
odological and analytical articles on the restoration
process in the former USSR and other East European
states, the former DDR, China.

Amidst all the Open Letter's hysterical abuse there is
not a single attempt to come to terms with and criticise
this analysis, Indeed, the snide remarks sbout “red
professors” show a deep contemnpt for Marxist theory as
well as doubtiessly mdlcatmg a painful inferiority com-
plex.

An appmunlsl iwn

When the LRCI established contact with the RTL (then
RTT) this was a group of comrades whose principle
leader had come from Healyism, through Morencism
and was in the process of fusing with the BT. After along
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debate we persuaded the comrades, so we thought, to
bresk with the barren Spartacist method of the IBT.

We sent a comrade to work with them to help build the
group and recruit comrades. We encouraged them to
launch their first journal and gave them hope and counsel
against demoralisation. But the comrades did not break
completely with their sectarian tradition, Now they have
turned back decisively to it. ,

In one year the comrades not only abandoned our
common analysis on the origina of the degenerated .
workers’ states and nature of the political upsurges in
EE but also, releasad form the pressure of the LRCI, they.
have rapidly adopted a sectarian stance towards soecial
democracy. .

When they established fraternal relations with the
LRCI the RTL adopted the position that the whole Fourth
International collapsed into centrism in 1948-51 and
they then rejected the myth of anti-Pabloism. Now they
have united with a current, VO, that defends the IC
heritage. :

In only two years the RTL have dramatically changed :
a geries of their positions. Now they have become apolo-
gists for several positions of VO, Combining the zeal of
new converts with the bitterness of jilted lovers the RTL .
has vented all it spleen on the LRCI. But setting aside
all the venomous expressions which the comrades obvi-
ously think is the good red meat of rrrrrevolutionary
polemic the honest reader will be left with the impression
of utter inconsistency, a mixture of contradictions and
bizarre political novelties.

The RTL came under. the gravitational pull of the
LRCI. Thus they attained a measure of political stability.
Buf they never completely overcarne their Stalinophilia,
This is a trait that is all tco common on the US left, (the
Spartacists, the IBT, the Castroite SWP), probably be-
cause of the political weakness of the US proletariat and
the world counter-revolutionary strength of their own
bourgeocisie. This drove the RTL to place far too much
and reliance on world Stalinism. Its implesion had mare
than enough force to drive the RTI. cut of our orbit. Now
they are gyrating wildly among the. asteroida of the
LCC() Prepare for future explosions; or implosions!
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Since the 1985 CPSU Congress when Gorbachev
announced perestroika’s arrival, we have seen the
collapse of the “socialist states” of Eastern Europe. After
Lenin's death in 1923, the bureaucracy headed by Stalin
began to strangle the socialist revolution opened up in
1917, Stalin sealed the national frontiers to prevent the
spread of socialist revolution (*aocialism in one country™)
and denied the possibility of making revolutions in
backward countries without industrialisation and
peaceful coexistence with the bourgeoisie. The
government of workers’ councils (soviets) was replaced
by the dictatorship of bureaucratic terror allied with
imperialism against world revolution. Thus, immediately
after the Second Werld War Roosevelt, Churchill and
Stalin divided up the world in the name of “peaceful
coexistence”, The sarne bureaucracy that obstructed the
construction of sociglism has collapsed and delivered
itself into the arms of capitalism. In the ex-USSR and
Eastern Kurope openly bourgeois governments are
already in place (e.z. Poland and Russia) which are
fostering nationalisin at the same time as restoring
capitalism, bringing with it unemployment, collosal price
rises and privatisaticn. One dramatic example is Yeltsin
who is frying to push Russia towards capitalism along a
fast-track and taking total power as president to do it.
Another tragic example is the inter-ethnic war in ex-
Yugoslavia: the bloedy confrontation between Bosnians,
Croats and Muslims to keep existing territory or occupy
new ground. The collapse of Stalinism has provoked the
growth of reactionary forces—racism, fascism, inter-
ethnic struggles. This does not lead us to fight for-the re-
establishment of Stalinist regimes. While we clearly
defend unconditionally the workers’ states from
imperialist aggression and other reactionary forces, at
the same time we call for political revolution and for
workers to take power into their own hands through
workers’ councils, led by a revolutionary party.

Brouthing spate for imporiulism.

Workers all over the world, but mainly in the semi-
colonies, had many illusions in the degenerate workers’
states. The disintegration of the USSR, the transition of
other countries of Eastern Eurspe to the market economy,
at the same time as the defeat of the Sandinistas in
Nicaragua and the defeat of the guerrillas in El Salvador,
has had a negative influence on the consciousness of the
workers’ movement worldwide, as well as giving
imperialism renewed political strength. This is why
imperialism smashed Irag and later invaded Somalia.
The aim is to install themselves with all their military

power in these regions and increase the oppression of the
semi-colonies., Now, it is deing everything possible to
destroy the degenerate workers’ states that still exist
and impose bourgeois regimes: Cuba, Vietnam, China
and North Korea. One example is the Torricelli Law, the
econommic blockade of Cuba. OQur struggle must include
the defence of these degenerate workers’ states against
imperialist attack and against their repressive
governments and forces, we fight for political revolution
in these states. We fight for workers councils to take
power and decide everything. Castro announced the
opening of Cuba towards a market economy which means
a further defeat for the Stalinist bureaucracy. This
rupture in Stalinist policy gives imperialism more force
and breathing space in the midst of its own crisis. It will
pot wait for a second before attacking the workere’
movement of these countries and semi-colonies, However,
imperialism is not able to impose its new world order, it
is deepening the contradictions between the imperialist
countries and the workers’ movement of the world is
resisting in some regions more than others.

How irspericlism alms Yo stve ftself

The major industrial capitalist countries (USA, Ja-
pan, EC) have imposed neo-liberal policies since the end
of the 1970s in order to reverse their excessive budget
and balance of payments deficits (USA is losing miore
than $150 million a year in the world market), First
Thatcher then Reagan started implementing neoliberal
polices in their respective countries, public spending was
reduced and major state companies were privatised (e.g.
transportin England). They are fiercely attacking work-
ers’ gains in their own countries.

The USA is facing grave problems due to its economic
decline when compared with Europe and Japan. The
North American fiscal deficit has reached more than
$400,000 million and for this an adjustment programme
is needed to correct the deficit. The implementation of
neoliberal policies, in an attempt to solve the crisis, has
stagnated the economy, inflation has risen from 2.9% in
1892 to 4.3% today. The economies of backward countries,
that are subject to imperialism, are increasingly more
unstable, as the USA offloads all its problems on to them.

In this context the capitalist “new world order” has
not been established because of the inter-imperialist
contradictions (USA v. EC and Japan) and because there
are still degenerated workers' states (China, Cuba,
Vietnam and North Korea). Every day the econornic
power of the USA is being relegated unlike their military
power. Clearly it is still the guard-dog of the capitalist
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world, The European Community and Japan are taking
shape as the next hegemonic imperialist powers. So as
not to be left behind Bush has launched theThe Initintive
for the Americas, which is, in Clinton's words, the
American Common Market. It will aim to build a single
market. This is part of neo-liberal policy: the freeing up
of the supply and demand in the semi-colonies (such as
BEolivia) in order to invade our markets with their own
products. It is the law of the market. Backward countries
have become bit by bit merely the source of raw materials
and cheap labour, New policies are imposed, changing
the judicial and economic structures of these countries,
putting “their states” at their disposal. According to
Bush, this plan includes the creation of a multinational
armed force under imperialist hegemony that would

allow the imposition of neo-liberalism and the.

militarisation of Latin America. Today they have not

changed their intention inspite of the “pacifism” of

Clinton.

Obstacles fa the imposition of uea-liboralism

The smooth application of neo-iliberal policies is not
viable in backward capitalist countries because the social
cost is too high. Venezuela, a much richer country than
Bolivia, has already retreated from it's application. In
the majority of backward capitalist countries where they
are trying to take neo-liberalism forward its application
has provoked all kinds of responses;. state coups in Haiti,
Venezuela, and Guatemala; mass mobilisations; a
referendum in Uruguay (in which the proposed
privatisation was repudiated); brutal repression by the
national bourgeoisie, It is because of having to impose
this policy that it is necessary to defeat the organisations
of the workers and the people and it is there that they
met their first stumbling block. There are still regiona
where the struggles of the movement of workers and the
exploited continue. While private property continues to
exist, and above all poverty and hunger, the class struggle
asserts itself daily, thus reaffirming the need and
poasibility of socialism.

Governments swore that neoliberal policies would
reduce the external debt, It grew by more than $443,000
rittion in 1993, at the same time that $200,000 miltion
left Latin America. The incipient national bourgeoisies
were hardly able to recoup 20% of the amount that left
these countries, This means that capital ia leaving the
countries of the south for the imperialist conntries.

The renewed strength of the workers” movemen fn Latin Aserlea

The workers’ movement, in general in Latin America
fought back. In the majority of countries the bourgeoisie
tried to amash it. The main obstacle for the
implementation of neoliberal policies is the reaction and
resistanee that it provoked in the popular and workers’
movements, Being om the sharp end of unemployment,
poverty and low wages. the exploited and oppressed
masses have risen up against those who implemented
the model. Thanks to the enormous mobilisation of the
masses in Brazil first Collor was sacked and now Perez
in Venezuela, However, there is not enough force nor a
revolutionary leadership to guide these events along the
path of revolution. The reaction of the popular and
workers’ movements is wasted because of the absence of
a political leadership. This is what is happening in
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general in Latin America. Venezuela, Peru, Uruguay
and Bolivia are the clearest examples of resistance to the
implementation of the neoliberal model. For this reason
they are seeking to eliminate the vanguard of the workers’
movement. Faced with these obstacles, together with
corruption, coups are their only solution, e.g. Venezuela
and Guatemala and Peru where the coup has been
consolidated. In these countries, in order to impose
néoliberal policies, especially in Peru, the force of the
military was needed. In Chile, neoliberal measures were
imposed through the bloody regime of Pinochet. Today,
as in other countries, poverty and unemployment has
increagsed in Chile.

The yeors of neo-lberalism,

- After move than a decade of neoliberal policies they
have not been the success that the World Bank, the IDB
and the IMF wanted. Imperialism failed to recover from
the crisis, although the partial implementation of
neoliberal policies in Latin America is bearing certain
fruits for imperialism. The president of the IDB, Enrigue
Igleslas showed his discontent when he said “the increase
in the number of poor in Latin America—183 million in
1989—would lead to the collapse of neo-liberalism”. Also
ECLA announced in their analysis that “only 5% of the
populatlon increased their income white 75% had theirs
reduced”. In general, poverty has increased in Latin
Ainerica by 37 to 53% in the 80’s. Throughout this period
a tiny group of the richest bourgeoisie (particularly in
Argentina, Brazil, Mexico and Venezuela) has exported
investment out of Latin America to the tune of $7,461
million between 1988 and 1990. While the governing
clagses make themselves rich through business (Collor
in Brazil and Perez in Venezuela) they are fought by the
legalist sectors of the bourgeoisie backed by the popular

‘and workers' movements,

- Another problem they are facing in Latin America is
riging inflation. Last year Brazil had inflation of more

. than 40%. In Colombia—the miracle economy of the

1980's—had an inflation rate of 1.9% in in March this
year. This is an alarming annual rate of 30%. This
sconomic scenario frightens world imperialism’s
economic agencies and shatters their hopes in the
neoliberal miracle. The demands to privatise face these
obstacles in the countries of the southern hemisphere

We can conclude that Latin America ig seeing the
resurgence of the forces of the workers’ movement
compared to the end of the 1980’s and that the economy
is not showing the growth so anxiously hoped for by the
neo-liberals, Furthermore, the external debt is growing,
unemployment has risen alarmingly, poverty is a reality
in all the cities and villages of Latin Americs, inflation is
rising dangerously and imperialism ig unable to achieve
its’ objectives.

The Celsis of Statise in Bolivia

In the 1952 revolution the masses imposed bourgeois
democratic gaine on the MNR government such as the
nationalisation of the mines, agrarian reform, free
education, universal vote etc. As a result of the revolution
the bourgeoisie, supported by imperialism, found itself
obliged to adopt the statist economic model to stop the
revolutionary advance of the masses and the wrath of
imperialism. It was a way to gtop the socialiat revolu-



tions of the world. This statist method was strengthened
by the EDER plan, imposed by Siles Zuazo in 1956 by
blocdletting and fire.

Until the 1970's this was the model. It was impossible
to take the gains away from the masses that had cost
them so much in 1952. Unemployment was low and the
state still regulated the economy. Yet despite the
economic boom of the 1970's the bourgeoisie was
incapable of renewing plant and equipment. With these
disadvantages the Bolivian economy entered into erisis
in 1978. The crisis was accompanied by the revolutionary
upsurge of the masses and a generalised level of
discontent at the corruption in business of the Banzer
government. These features caused a shift in the policy
of imperialism towards support for democratic processen
in Latin America. The Banzer dictatorship crumbled and
oonsequent]y the statist model entered into full crisis
opening up a revolutionary period after the 1980. 82
Garcefa Meza-ist dictatorship.

During the following UDP government there was an
upsurge in the masses that was not transformed into a
socialist revolution because of the lack of a revolutionary
leadership. After this there was demoralisation which
was expressed in the 1985 elections and the crises of the
left parties, The UDP government was dogged
by hyperinflation and a haemorrahging of foreign ex-
change; the statist model had entered its death agony.
After the revolutionary period of 1982-86 that ended
with the “March for Life” the bourgecisie stabilised the
government but still faced the same obstacle as in the
1920’s—the organised popular and workers’ movements.

The resistance of the popular ond workars’ movements

After only a month of the new MINR-ADN government
ministers launched the New Economic Policy (Decree
1521060). The response was a genera) strike that lasted
more than a month, together with a massive hunger
strike in September 1985 The government was forced to
impose a state of siege and embarked upon a period qf
repression. The bourgeoisie placed its hopes in the neo-
liberal recipas of the IMF and supported all the meamires
of force against the popular and workers’ movements. In
1986 they relaunched their NEP offensive, in response to
a general wave of discontent originating in Oruro and
Potosi. The mining proletariat focussed this anger in the
“March for Life”. Once again the response was a state of
siege and massive sackings of workers, particularly in
the mines (inore than 23,000 and the factories under the
name of “relocation”.

The government’s justification for these measures was,
firstly, to stop the crisis brought about by the UDP and to
deal with the collapse in the price of tin. In truth there
was a worldwide collapse of commedity prices which
plunged the statist model of development into a crisis,
deprived of traditional revenues. Traditionally, our
economy was bagsed on the export of minerals, particu-
larty tin, In the 1950's the country depended for 96% of
its export earnings on the sale of tin by the state mining
company (COMIBOL). In 1984 gas and mineral exports
were still 95% of the total. In 1992 exports were the
following: minerals, 49.5%, non-traditional products,
26.2%, hydrocarbons, 16.5% and reexports, 7.8%.

We cannot ignore that today’s economy is also based
on the economy of coca-cocaine, Taking inte account that

the foreign exchange does not circulate in the productive
sector but in the goods and services sector {(chalets,
luxury cars ete.) it is yet to be proved that this money
supports industry.

The bourgoolsi: sells ot
In this context the bourgeoisie managed to impose the
first part of their neoliberal plan—the drastic reduction
of hyperinflation at a very high social cost: alarmingly
high unemployment, growth of the informal sector in the

" economy to embrace more than half of the economically

active population (not covered by social security), wage
cuts, cuts in all public expenditure and especially the
budget for education and health, the growth of poverty.
The economy of the country went into recession which
the bourgeoisie labelled “economic stabilisation”. The
productive sector of the country is still stagnant and
agriculture has not recovered from the crisis of the 1980's
due to drought and the lack of machinery.

Another important development is the reform of the
tax system. Thanks to this reform they have managed to
defraud the people on a massive scale. Even worse is the
increase in VAT from 10% to 13%. However, the
governments that tried to impose neo-liberalism (MNR-
ADN and MIR-ADN) have encountered resistance and
struggle against these tax hikes, double taxation, VAT.
from large layers of the people such as the trade unions,
The governments have been forced to be more fiexible,
for example, with land taxes in the countryside.

The result of eight years of neo-liberalism is that our
country is among the five poorest in Latin America and
the 44th poorest in the world, with a rate of infant
mortality of 110 deaths for every 1000 births and with a
per capita income of $650 (Switzerland has $32,689 and
Brazil more than $7000).

These attacks were all savage blows to the popular
and workers’ movements, The vanguard of the
proletariat, the miners, are reduced in numbers, The
same goes for the factory workers which unconditionally
supported all the miners’ struggles of the past 60 years.

Privatisation, The vital step for the consclidation of neoliberolism

In order to “reactivate” the country’s economy the
bourgeocisie must follow up with the second part of their
neoliberal plan: privatisation of the state owned
companies, with the aim of attracting new capital to try
and jump start the productive sector. However, there are
serious obstacles in the path. The bourgeoisie still has
not defeated the popular and workers' movements.
Bolivia is still considered to be a politically unstable
country, This means that capitalists are frightened to
invest in the country not just for economic reasons.

Imperialism is forcing the honrgeoisie to use the law
against those who oppose their plans. New legislation is
being passed by parliament to change the legal
framework of the country, overhauling the 1987
Constitution which embodies the old bourgeois
nationalisation ideals. The clearest example of this is the
restructuring of the present administration of COMIBOL
through the intorduction of independent management of
companies, The first step is the transformation of
Huanuni, Sants Fe, Viloco into “co-operatives”. These
steps prepare the terrain ahead for the most 1mportant
goal: the privatisation of COMIBOL.
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The ohjectives of imperialism, via the government are:

1. Depolificise the proletariat, above all the miners
{(becauss it is still the vanguard and its responses are
politically advanced). If possible, defeat it through
sackings, non-recognition of trade unions, cuts in wages
and social security, ending of the right to strike. This
means using cheap labour thatis politically unorganised.

2. Finish the stage of reactivation, by means of the
injection of foreign capital protected by the laws againat
nationalisation. For this the government needs new laws.
This they will achieve gradually through the bourgeois
parliament (electoral reform and privatisation), The
extraction of raw materials will be done without any
economic risk to imperialism. The case of the lto and
Catavi quarries i a clear example of the enormous riches
that have been plundered by capitalist companies, In
Bolivia the investment of $13 million in COMSUR gave
in one year $15 million. In 4 years more than $40 million.

3. Privatise the main state companies, YPFB,
COMIBOL, LAB (airline), ENDE (electricity), ENFE
(rail), ENTEL (phones) y AASANA (customs).

Until now privatisation has not beon imposed because
of the resistance of the workers’ movement. Capitalisis
are frightened to invest in Bolivia, It is also for this
reason that the contract signed for the exploitation of the
vast wealth of the Bolivar Mine is in the handa of the pro-
imperialist Sanchez Lozada and his company COMSUR.
Of the 23 companies that have signed joint-ventures
with COMIBOL only 2 went on to function, However,
these are also susceptible to disruption because of legal
action taken by the miners’ union (FSTMB).

The ebb of the waorkers’ mevement comes fo an ond

By January last yeai the end of the ebb of the workers’
movement was evident: 500 miners in La Paz forced the
government to sign an agreement after the goverment
used repression and their old ally the trade union
bureaucracy. The agreement accepted the privatisation
of state companies.

In March this year our country was put to the test by
a wave of strikes and mobilisations of the masses that
forced the government to militarise the country so as not

"to declare a state of siege. This mebilisation is
charactérised by the radical response of the urban and
rural teachers and miners, which once again came to
play the role of the vanguard of the Bolivian proletariat,
The hunger strikes which broke out at the same time had
negative effects because, as a result of the grave state of
health of many hunger strikers—they were taking only
water—it was not possible to plan a long-term struggle.
The conflict began when the COB put demands on the
government, ingisting on a wage rise based on a minimum
family expenditure of Bz.1462 (about $300). In the
struggle that followed the betrayal by the leaders of the
CSUTCB (peasants’ union) was a serious blow which left
the peasants demobilised. The regional mobilisations
were subdued except in Potosi where the people and the
workers’ went over the heads of the Civie Committee and
wag almost insurrectionary,

. The mobilisations meant that the government agreed
not to privatise COMIBOL, although it would continue
with the contracts of Shared Risk which, for the
government, is not privatisation. A miserable wage
increage was won as well as some other demands that for
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the leadership of COB were important advances. The
truth is they got very little compared with the level of
mobilisation. March of this year was marked by an
advance in the class consciousness of the workers’
movement, What was needed was a Revolutionary Party
to lead these grassyoots mobilisations, It is our task to
push these struggles forward at the grassroots with
alternative politics that are capable of bringing the

majority of the working class and. their aliies together,

This means going over the heads of the current leadership
of these sectors, which rather than unify the struggle
seeks the support of the bourgeoisie, It is necessary to
build a party with class independence.

Whae do howrgesis elactions meon?

The elections are characterised by the absence of
candidates from the working class and the exploited,
which reaffirms the crisis of revolutionary leadership.
Candidates of the workers and the exploited sectors
would make the conscionsness of the class grow.

None of the popular parties have distanced themselves
from neo-liberal positions. The ASD (Euro-Stalinists),
MBL (bourgeois leftists), BEJE (Castroites) and IV (United
Left), which are supposedly with the people, are praised
by private businessmen for having abandoned Marxist

_orthodoxy. These parties preach the virtues of a mixed
_ economy; publiccompanies should operate alongside pri-

vate ones in order to promote economic growth.

The winners are, without doukt, the neocliberals and
even though the Banzer lost the elections, the bourgeoisie
has again opted for the neo-liberal model, President Goni
(MNR) and his government allies will try again to
privatise. All parties employed the same arguments about
protecting jobs, Faced with so much pre-election

. demagogy the World Bank reminded them that if YPFB

(the state petrol company) was not privatised the Bolivian
sconomy would be ruined,

After the elections everything will stay the sams;
poverty, wages, unemployment. The exploited do not
have many illusions in bourgeois democracy. We must
struggle and with our own hands seize power from the
bourgeoisie through armed insurrection. If we have to
uge the electoral arena it is only to raise the conscious-
ness of the class or when a revolutionary party can
present it’s own candidates in order to make propaganda
and agitate around the programme,

The results show that the majority of the exploited
who do vote (in some places like Huanuni the majority
abstained) have not resisted the UDP allure. The right
has won again in some mining centres and in the
countryside. :

The news government of MNR-MRTKL-UCS-FBL

The new government is protected by the UCS (Party
of beer magnate Max Fernandez) and the MBL. Their
intention is to impose privatisation. They need allies
within the workers’ movement (the MBL have 17 mem-
bers in the Fxecutive of the COR), the peasants’ move-
ment and other sectors (MRTEL—indigenists} brings
support from the peasants of La Paz, the MBL from the
peasants of the South and the UCS from popular sectors
such as trade unions). This will be a strong government,

However, Goni himself knows that he cannot fulfill
his electoral promises. Already the economist Jeremy



Sachs (now advisor to Yeltsin), the architect of the 1985
decree 21060, “advised” against Goni’s promise to reduce
VAT from 13% to 10%, even advising that it be raised to
15%. It is mors likely that he will increase the general
rate of tax on rural land and on trade unions. He will be
unable to carry out the “Plan de Todos” (Plan for All)
unless he takes strong measures against the workers’
movement and popular organisations; unless he controls
the COB, for example. For this reason he is protected by
the MBL-UCS alliance. He will unable to fulfill the
following promises:

1. Invest Bs 8,900 million in 4 years by raising new
capital. This would mean the privatisation of major
companies in the next two years (acoording to his own
declarations), However, investments flee the coun{:ry
and the most they have achieved since 19486 is Bs 500
million,

2. 11% economic growth over four years to1967. The

potential growth rate in Bolivia is 6% according to ECLA
(during the best years 1975-76 growth was 5.3%). Growth
from 1989 to 1992 was 3.6% in total.
. 3. The creation of 500,000 jobs, 287,000 new ones,
Triple the projected investment in YPFB alone is.needed
to create 10,000 new jobs. It must be taken into account
that in 1992 5,013 workers in total were relocated.

Tor all these reasons a greater response from the
workers”. movement than over the past two years is
expected. At the same time a deepening of the economic
crisis, part of the general crisis of capitalism, is expscted
over the next four years, The recession will deepen and
unemployment and poverty will increase, factors which
show that this year and the next will produce fierce
struggles between. the workers’ and popular movements

~‘and the government

The new upsurge Is near

The oonﬂacts of January last year and March this year
were important steps towards raising censciousness. The
government had managed to sow the idea in certain
sectors that privatisation was the best measure and
beneficial to the workers. Now the same workers are
rejecting privatisation. It seemned that after March this
year we had entered a dangerous stage of passivity, a
glumber induced by the electoral process. However, July
was a month of conflict: health workers, petrol workers
and railworkers went into struggle, the peasants tried to
destroy the traitorous and conciliatory leadership, the
majority of the FUL (student unions) branches in the
country are ignoring the CUB (Student National Confed-
eration) where the MBL and MINR are established. The
Patriotic Accord government has shattered. This shows
the weakness of the bourgesisie.

The previous analysis has shown the inability of the
bourgeoisie government to resolve the most fundamen-
tal problems faced by the population, This situation has

led to a resurgence of the class which if it"foﬁhd a
revolutionary leadership would significantly accelerate
this upturn. '

The tasks of the workers’ ond populer movemenis

The working class and its allies have begun the offen-
sive: the signs are that on the day of the handing over of
pregidential power the the “relocated” (those made un-
employed under the decree) erucified themselves in pro-
test and the health workers began a new stoppage.
However, the absence of a revolutionary leadershipis a
clear danger and the development of class consciousness
could easily degenerate, For this reason, the struggle
must be generalised and wnited. What remains is to
prepare the battle against the new and well protected
government. To succeed in their neoliberal plan the
bourgeoisie needs a divided frade union movement, They
have already begun with the peasants, through their
agents in the MBI, and the MRTKL, They need a trade
unionism that is not revolutionary. For this reason our
task is to strengthen the unity of the exploited through
the COB, while expelling the agents of the gevernment.
We need to strengthen the coca-growing pessants
movement. .

Faced with joint ventures or any other form of
privatisation the expleited must never present
alternative plans to the bosses for reactivating the
companies (self-management or cooperatives). This
would be a conciliation fo the bourgeoisie and class
collaboration. If today we accept privatisation tomorrow

- we will have to accept massive redundancies, We must

struggle against privatisation to the bitter end,

The struggle against joint ventures is vital for the
pregervation of sources of employment for workers.
Against the attempts at privatisation workers’ control
collectives must take over the mines and demand the
opening of the books, Our response to the joint ventures
should be the occupation of the mines. Already changes
in the consciousness of the miners can be seen in the
results of the Miners’ Congress. Now that the Congress
decided to take over the mines and, in the last instance,
agreed to armed defence we must generalise this slogan
and make it a reality.

*Death to privatisation!
=Impose workers’ control collectives !
¢ Prepare for the occupation of the mines!
~ Qrganisge defence committees of the nationalised
mines!
= Build the international revolutionary leadership!
*Long live the international proletariat!
«Long live the new revolutionary communist in-
ternational
*Long live workers’ power!
eWorkers of the world unite!
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An exchange of lefters beiween fthe
the JCR-Egalité

The last two issues of Trotskyist Bulletin have traced the
development of both the JCR-Egalité, a French youth
organisation which split with the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International (USFI), and of the International
Trotskyist Opposition (ITO), an internatienal grouping of
comrades inside and outside the USFI, composed of the
Faction for a Trotskyist International (F'TI)and of a number
of other tendencies, including leading members of the JCR-
Egalits.

For nearly 15 years, we have argued with the leadership
of the ITO around Franco Grisolia of the Italian USFI that
their conception of the struggle for international
regroupment is doomed to failure. They have consistently
preferred diplomatic agreements to programmatic ciarity,
and semi-federn! non-agression pacts to genume
international democratic centralism.

The relationship between the ITO and the JCR-Egalité
has only proved our point yet again, The creation of the ITO
was in large part the result of the convergence between the
FTI, which had just made a resoundingly unsuccessful
intervention into the 13th World Congress of the USF], and
a number of members of the French LCR, including David,
a Central Committee member, and Damien, the leader of
the LCR’s youth seetion, the JCR-Egalité. These comrades
were attempting to break politically from the right-wing
LCR opposition around Matti.

The 150 or so members of the JCR-Egalité could have
represented an important opportunity for the recreation of
a heslthy revolutionary organisation in France. However,
this opportunity has been systematically squandered by all
those involved, to the extent that today the organisation has
fewer than 50 members.

Following the split with the LCR, it rapidly became
apparent that the Damien leadership intended to stifle all
internal opposition. There was no attempt to explain the
split with the USFI, or to educate the young members in the
nature of centrism. Attempts to criticise the leadership
were met with bureaucratic manceuvres and—totally
false—accusations of being “agents of the LRCT".

Perhaps encouraged by these attacks, in the midst of the
growing right-wing evolution of the JCR-Egslité, some
militants tried to find the road to revolutionary politics by
discussing with Pouvoir Ouvrier, the French section of the
LRCI. Complaints against the manceuvres of the JCR-

Fgalité leadership, sgainst their refusal to politically

account for their changing crientation were systematically
rejected by the ITO leadership, on the basis that they did
not want to rock the boat, and that maintaining the JCR-
Egalité leadership was the most important thing.

The Damien/David axis ended up {reating hoth the ITO
leadership and the JCR-Egalité membership with contempt.
In April 1993 they bulldozed the JCR-Egalité conference
into joining the ITO without any discussion, and without
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10 and a supporter of the LRCI in

any subsequent public explanation. So cynical was the

. leadership that three months later they propesed opening

discussions with the Committee for & Workers International
(CW), an organisation composed of satellites of the British
Militant!

In September 1993 this headlong flight to the right was
sealed by the fusion of the rump of the JCR-Egalité with the
five members of the CWI in France, Preferring to play the
buffeon rather than being serious revolutionaries, the
Damien-David leadership’s fusion resolution with the CWI
did not even explain that they were breaking with the ITO,

and no public explanation whatsoever has been forthcoming!

The ITO have been left looking remarkably foolish.
Because of their opportunist political method, they
systematically refused to pay attention to the political
eriticisms raised by their own comrades within the JCR-
Egalité. They have not only lost all their members in France,
they have also been in no small part vesponsible for the
waste of potential represented by the decline and
degeneration of the JCR-Egalité.

To prove our point, we reprint here an exchange of letters
from the beginning of 1993 between a leader of the Trotskyist
League, US section of the ITO, and JCR-Egalité member
Stéphane, a founding member of the ITO and member of the
International Executive Committee of the FTI who has
sinee joined Pouvoir Quvrier, French section of the LRCL.

In January 1993, comrade A had written to all members
of the FTI, whose activity had been “suspended” following
the ¢reation of the ITO in July 1992, He had explained the
increasing collapse of the JCR-Egalité and had outlined the
key political ressons for it, attacking the leadership as
having an opportunist method which would lead to splits.
He also criticised the JCR-Egalité for their opportunist
election platform, for their trade union work and for their
position on the gay and lesbian question.

Pleading with his ex-comrades of the FTI for support, he
calied for an Emergency Meeting of the IEC of the FTI in
order to draw up a balance sheet of the work with the JCR-
Egalité, His request was rejected. In consequence, he
resigned from the ITO and the FTI and resolved to carry on
fighting inside the JCR-Egalité.

In an attempt to convince him of the correctness of the
ITC’s position, the T1, wrote him a long letter which we
reproduce here, together with A's reply.

Today, following the Damien-David’s fusion with
Militant, their manoeuvres and their lack of political
seriousness, there are two questiond the ITO have to answer.
Firstly, who was right about the nature of this leadership -
the ITO or A? Secondly, what political conclusions should be
drawn as to the ITO’'s method of international regroupment?
Yet again, the ITO have been found wanting. It is about
time that the comrades realised that their wrong method
must change.,



USA, February 1993

Dear A, ,

I was saddened by your letter of 27 January 1993
resigning from the Trotskyist Opposition (T'O) and
_ International Trotskyist Opposition (ITO), and the
“sugpended” faction for the Trotskyist International
(F'TT}, You are an intelligent, perceptive corrade, with
the courage to act on your views, whataver the risks. In
resigning from the TQ, ITO and FTI, I think that you
have reacted impressionistically to a difficult and complex
situation, blamlng your comrades for secondary mistakes
of a kind that are inevitable in such a situation and
weaknesses that are mainly beyond their contrel. But
you have acted impulsively in the past and later corrected
your course. I hope you will do that again now. You are
much loved and will be missed.

I have read all the materials sent by you and David,
including your TO/ITO discussion documents of 16 and
23 November 1992 (both published in the TL Interhal
Bulletin), and now your resignation letter. That lettor,
thiz response from me, and any future documents or
correspondence from or to you will be published in the TL
Internal Bulletin, if they are not already published by
the ITO . ..

Your discussion docurnents from Novembsr arrived at
a time when the TL was absorbed in internal discussion
of problems that had arisen over the course of our first
year as an independent organisation. As you may know
from the TL Internal Bulletin, a harmful gap had
developed between the central leadership and the ranks.
The leadership was primarily involved in internatiohal
and national regr oupmént efforts, while the ranks were
primarily involved in international and natlonal
interventions only indirectly related to regroupment
efforts. The leadership got too much “out in front” of the
ranks and the membership “rebelled”, a much healthier
response than allowing passive resentment to build, The
TL had to slow down and take the time for the thorough
internal discussion we had not had over the previgus
months, , ,

When your November documents arrived, I discusged
them with R and then called David. T knew it would be
very difficult for any TI: comrade to reply adequately,
because of our absorbtion in our internal discussion. My
conversation with David reassured me that he was
responding to your concerns carefully and patiently on
the telephone and in writing. He told me he had asked M
to write about Workers Power (WP) and the LRCL. I also
talked with C, who told me that he too was writing and
sending you materials on the WF/LRCL I reported to the
19 December 1992 meeting of the TL: Central Comemittee
that, despite the TI's delay in responding, the ITO
discussion of your concerns was proceeding.

In my opinion, David’s “Some remarks on the Texts of
Jerome” is a good respense to your November documents,
1 do not see any “slipping away” or “bad faith” as you

assertin your 16 January letter. I disagree with only one
point in David's “Remarks”; liis statement that “Overall,
democratic centralism is appropriate for intervening in
the class struggle but not for conducting an internal
fight.” Even this may just be a question of wording—of
understanding what we each mean—not a disagreement.
If I had had time to write in December, I would have
responded along the following lines.

1. Yes, the United Seeretariat of the Fourth
International (USFI) and the Revolutionary Communist
League (RCL-France) are centrist—“Trotskyist-
centrists”. Their politics and policies inciude elements of
revolutionary Trotskyism and elements of opportunism,
This contradiction makes the USFI and the other
“Trotskyist-centrist” currents strategically important to
our central task today: the political regeneration and
organisational reconstruction of the Fourth
International. These currents attract militants who can
be won from “Trotskyist-centrism” to consistent
Trotskyism through the political intervention of
tendencies like the ITO. There are differences in the ITO
over characterising the other tendencies that identify
themselves as Trotskyist, but I see the International
Workers League (LIT), the Infernational Militant
Tendency {(IMT), and the other larger international

_tendencies as qualitively the same as the USFI The

TISKI is central to the IT('s struggle today for tactical
not strategic reasons: it is the higgest, most open, and
rost international tendency in the world Trotskyist
movement, and we are there,

2, Yeg, the ITO and the TO should function as factions,
All the forces coming together to form the ITO except the
TG were prepared to form the ITO as a faction last
summer, The TO argued (a} we did not have enough
experience with each other to form a faction, and (b) we
would be more effective pedagogically if we formed a
tendency, not a faction. The rest of us deferred to the TO,
seeing the transformation of the ITO into a faction as a
future development. Point 7 of the FTI's proposed “Drafy
Organisational Regolution of the ITO" stated, “The ITO
will deepen the discussion in our ranks on the political
guestions related to our struggle in the USFLin general,
with the aim of transforming ourselves as a rapidly as
possible from a tendency into a faction.” The TO main-
tained its position at the November 1992 ITO Interna-
tional Co-ordinating Committee (ICC) meeting, so the
point was not included in the “Organisational Resolu-
tion” adopted by the meeting. I still think the point is
correct, however, More than that, a prolonged failure of
the ITO to move forward in practice from a tendency to a
faction would indicate a serious political problem, But I
think that you drawing a prematire conclusion to see
the problern as critical now. As for the TO it already
functions as a faction, although it calls itself a tendency.
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I think retficence to use the term “faction” is an unfortu-
nate USFI tradition apparently fcllowed by all the LCR
factions, but it is not in itself a serious problom.

3. The JCR undoubtedly has weaknesses, and its
leaders, including the TO comrades, undoubtediy make
mistakes. We all do. You are undoubtedly right that the
JCR needs to pay more attention to internal education
and cadre development, needs a higher level of
organisational functioning and democracy, and needs to
sharpen its external intervention. But these questions
are very difficult to evaluate concretely from outside
France, and there are limits to what our international
tendency or faction can or should de. The ITO is not yet
democratic centralist, and even if it were, it should
intervene in the internal life of its national constituents
only when there is a clear political problem to which the
national leadership is not respending. Nonetheless, all
the questions you raise are subject to discussion by the
ITO as well as'the TO, If you had not resigned, I would
have proposed your coming to the ICC meeting in March,
fo take part in the discussion of the French situation.
Unfortunately, the discission will now take place with-
out you. o e

4. The ITO should not treat WP, its satellites (including
the French Workers Power (PO, or the LRCI in a
sectarian manner. The ITO has many agreements with
the WP/LRCI on paper and in practical work in Britain—
with which I am familiar— and probably in France as
well. We should respond in a' comradely way to the
LRCT's letter of 16 September 1992, as we decided at the
November 1992 ICC meeting, and we should welcome
opportunities for united front work with them in Britain
and France. However, a unification between the ITO and
the LRCI is highly unlikely in the foreseeable future.
This is not because of our political differences, although
we have some important differences. It is because of the
LRCT's fandamental sectarianism. WP come from a state-
capitalist fradition and has never avercoms tha state
capitalists’ moralistic approach to politics. The WE/LRCI
regards all left-of-Stalinist tendencies other than itself
a8 an essentially undifferentiated centrist mass. A WP/
LRCI true believer would. even regard the WP/LRCI
itself as still centrist but on its way to becoming the true
vanguard party much the way a Calvinist true believer
would regard himself as sinful and deserving damnation
but predestined to be saved. The WP/LRCI will go
nowhere unless it overcomes this mentality.

Your 16 January letter to comrades of the FTI has a
very different tone from your November texts. It
effectively demands that the FTT split from the ITO since
- thigis what it would mean to “call an emergency meeting

of the IEC of the FTI to put an end to the suspension of
‘our activities as the FT'L” without discussion and strug-
gle in the ITO first. I oppose an emergency meeting of the
FII IEC but strongly support discussion in the ITO. I
regret your resignation from the TO and-the ITO all the
more because it makes the discussion much more difficult.
I would have preferred to wait to respond to your specific
charges until after a discussion at the ICC meeting in
March with you present. Since your resignation means
such a discussion will not happen, however, I want to
respond to some points in your 16 January letter here,

1. You say that the JCR has exploded because “First,
Damien has always refused to explain the nature of the
LCR, the struggle which is necessary etc” and “secondly,
it is very difficult to explain and convince people of the
centrality of the struggle inside the USFI when . . .
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Damien has left the LCR (and so the USFI) since about
one year [ago]” and wants to include in the JCR small
groups hostile to the USFI and the LCR, such as GSI
and RCU youth. In my opinion, if there is a weakness in
the TO policy toward the LCR, it i having maintained
too strict a separation between the JCR and LCR. As

‘long as I have known them-—since April 1992—Damien

and David have argued that only a few highly developed
JCR comrades should join the LCR, since the rest would
find the LCR too demnoralising. I have questioned this,
since defending TO politics inside the LCR would help
JCR comrades develop, and having them there would
strengthen the TO. But I have also understood Damien
and David’s concern about demoralising the JCR com-
rades. I do not understand your argument, however, Do
you think that Darnien has been “too soft” on the LCR,
refusing to characterise it negatively enough? If so, that
is the opposite of my impression. Or do you think he has
been “too hard” on the LCR, too contemptuous of it? If
this is your criticism—and if it is true that Damien has
refused to attend cell meetings or pay dues, which I do
not: accept without hearing from him—T would agres
that he had made a mistake. But I would find the
criticism difficult to reconcile with your apparent overall
view that the TO and the ITO should turn our backs on
the “centrist” LCR and USFIL,

2. You say that “Damien wants to invalidate me and
my town for the next (April) Congress . . . beczuse I have
begun to fight against his politics.” If this is tiue, it is a
very serious matter, ITO comrades, both those from the
FTI and those not from the FTI, would not tolerate it.
However, I suspect that the situation around your dues
is more ambiguous than you indicate and could be
resolved. I would not accuse Damien or any other ITO
comrade of “bureaucratism” without hearing his or her
side first.

3. You say on trade union work that “Damien has a
very serious opportunist [policy] on this question: he
refuses to form factions, tendencies on our politics inside
the unions” and on the struggle for the liberation of
lesbians and gay men that “Damien has in fact a
separatist [policy] that I won't tolerate a day more.” If
you are right about this, you would have found
congiderable support within the ITQ, The “Declaration of
Principles of the International Trotskyist Opposition”
says, “In order to achieve their aims within the unions,
Trotskyists should attempt to organise revolutionary
trade union caucuses under their political leadership.
The programme of these caucuses must be based on the
general strategic and tactical lines of the Transitional
Programme” and “Trotskyists must intervene [in the
atruggles of the specifically oppressed] with a method
analogous to that adopted in intervening in proletarian
struggles: that is, they base their action on the
Traneitional Programme.” We will discuss trade union
and lesbian and gay work in France and elsewhere at the
March ICC meeting. But your resignation creates big
problems, It is unfair to Damien because it denies him a
chance to defend himself against your charges in the
ITO. Itis unfair to other comrades in the ITO, because it
denies them a chance to hear the confrontation of views,
It is unfair to the TO and the JCR, because it makes it
less likely that any valid criticisms you have will be
heard and acted on. And it is unfair to you, because it
makes you appear afraid to prove your charges with
evidence or to retract them if you do not have evidence.

4. You criticise the slogan in the 1993 JCR electoral



platform for “Purging and reorganising the police from
top to bottom”, which you inberpret as a call for “reforming
the police.” I think the slogan is problematic and would
prefer “Abolish the police. Organise worker-oommumty
defence guards.” But I do not think the JCR slogan conld
be misinterpreted as meaning we want to reform the
existing police, since “Purging and reorganising the police
from top to bottom” would mean destroying them. In my
opinion thig is as secondary problem of an unclear tactical
slogan, not a principled problem. I also think you are
reading toc much into the apparent contradiction in
Damien’s “Theses” for the JCR Congress between the
formulation that the LCR is “necessarily liquidationist”
and the formulation that it has abandoned the
perspective of building the revolutionary party only in
conjunctural manner”. I do not have the text, but T would
bet that the apparent contradiction is a drafting problem
that could be cleared up through amendments. Again, if
these problems are deeper than I realise you have done
us all a disservice by resigning rather than fighting.’

5. You describe David's “Some remarks on the texts of
Jerome” as “slipping away” and answeringin “bad falth”
As indicated above, I do not agree. David says very
clearly that the USFI and the LCR are centrist and
correctly defines the tasks of the ITO in confronting that
reality: developing our own analysis and orientation as
an international current and our exemplary work in the
class struggle. He agrees that the JCR needs more
political education and the TO and ITO need more
bulleting, pamphlets, leaflets etc and correctly pomts to
the real problems that need to be overcome: the lack of
human and material resources, overextended Ieadershlp,
and the difficulties of the “hybrid situation”. He agrees
that the ITO should pursue discussions with the LRC] to
see if we have real convergence in our analysis and
political activity. You may be right that Damien has
moved quickly to incorporate Morenoist and ex-
Lambertist youth into the JCR and has blocked PO
youth. But this may make sense, since the Morenocist 4nd
ex-Lambertist youth may be in political flux, while the
WP/LRCI is notorious for Spart-like raide against other
organisations in which they take out—and subsequently
lose~—a few demoralised elements and ruin their chances
for a principled regroupment. :

I‘lnally, I want to respond to your 27 January letter
resigning from the ITO, the TO and the “suspended” FTT.
You say that you are resigning “Not because [of] political
differences except on Yugoslavia and on the importance
1o give to the contrist nature of the LCR/USFI but because
the determining elementis . . . ‘safeguardfing] the JCR'.”
I want to reply to each of your points.

1. The former Yugoslavia, You do not explain your
pogition in your resignation staterment, but in your JCR
faction statement “It is Necessary to Break with the
Clurrent Line”, you write, “The journal [Egalité] was
right in affirming the strategic importance of a socialist
federation of the Balkans and denouncing the possibility
ofimperialist military intervention. But the ceniral ques-

tion today is to position ourselves in favour of the mili- -

tary defence of the Bosnians against the aggression of
the Serbian nationalist bureaucracy”. The problem is
which “Bosnians” you mean. If you mean defence of the
Bosnian “Muslim” communities against slaughter and
“ethnic cleansing”, I agree Trotskyists should support
that—and defence of all the other national communuities
" under attack, including the Bosnian Serb communities.
But if you mean defence of the Bosnian republic against

dismemberment, I disagree. The republic of Bosnia is an
artificial creation in which the Serbs and Croats are the
majority. This majority clearly wants not just the -

* “cantonisation” of the republic but its break up, with the

Serbian sareas joining Croatia. Under these
circumstances, defending the territorial integrity of the
Bosnian state against the majority of the Bospian
population is no more correct than defending the’
territorial integrity of the former Yugnslav state agamst
its population.

2. The LOR ‘and the USFIL In your resignation
staternent you refer to a difference over “The importance
to give to the centrist nature of the 'LCR/USFL” I have
stated my views on this above. Most. of the world
Trotskyist movement, including the LCR and the USFI,
is centnsb—“’]‘.‘rotskylst-centnst —and this is of strategic
importance in our fight for the political regeneration and
organisational reorganisation of the Fourth
International, You agreed with this when you voted for
“The Crisis of the Fourth International and the Tasks of
Consistent Trotskyists” at the Copenhagen oonfemnce
last January. Do you still agree?

3. Your resignation. In your resignation statement
you say that you are resigning because “the determining
element is ., ‘safeguard{ing] the JCR" You say, Franco
has said to me: either accept Damien’s politics or you join
the LRCI ... itseems as if T have well understood Franco,
that I have put myself outside the ITO in choosing fo
struggle against the politics of Damnien.” To me this is the
most disappointing aspect of your resignation. I have
known Franco politically for neatly fourteen years, I
know he did not say those things. That means that either
(a) you are deliberately misrepresenting what he said,
which I do not want to believe, or (b) you have tragically
misunderstood what he said. On the assumption that the
problem is confusion rather than bad faith on your part,
I want to state my views, The determining element for
me, for Franco, and for the other comrades of the ITO is
not “safeguarding the JCR” but the fight to rebuild the
Fourth International. You and all other ITO comrades
have a right to “struggle against the politics of Damien”
or anyone else in the ITQ, although if you make charges
as damning as those you have made against Damien, you
should be expected to be challenged to prove them. Apart
from these charges I agree with David that many of your
criticisms are correct, but I think you should have
struggled over them in the framework of the TO and the

The TL has been dealing with some of the same
problems of internal functioning and democracy as the
TQ has. The discussion has not been easy, and at times
tempers have flared. Despite this, the TL has been
making progresa, because the leadership at all levels and
the ranks have been committed to defining the resl
problems and dealing with them concretely within the
limits of our resources.

. I do not ask you bo stop ﬁghtmg But I do hope you

. wﬂl put your fight in perspective, reconsider your decision

to resign and rejoin us. If you decide that the problems in
the TO and ITO can be corrected, internal struggle is the
best way to correct them. If you decide the problems
cannot be corrected, internal struggle is the best way to
persuade other comrades that it is time to move on,

Fraternally,
P
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Lefter from a supporter of POF, August 1993

Déar P,

Thankyou for your letter. I am sorry to have taken so
long to reply, but I have been very involved in trying to
convinice the JCR-Egalité of my positions, and then,
when that failed, working as a member of Pouveir
QCuvriey, the French seotion of the LRCI, writing for the
journal. Secondly, I found it very difficult to write in
English. In the end, L had to get one of my comrades to go
over this letter and correct the English so that I could be
sure that I would make myself understood. Finally, it
ook me a while to decide how to reply to you, whether to
write a long letter taking up all your points, or what, In
the end, I have decided to write a shortish letter, taking
up the main points you raise and trying to explain to you
why I have taken the steps I have.

In generzal, you have chosen to support Damien, the
leader of the JCR-Egalité, and to disagres with me. Your
reasons are either that the guestions T have raised are
“very difficult to evaluate correctly from external
intervention”, or that I am making a mountain outof a
malehill, Despite the respect I have for you, I think you
have made a very serious mistake: you are sacrificing
political principles in the name of “winning” a sizeable
number of youth.

As events over the last few months have shown, this
approach will get the ITO nowhere. Thanks to Darien’s
politics, the JCR-Egalité has already lost nearly halfits
membership (there were 15 delegates at the Congress,
on the basis of 6 members per delegate; in Autumn 1962
the Jeadership were claiming 160 members . . . do the
sutn yourself), Furthermore, the JCR appears to be fast
leaving the orbit of the ITO: they are currently discussing
with the British Militant organisation with a view to
fusion! Perhaps, however, this is the position of the ITO?
Perhaps Damien spoke from the platform to a 1500
strong rally in London to launch the new Militant
organisation as a member of the ITO? What do you think
about this?

You and the whole of the ITO need to think carefully
about what kind of political operator Damien is, and who
was right: me or him,

Far from “acting 1mpress1on1shcally’ as you suggest, I

think I have acted in an absolutely principled way at
every step. I fought for my positions in the TO, was
defeated, and resigned, preferring to be able to fight for
1y ideas. The same thing in the JCR. T will show that on
the key points I fought sround; the nature of the
revolutionary organisation, the queston of the state, work
around gays and lesbians and the nature of the League
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for a Revolutionary Communist International and
Pouvoir Ouvrier, L have acted honestly and in'a principled
and considered way throughout.

The atiliude of the French TO towards the nature of the LCR end the
USFL.

As you know, in Autumn 1992 I put a resolution to the
French TO arguing that we should clearly describe the
USFI and the LCR as centrist. This was rejected by the
Damien leadership of the TO. I felt this was animportant
point, not because we should provoke the LCRleadership,
but because we neceded to be clear on the the nature of the
beast we were fighting—the LCR leadership—and the
reasona for its method.

Like you, I read David’s reply and the points in which
he says clearly that the LCR are centrist. But this is
purely for internal ITO consumption, in response to my
criticims. Neither the JCR-Egalité nor the public
“Trotskyist Bulletin” of the TO say anything of the sort.
This is an unprincipled method, “forgetting” to call a
centrist leadership by its name. It doesn't educate
comrades and will inevitably lead to bad results.

The truth of this is shown by what happened in the
JCR. Damien consistently refused to educate the
members of the JCR in the nature of the L.CR, or even fo
carry out a consistent faction fight inside the LCR. The
inevitable consequence was that, a few months after the
LCR had expelled us all, around 30% of the JCR-Egalité
split, to “return to the fold”. The political argument had
not been had with them, Damien and the other comrades
had simply run away from the struggle. ,

When I tried to raise these criticisms, my positions
were systematically distorted, in & way which also shows
that Damien, Florence and the rest of the JCRleadership
do not agree with you, Peter. You know that when the
IT0O was formed, Damien did not agree with our text on
“The FI and the tasks of consistent Trotskyists”. The
differences are real, there is no point in trying to hide
them for diplomatic reasons,

During the debate in the JCR, a “factional fable” was
put about by the Damien leadership. They argued that I
thought that the USFI was “at best centrist”, thus
insinuating that I might think that the USFI was
reformist (which is what the Spartacists think), thus
tryingin a dishonest fashion to distance the membership
from my “sectarian” views. This distortion was
compounded by the suggestion that I thought the TO and
the ITO should split with the USFI as quickly as possible.



This is just not true, as all of my docurments show. I
argued, however, that we needed to carry out & principled
political fight within the USFI. The reason why the ITO
would not do this is because of the political differences
which were at the heart of its foundation. In this respect,
the article of Workers Power is very convincing.

As the French comrades of the LRCI, Pouvoir Ouvrier,
pointed out in an article at the beginning of this yoar (I
enclose the translation from the LRCI's “Trotskyist
Bulletin®), this is the second time that the Damien -David
Jeadership has behaved this way. They split from the
Matti faction within the LCR without explanation,

without drawing any political conclusion as to the nature

of the Matti grouping. Then they did the same with the
LCR. This i not serious, ,

There has been not one serious word of explanation in
the pages of Egalité, just a short paragraph. The members
of the JCR-Egalité are encouraged to disdain the LCR
rather than understand the nature and origins of their

centrist errors, Can you imagine if the TL had eplit with

the RWL witheut drawing any condlusions as to the
nature and direction of the RWL leadership? But that is
exactly what the Damien group has done twice in the
space of 18 months - and perhaps what they are preparing

to do again in turning away from the ITO and towards

the Militant? .

Tn response to your question: I do not think that
Damien has been “too hard” or “too soft” with the LOR
leadership. I think he has acted in an unprincipled
manner. He is a manouevrer and he has not fought for
his positions. At the LCR Central Committee meeting
which discusssed the expulsion of the JCR he did not
even speak! The “campaign” to be readmitted into the
LCR has been completely non-existent. No documents
explaining the split have been produced. The recent
Congress documents did not even mention it! How can
youbuild an organisation like that? Or rather, what kind
of organisation can you build like that? Only one that is
composed of people who follow the latest whim of the
leader. You cannot educate and train cadre in this way.

Another example: the JCR-Egalité decided at their
Congress to join the ITO. You might imagine that such
an important step would have been the subject of a pre-
Congress discussion, that the members would have
debated the issue, the nature of the ITO, as against, say,
the International Militant Tendency or even the LRCL
Far from it. The resolution deciding to join the ITO was
only put on the agenda in the middle of the meeting, after
the speakers’ list on the previous item had been cloged.
The only comrades able to discuss the question were
those who had previously indicated to speak on another
issue! This is not serious. Unfortunately, it is the method
of Damien and his group. Would you sanction such
behaviour Peter? I hope not. ‘

The gay and leshion question

A point of difference at the JCR Congress was that
“our” comrades in the JCR/TO acted as if the struggle for
the liberation of lesbians and gay men was a separate
struggle to the struggles of other layers against capitalist
society. As if only black workers should struggle against

racisfg;, as if only working women should fight for free
abortion on demand.

W:hen I pointed out at the Clongress that there was no
balance sheet of work done around the question, and that
I and my section had been the only people to take up the
issue, the reply was that it was “a secondary question”
and that the group could not do everything. Of course,
this was a verbal remark. Nothing was written down.
You ‘could even suggest I am exaggerating, “making a
mountain out of a molehill”, Where then is the balance
sheet of the group’s work on the issue? In the 30 months

"gince the JCR adopted a position——at my instigation—

the only work was done on my initiative.

Arguing the case for sexual liberation with youth is a
fundamental part of our tasks, It is niot an “additional”,
“gupplementary” or “secondary” question as I was told in
the JCR Congress. In the same way, arguing with gays
and lesbians about the need to take their future in their
own hands and to organise themselves within the
working class, is not “secondary”. It is a way of creating
the maximum unity inside the working class, against all
the oppression that divides us,

' What was the result of your March ICC discussion on
this issue? Did you seriously discuss the gay and lesbian
work of the JCR ? What was your balance sheet? What
conclusions do you draw, or do you think that, on this
question too, “it is difficult to tell from & distance™?

Finally, on this question, the JCR-Egalité are to the
right of the comrades who split to form an LCR-loyal
“JCR-Egalité sociale”. The comrades in Nantes who
joined this group got it to adopt a motion on gay and
lesbian liberation. It is a very weak resolution, and in
their paper the comrades have shown that they adapt to
ActUp. However, they are more likely to become an
obstacle to the struggle for gay and lesbian liberation
than the JCR-Egalit¢é who are not interested in
intervening around this question (they have failed even
to participate in demonstrations etc). In this respect, I
prefer humanists in favour of an abstract version of
liberation than a tendency like the French TO with its
non-consistent Trotskylsm on this issue.

The JCR-Egatité on the state—ond the British Militont

You seem to agree with me that the JCR's position is
wrong in calling for a “purging and a reorganisation from
top to bottom” of the police. However, you don’'t what to
say so. You say it is “problematic”, but you also insist that
“I do not think (it) could be misinterpreted as meaning
we want to reform the existing police.” Fair enough.
What then is the “problem” which concerns you?

You say you would rather see “Abolish the police.
Organize workers’ defence guards”. I agree. Damien and
the JCR do not. This is not a minox tactical difference!
Ask yourself: why did the JCR not put forward such a
line? Because they were “unclear”? I give them more
credit than that!

The point about the JCR #lectoral platform is that this
was the ONLY thing about the state. There was not one
mention of the real role of parliament, there was not one
warning of the danger of the armed forces of the state
(not one mention of the army?!), not one mention of the

43




need for workers' democracy (only the call for a truly
democratic constituent assembly!) the irmplication of the
docnment was reformist. This is a real “problem™. .

T know that Damien does not, think that the state can
be reformed. But he did not say what he really thought.
Why not? So as not to “frighten” his electors? But the
point of a revolutionary election campaign is not to win
votes but to put forward revolutionary propaganda. The
JCR did neither. Despite consciously adapting their
programme (I don’t believe it is an “accident” that all
these ABC points - including the revolutionary party! -
were left out) the voters, of course, preferred the real
reformists. '

What conclusions do I draw from this? That the JCR,
rather than using an “unclear tactical slogan”, is using
an opportunist method. This is not how revolutionaries
should intervene in election campaigns. What conclusions
do you draw? : L

The question of the Militant becamne important during
the Congress because of the JCR's desire to build “Youth
Against Racism in Europe”, a Militant front organisation,

in France. This could be a pood thing if YRE adopted a

clear position on the two key questions of the day: “no
platform for fagcists” and “no to all immigration controls”,
But the JCR have already said they do not necessarily
agree with this, and decided at the Congress that anti-
fascists should wait for the fascists to attack them, so as
to win public sympathy! Read the decuments! I am not
inventing this! T would be interested to hear Matt S on
this! Furthermore, it is now clear that no one from other
groups will be allowed in JRE. They want to build it as a
JCR front, on a minimal political basis, including so-
called “anti-capitalism”. This is sectarianism and
opportunism! _ _ .

At the JCR Congress I was also concerned that given
Militant’s position en the state (basically the same
opportunist methed ss shown by the JCR’s election
campaign - pretend {o the workers that there can be a
peaceful transformation of capitalist society) that YRE
ould be hampered by unclear positions on the police.

. Now, Peter, be honest. am I making “a mountain out
of a molehill” here? Do you think Trotsky - whom you
quote - would say that the question of the state was a
mere “molehill™? I do not think so. Only opportunists like
Damien or the Militant could say such a thing.

Bosnia

You do not seem to have the same line as Damien. You
say “if you mean defense of the Bosnian ‘Muslim’
communities against slaughter and ‘ethnie cleansing’, I
agree”, That is what I mean, so we agree. I do not “defend
the territoriat integrity of the Bosnian state”. The problem
is that, for the JCR-Egalité, the key question is the
supposed aggression of imperialism against the Serbs!
They want to put all the emphasis on defence of the Serbs
(which would certainly be necessary if imperialism were
attacking them, but that is clearly not the case at the
moment. The imperialist embargo against Serbia should
be opposed, but now that Serbia and Croeatia have become
the principle agpressors (because the Moslim national-
ists have lost the war, although they can etill launch
offensives, as we have recently geen), we should fight for
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a workers’ boycott of arms o Serbia. You will see none of
this in the pages of Egalité. You should ask Damien
about this,

Relutions with the LRCI and the politles of Workers Power

You say you asked Mike to write to me; unfortunately
I never received a letter from him. If I see him I would
like to ask him how he gets on with Damien on gay
questions. Last winter Chris sent me a long letter, with
documents, particularly dealing with Workers Power,
the British section of the LRCI. I appreciated his lotter,
even though it was mainly about Workers Power, with
only a short section on what he thought about the Damien
group’s politics (he said that “the way the JCR leaders
are reaction (to the split with the LCR} is a little
worrying”, The problem was that I was more interested
to know what my comrades in the ITO thought about the
situation in the French TO rather than reading pages of
criticism of Workers Power. !

By behaving in this way, you left me alone facing the
crisis of the JCR, leading me to think that my comrades
from the FTI were more interested in criticising the
LRCI than in saying something about the situation inside
the LCR and the JCR. In this respect, the attempt to “put
me off” the LRCI had the opposite effect. Because the
comrade of Pouvoir Ouvrier in Nantes was very keen to
discuss the situation inside the JCR, to discuss what I
should do. I began to appreciate his method and his
suggestions: for me the LRCI does not have an
opportunist or a sectarian method.

You say that you do not think that there is any “bad
faith” by the I'TO secretariat. But what does the following
sentence mean? We are told in the same document that
“There is no particularly emergency to discuss with this
trend” (unlike the Militant, the LIT, the WRP and PO of
Argentina) but that “We must adopt with them the same
method as with everyone™. There is surely a formal
contradiction here, no? You say that they are “sectarian
to the USFI”, But David himself at the December meeting
admitted that the articles of the LRCI on the USFI have
been very effective. In Britain and in France they have
won comrades from the USFIL, But perhaps you think
they are sectarian because they ingist on “saying what
ig”, that they think that the USFI is centrist, and
explaining why. That is not sectarianism, # is good
politics o

1 received several letters from Ron. In one of them he
warned me about the position of Workers' Power on
lesbian and gay issues, citing their behaviour in a meeting
in Leicester during the 1984 Miners' Strike. As youknow
Peter, this kind of allegation “you did this is such and
such a meeting” is very difficult to deal with. I was
concerned by what Ron said, but I only had his view of
what happened. So I asked WP what happened. I got a
letter from Paul, who was at the mesting in question.
Here are some excerpts from his letter:

“The difference with the comrades who were to become
the RIL took place in a meeting of a Miners Support
Committee, in which WP took a leading role, with the
aim of maling it a delegate action committee, an embryo
‘council of action’. This was the context of the vote, which
was on the content of a leaflet to be given out at hosiery
factories in which Asian women predominate, aimed at.



butlding support for a national women’s demonstration
called by the NUM. WP, along with almost every other
left wing group, and the core of the Committee’s activists,
advocated a mass agitational leaflet aimed at working
class women. Others had a different conception - they
saw the bulletin as developing into a newsletter for the
already committed activists about what was happening
in the Support Committee milieu. These forces wanted to
inelude in the bulletin a report of the first ever Lesbians
and Gays Support the Miners contingent on a miners’
demonstration. This was not a proposal for a piece of
propaganda about gay and lesbian liberation, or for an
argument with ‘backward’ sections of the working class
about the question of homosexuality, It was a simple
report. WP opposed the inclusion of this report because
a) the leaflet needed to be a focussed piece of agitation
about one issue aimed at the widest possible working
class audience; b) the report assumed working class
women would automatically see the connection between
lesbians/gays and themselves; c) it was all part of a
tendency to turn the Miners’ Support Committes into a
gelf-congratulatory milieu ofleft activists. Finally, I have
a very different memory of the result of the vote from
Ron. The miners most certainly did not vote to include
the report. What you need to decide, Stephane, is
whether, even if Ron is right and I am wrong, this
incident shows that we have a wrong line on the gay and
lesbian question. You can’t go around rubbishing a
group’s pOBltlonS on the basis of one meeting nearly 10
years ago.”

What do you and Ron think of that, Peter? It seems to
me a convincing explanation. WP did not oppose:“a
motion calling for lesbian and gay community
involvement”. I do not think their behaviour was
scandalous. And I think Paul’s 1ast point is correct. For
example, what do you think of the comradee’ work around
Clause 28 in Britain, or their brochure on Lesbian and
Gay liberation, which I think is very good? Have you read
this material? I would be very interested in hearing your
criticisms,

Finally, you say that “the WP/LRCT is notorious for
Spart-like raids against other organizations in which
they take out - and subsequently lose - a few demoralided
elements and ruin their chances for a principled
regroupment.” This worried me, because I had never
heard such a remark in France. So I agked a comrade-on
the LRCI leadership what he thought. This is what he
replied:

“We are apparently ‘notorious’ for a certain type of
intervention. Amongst which tendencies? When? Wheye?
Who? Why? Furthermore we carry out “Spart-like ralds
This lmphea that we are a) sectarians b) unprm(:lpled
What is a “raid”? It suggests that we are afraid of a
political fight. As you know, that is not the case! Why are
we ‘Spart-like’? Are we a Stalinophile cult? This is not a

political characterisation, il is not even an allegation: in .

the absence of any examples, it is an amalgam. What
does Peter mean by this remark? I suspect the truth is
that he is referring to one event, when we disagreed with
the comrades who came to be the TILC over how to
intervene in the crisis of the WSL, a British organisation.

WP won two comrades, who lought at the WSL: Congress
and then left. The RWL comrades carried on fighting,
and finally set up a small organisation, the WIL (not the
same as the current WIL} which rapidly collapsed, with
some of the comrades forming the RIL. (I may have got
some of these details wrong; it was a relatively minor
footnote in the history of British Trotskyism.) If thiw is
what Peter has in mind, he should justify his description
of it as a “Spart-like raid”. More recently, what evidence
is there? Did we win you through a “Spart-like raid"? Or
Matt I, who has recently left the British ITO to join
Workers Power. Are either of you “demoralised
elements”? Have we thus ‘ruined ou chances for a
principled agreement”? It's up to you to judge.”

What do you say to that, Peter?

Finally, was I right to split? The problem, Peter, is
that I did not agree with the JCR leadership. I wrote to
you and got no help, either. You were very {riendly, but
on every political point, you sided with the JCR
leadership. I fought for my positions in the French TO.T |
lost. The leadership was extremely hostile to me. I felt 1
would be botter off outside the TO. And so it has proved.

When I tried to fight in the JCR-Egalité, all sorts of
difficulties were raised. My documents were not
circulated for months, until the leadership had time to
write a reply! Do you think thatis a proper way to run an
organisation? The myth of my “non-payment” of subs
was raised, so we had to pay our subs a second time!
Finally, at the Congress, ne one agreed with me. I had a
choice: carry on building the JCR on a basis I am
convineed is wrong and leads nowhere, or leave and build
an organisation which I agree with. Is that
“impressionistic”, “impulsive” or “making a mountain
out of a molehill”? I hope you will reply to these points. I
want to engage you in a dialogue because I admire you
and want to convince you that I am right.

The attitude of the TL militants towards the eventsin
France - and the recent turn by the JCR towards Militant
- will be fundamental for the future of the ITO, If you say
nothing, I will conclude that you agree with them, or that
you think that the basis of the ITO is “do what you want
in your country”, If this laiter position is the case, it
would confirm the reserves 1 expressed during the FTI
caucus during the conference. Limited compromises were
possible, we accepled certain compromises (it was an
important opportunity), but you also have to know when
to break the compromise.

Peter, what do you think of the points I have raised?
You cannot say you are too far away or that you cannet
judge - you often come to Europe, you have all the
docuiments. I hope that the recent turn of events will lead
you and the comrades of the TL to enter in contact with
the LRCIL, to read its publications in English and to
discuss with their International Secretariat on the key

political issues which separate us. I really believe that .

this would be the best step for you ail.

With comradely best wishes
A (PO-F)
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Leaflet distributed by Workers Power on an anti- fczsc:sf demonstration,

london, 16 October 1993

THE ELECTION of Derek Beackon in Millwall was the
biggest victory for the fascists in Britain since the 19708,

Anti-fascists in the East End have hit back by driving
the BN from its paper-selling pitch on Brick Lane for
the last month. Today’s demo can strike a massive blow
against the BNP. Only the police can save the Nazi
bunker from the anger of tens of thousands of working
class people.

But to stop the rise of the BNP decisively we need a
single, anti-fascist united front designed to deny the
fascists any platform for their poisonous ideas. That
means!

s  Stop Beackon operating as a councillor

*  Stop all BNP demonstrations, rallies, paper sales
and canvassing

*  (Close down the BNP HQ

e QOrganise self-defence against BNP attacks.

United action must not be limited to today’s dema.
The main anti-racist, labour movement, socialist and
black organisations must now meet together at all levels.
The leaders of the anti-racist and anti-fascist groups
should issue an immediate joint statement. caliing for a
upited anti-fascist movement. National anti-fascist
demonstrations and rallies should be co-ordinated.

In every town there should be a UNITY committee
drawing in all existing anti-fascist organisations and
committed clearly to No Platform for Fascists.

The ANL and YRE and the IWA must be forced to
continue meeting after today's demo to co-ordinate unity
in action. Workers Power has initiated Unity Committees
to mobilise for the demo involving ANL and YRE in
Manchester and Sheffield. These are just a hint of what
could be achieved if the main campaigns made a call for
unity.

For workers” arlion!

500 council staff at the Isle of Dogs Nelghbourhood
Centre walked out in a protest strike against the election
of Derek Beackon and BNP intimidation at the polling
stations. This must be extended to a boycott of all work
with Beackon. Beackon must be prevented from getting
in to meetings: if he does, then the council proceedings
must be brought to a standstll.

" Such action will bring the staff into conflict with the
council management and the law. To maintain a boycott
in the face of this pressure they will need active solidarity,
including a commitment from UNISON and other unions
to strike in their support if they are victimised.

The trade union bureaucrats have actively tried to
sabotage today’s demo by supperting the pathetic split-
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demonstration organised by the middle class carcerists
who lead the Anti Racist Alliance. TInion HQs should be
bombarded with resolutions demanding support for a
genuine anti-fagcist united front committed to destroying
the BNP. If the police succeed in denying our right to
march there mustbe a campaign in the Labour and trade
umon movement to assert that right.

e Piatfors for Fesdsts]

The BINP are not just another political party. They are
out and out Nazis. Fascism is distinet from other forms of
right wing politics not just because of the virulence of its
racism, its anti-semitism and oppuosition to democratic
rights.

It is different because it mobilices fighting gangs to
conquer the streets and terrorise its opponents. The BNP
is a party of thugs and killers.

! That is why the working class needs to organise to
deny them any platform for their views, any meetings
where they spread their vile doctrines, any pitches where
they sell their putrid literature, any marches, press
conferences or election canvasses.

That can’t be done by polite persuasion. The BNP has
organised teams to mete out violence against its
opponents, That is why we need to be ready to stop them
physically, by any means necessary.

Build defence sqvadsl

To smash the BNP and deny them a platform, we need
mass mobilisations against their every move. But that is
not all. It is criminal to send an unorganised mass
against well-disciplined and organised fascist fighting
detatchments or their police guards. Thatis why we need
to build our own well-organised defence squads. They
should be built out of groups of workers and youth that
know and trust each other, that can train together and
prepare effective actions. And they should be linked as
tlosely as possible to the community and the working
class organisations,

Defence Squads should not simply be built out of
small groups of people disconnected from any mass
movement and substitute themselves for a mass
campaign. They should be part of the mass movement,
an auxiliary arm of it. We need a campaign across the
working class movement and black communities for the
building of anti-fascist defence squads, That way we can
repeat the success of 19 September when the BNP were
driven from their regular sales pitch. They were driven
into a corner by 500 protestors and then seen off by a
squad of under 30 organised anti-fascist fighters,



Dsa’t vely on the siute

The leaders of the labour movement and middle class
“anti-fascists” are terrified of the direct action that we
need to rout the fascist gangs, Instead they plead for the
police to act or for the state to ban the Nazis’ marches
and meetings.

This brand of anti-fascism 18 worse than uscless. It 18
dangerous. Every serious attempt in the last twenty
years to demonstrate against the fascists has seen the
police attack the anti-fascists or, like today, ban our
marches from confronting the fascists,

The police are the perpetrators of racist violence, To
ask Bangladeshi youth in East London to rely on the
police to protect them is a sick joke.

Since the Public Order Act was brought in “against”
Mosley’s Fascists in the 1930s, the siate has mainly
dirvected its powers to ban marches and reetings against
the working class movement,

The answer is direct working class action, not reliance
on the racist state,

Rol: of Abl loaders

The Anti Nazi League has thousands of supporters
and has been centirally involved in building this
demonstration, But the leaders of the ANL are opposing
the building of united committees. They are telling their
members that such committees would be “just another
layer of bureaucracy”. They argue “why do we need to
talk about unity, why not just get out there and build?”.

But the ANL is far from being the only campaign
against racism and fascism, as is shown by the very need
for a Unity Demonstration today. To get existing anti-
racist organisations to unite in action, we need clear
agreement at every level and, yes, full debate and
discussion. This is not bureaucracy, it is organisation.

Unfortunately the Socialist Workers Party, which
~controls the ANL, allows it to have no regulay
membership meetings or internal democracy. And by
refusing to build joint committees it is fostering disunity
- as it did when it deliberately organised a separate
demonstration in Welling one week after the YRE on 8
May,

Worse still, the ANL and the SWP oppose the building
of defence squads in the anti-fascist struggle. Whilst
arguing for today’s demonstration to defy the police ban
on marching to the Nazi HQ, they rejected efforta: to
organise effective joint stewarding of the march. This is
sheer irresponsibility. We need the best possible
organisation to defend ourselves from police attack and
to deal with the Nazi gangs.

The SWP leaders claim that m1htary~sty1e
organisation will frighten away ordinary workers. They
claim that “strength of numbers” makes woleﬁce
unneccesary.

But the police will hit the anli-fascist movement with

“military style” organisation. So will the BNP. In the face
of that “strength of numbers” alone is not enough. There
were tens of thousands at mass pickets at Orgreave and
Wapping in the 1980s. But the police won those battles,
What the workers’ movement lacked was organised self
defence,

Hundreds of thousands of black people - as well as
steelworkers, miners, printers - have learned this the
hard way under the Tories, At the end of the day

disciplined workers’ self-defence is the best way of
guaranteeing the safety of our marches and our
movement, and of stopping the violence of the police and
Nazis from really “putting people off”,

Answer the Lies)

The BNP, as well as the Liberals and Tories, argue
that black people are responsible for bad housing. This is
rubbish. They do not cause had housing, they are forced
to live in it. The idea that Asians are being put up in five
star hotels or have all the housing is a classic racist
myth. In Tower Hamlets ag a whole 26% of the population
are Asian and the same proportion of council property
used to rehouse families goes to Asians. Under the racist
“Sons and Daughters” policy they have less access to
decent housing than even poor whites. The answer is not
for worldng class people to fight over who should get the
crumbs that the bosses threw in our direction, but to
fight together for decent homes for all.

Fight the systeml

Capitalism - production for private profit rather than
the needs of millions - i3 the source of all the ills in
society: racism, unemployment, bad housing, poverty
and crime.

In Britain today, the discrediting of the major political
parties and institutions, and the mood of increasing
discontent in the country as a whole, has led to a relative
strengthening of the extreme poles of the political
spectrum. The sudden rise of the BNP to national
prominence is one sign of what this can lead to if socialists

. do not step into the vacuum.

But thereis an alternative, an alternative which must
base itself not on the least socially cohesive, least class
conscious and least solidaristic sections of the population
as the fascists do, but on the most determined, most
political, most militant fighters for the interests of the
whole of the working class, black and white.

Out of those layers a political party can and must be
built, around & programme that links the fight for the
immediate needs of the working class to the fight for the
revolutionary overthrow of the profit system. That way
we will not just destroy the fascist bands,

We will ensure that fascism is wiped out for good,
together with the systern that spawns it,

That is what Workers Power ig fighting for, If you
agree with us - join us today as part of the YRE
contingent.

WHATY T0 DO TODAY: The polige have banned today's demo
from approaching the BNP HQ. The organisers of today's
demo have decided to defy that ban. Every demonstrator
should support that decision by getting organised to defend
our right to march. Workers Fower has organised with other
anti-fasclsts & No Platform Contingent, to unite those who
are clearly committed to No Platform for Fasclsts. Since the
YRE |s committed to proper stewarding and to No Piatform,
we will be marching together with them on the demo. We
urge every delegation to come on the YRE contingent, and
bring their banners. Every delegation should elact a stewards’
team to lialse with the YRE chief steward on arrival, e
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from Workers Power, New Zealand/ Actearoa, #94 (une/July 1993)

While Pat Booth and Yvonne Martin’s intentions may have
been to write a couple of items for the local newspaer, there
are a few sinister messages underlying their “Asian
Invasion” articles (Harbour News, North Shore Times
Advertiser, 18 &23 April 1983).

For example, the assumption that most Asians are, if not
millionaires, relatively wealthy. Certainly, the historical
desire to migrate is driven by material forces. Most people
don’t up and move country, Jeaving behind family, friends
and all things familiar, unless their continued economic
survival is threatened. To a lesser or greater degree, al/
inhabitants of Aotearca arrived under this premise.

Therecent influx of Axians is no different. Asians are not
intrinsically rich. Instead, they have been the pawne of
imperialist policy since the Opium Wars of the last century.
Those who have survived generations of slave wages have
learned the lessons of the struggle for survival in capitalist
society. They know that survival means teking every
opportunity available, including education, to advance
themselves economically. Some Asians as a result have
become successful capitalists,

Is this so very different from any other “self:-made”
capitalists of any nationality? Wasn't Bob Jones being
portrayed as the model for all, just & few years back? What's
different? The answer is that there are now few self-made
kiwi capitalists. Many have been victims of the restructuring
of the last 10 years. The important point js that those who
survived did so by investing offshore in Australia, Asia and
North and South America. Perhaps not in as large numbers
as Asian investors, but outside NZ they too are
“foreign”investors and part of some “alien invasion”.

For Asians who took advantage of the booming Asian
economies to successfully overcome their working class
origins, migration to Aotearca’s “free market”isa necessary
part of their expansion as capitalists. F'or some migrants
from Hong Kong, it is an escape from the threat of controls
on their profitability when Hong Kong returns to China in
1997, Capitalists in China are still operating within a
bureaucratically controlled state which puts limits on
profits. Obviously, NZ's “free market” places no such
restrictions on profits.

Here we come to the heart of the matter regarding the
migration of relatively affluent Asians, While working class
migrants (particularly previously Chinese migrants) are
subject to national barriers, in the form of immigration
controls, capitalists have no such barricades. Under N%
state’s Business Immigration Policy “points” system,
independence—in the form of money or specific skills—
allows rich “foreigners” to enter the country with
comparative ease,

Why then this fuss about a mere 3% of our population
who are ethnically labelled Asian? Possibly our local
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capitalists are fearful of the threat of competition from
people who have perfected their commercial expertise to a
level which frightans the competition. But isn’t this “the
level playing field” which capitalist ideclogy insists upon?
Are our local cepitalists now crying “foul” because their
monopolies may be challenged.

Whatever the reasoning behind the timing of this
particular xenophobia, the myth of Aotearca’s “racial
harmony” is again exposed. On one side of the fence, we
have workers being told that their jobs will be taken by
migrants; on the other, the ruling clas is fearful of Asian
competition!

At the same time our intellectuals are talling us that the
rapid introduction of too many “multi-sthnic migrants is
likely to spark off sectarian explosions which will threaten
the welfare of ethnic migrants already in the country.”.
(Director of Asian Studies, Otago Univesity, The
Independent 21 May). Is this another way of saying that
entry into New Zealand is depsndent on migrants’ ability to
become Pakeha? Or does it simply mean that bacauge New
Zealand is a racist country it can’t allow “foreigners” to come
here out of foar that its racism will be exposed!

In similar vein, Ranganui Walker would have Asian
migrants defer to Maori eulture before plying their
capitalist trade. This attitude also exhibits the threat that
covert racism may rapidly become overt, if pushed by the
“too rapid” introduction of large numbers of Asians.

Either way the assumption that capitalism can be “con-
trolled” exhibits an ignorance of the capitalist system, De-
spite the ethnic origins of individual eapitalists, despite thir
cultural conditioning, despite some of their “good” inten-
tions-—all must operate within an economic system which
produces “profit” by extracting surplus value from the pro-
ductive efforts of the working class. When Bolger tells us
that wealthy migrants will create jobs for New Zealanders,
he's right. Some jobs.

With capitalism in & state of crisis, the outbursts of
racism in our own country are no different from those in the
rest of the world. Violence betwean people of different ethnic
backgrounds is evidence of economic crisis at the same time
as it is eynically used by the ruling class in an attempt to
protect itself from “outside” competition while dividing the
working class,

That is why we are for the freedom of workers to migrate
as ensily as the capitalists. It is nov the ethnic arigin of the
capitalist that bothers us but the fact that we are exploited
by them all. Thatis why when we workers of the world unite
regardless of their countries, we will not discriminate
against capitalists. We will expropriate all capitalists
whatever their nationality, race or creed!

* Aboligh racist immigration laws!

* No deportations!



p to the 6 November election. The first piece deals with the section’s attitude to the proposed change
to the New Zealand electoral system froma British-style “first-past-the-post” contest to one based on aform
of proportional representation, The people of New Zealand were asked to vote on this on the same day as

argued for workers to back the change.’

The outcome of the General Election on 6 November was a one seat majority for the outgoing National
Party government under Jim Bolger. His party gained 50 seats in a 99 seat parliament. They lost 19 seats
compared to the 1990 election. During 1993, as National's support ebbed, one of the main factors in their

decline was the defection of sections of National’

8 base in the middle class towards the maverick ex-

National MP’, Winston Peters, His party, New Zealand First (NZF) captured 12% of the vote inits first outing
and their two seats could be important in: giving Bolger a working majority or not. They may come to play
a critical role in future elections based on proportional representation as their number of seats increase. In
the second article Workers Power exposes the dangerous rhetoric of Peters’ new party.

Vote for MNP!

Most people accept that our political system is demo-
cratic. The basis of democracy is people’s right to vote in
parliamentary elections. By voting people choose both
their Member of Parliament and the party programme
they prefer. The fact that the system is based on the
exploitation of workers by capitalists is masked by a
veneer of formal equality in the system of one person one
vote. Any “choice” workers have is only about how to
lessen their exploitation by capitalists but not to get rid
ofit, because the system keeps the system of exploitation
going, : :

People do not normally question the limitations of the
“choice” vote, The experience of governments blatantly
betraying their promises over the last eight years if
widely seen as the result of parliament being
unrepresentative; of the Cabinet of the Treasury high-
Jacking parliament, This has made many begin to ques-
tion some more obviously unfair aspects of the parlia-

mentary system. It is the growing anger and diggust

with politics that has made it necesgsary for the bosses to
respond with proposals for electoral reform. ‘

Parliamentary elections in the capitalists system are
a democratic “front” for the real decision making that
goes on in the main centres of power—the bureaucracy
and the organisations of bigbusiness such ag the Business
Roundtable. But to maintain this pretence, parliament
has to be seen to be representative of citizens, But there
are ways of limiting the say of voters. Holding elections
every three years in New Zealand means people have no
say between elections, :

There are a whole number of other ways of putting up
barriers to participation such as making candidates put
up large amounts of money, putting age, gender, property,

literacy and other limits on voting. But the most common
method is the simple majority” system or the “Wirst Past
the Post” (FPP) which effectively gives the “minority” no
representation at all. Governments can be elected by a
minority of total votes, It also means that minority inter-
ests, in particular those of sections of the working class
do not get represented. ‘

FPP favours big established parties and a two party
8ystem, which distorts support in favour of incumbant
parties so representation is unfair, In 1990 National got
47.8% of the vote and 69 seats. Labour got 35% of the

- vote and 30 seats, Greens got 6.8% of the vote and no

seats, and the New Labour Party got 5,2% of the vote and
1 sest, '

As well as being unrepresentative the FPP two party
system lends itself to blatant misrepresentation,
Traditionally, the vote for a party manifesto was accepted
by the party as an obligation 1o stick to the manifesto if
they became the government. But both Labour and Na-
tional governments have changed the rules to suit them-
selves, reneged on election promises and trashed the
point of voting. _ .

In the 1987 election, Labour promised it would not
privatizse profitable state enterprises. But as the new
government changed the Fost Office into Telecom, NZ
Post and Postbank. In 1990 National promised toincrease
superannuation and keep Area Health Boards. It did
neither in office. As a result; people have got fed up with
the way both National and Labour governments have
made their votes count for nothing. Feelings of
disillusionment and cynicism about politics and
politicians have grown.

Although the distrust was associated with free market
policies and the deregulation of the economy, most people
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are not yet recognising these as symptoms of a capitalist
system in crisis, and the basis of the problem. They are
still looking for a way to get their voice heard within the
present system. The proposals to reform the electoral
system, and bring in a system of proportional
representation seems to be the answer. The Mixed
Member Proportional (MMP) system is the option that
got popular support in the referendum last year because
it was seen as a way of dealing with what was wrong with
the system, getting round the two party monopoly and
letting ordinary people have a voice,

Under MMP people will have two votes—one for a
local MP like in the present system; another as a
nationwide vote for a party. The parties would publish
lists of potential MPs and get a proportion of these
according to the level of support from the nationwide
vote. This would reflect popular choice more than the
current FFP system. _

This system gives smaller parties more of a chance.
But this is undermined by the National Electoral Reform
Act’s imposition of a 5% threshold—any small party
getting less than 5% of the vote misses out. But Maori
parties can get less than 5% under the special provisions
retained for Maori representation. The number of Maori
seats will be tied to the number of Maori on the electoral
rol,

Workers Power supports MMP as a move to
democratise the political system. It will allow a more
accurate expression of the variety of political opinions
within the mass of the population. For this reason we are
against any threshold because that eliminates small,
illcluding communist, groups expressing their political
opinions.

In general revoluhonary socialists argue for, and
support, democratic reforms of the capitalist parliament;
(proportional representation, abolition of second

chambers—such as Bolger’s short-lived proposal for a

new “upper house?, abolition of monarchy, parliamentary
control of cabinet and Prime Minister's department etc).
Such reforms can never make parliament a vehicle for
winning sociglism but the experience of the bosses’
attempts to oppose “democratisation”, and the inability
of a reformed parliament to challenge the real power of
the state, are important methods of struggle to break the
working class from its iliusions in parliamentary
democracy.

Although we know that MMP will not deliver real
democracy, as a challenge to the present system it ex-
poses the facade of the present “democracy” as the ruling
clagses move to resist any change that might erode the
political power base. And our big capitalists are opposing
MMP with their virulent dirty tricks campaign.

Dirty Tricks

In setting the terms of the referenda last year the
National government put obstacles in the way of change.
In the firat referendum the voters decided between
several systems. Although MMP got the most support
and FPP was rejected, we vote against this year between
MMP and FFP.

The reform case was also blatantly damaged by the
government tying MMP to a 120 member parliament
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and the abolition of Maori seats, exploiting people’s hos-

tility to MPs and Maori fear of losing representation. The - -
government’s close ally, the Campaign for Better. Gov-"__;
_ ernment (CBG) has continued this tactic this year by

trying to get the vote for MMP baned on a majority of all
electors rather than those who vote. In this way the
government was able to turn the broad recommendations,
of the Royal Commission in support of MMP to their
advantage by adding detail when it suited them.

The CBG reveals capitalist support for the status quo.
MPs and Peter Shirtcliffe of the CBG claim that
proportional representation would make the system

‘unstable. Shirteliffe misused the current problems in the

Ttalian system to “prove” his point. He asserted that the
Italians were rejecting MMP when in fact they are moving
towards it. Vigorous attempts are made to discredit the
German MMP system by saying that several government
changes have occurred without elections taking place.
This reinforces the main thrust of the anti-MMP dirty
tricks campaign that the MMP is undemocratic. It raises
the fear that the “list system” means that anonymous
MPs will not represent any constituency and not be
accountable to the voters,

The CBG draws on big money and National for its
support and has run a well financed advertising
campaign which has been effectively muddying the
waters since last year's referendum. Because of the way
the government has handled the debate over reform,
many people are not clear on the basic difference between
the two systems. The CBG adverts deliberately exploit
this uncertainty. Polls show MMJ ia losing support.

Capitalists are fearful that endorsement of MMP will
affect government’s iron hand over free market policies.
Right wing economist Rufus Dawes (in National Business
Review, 1/10/93) terms MMP an “idiot”s delight” and
argues that “weak popular coalition government [would]

" dance to the bleat of the welfare lobby to meet popular

demand for ‘more equity and fairness™. According to
Dawes what is good for the electorate is what is good for
the capitalist—a “tourniquet” on public spending.

On the other side is the Council of Trade Unions
which endorses MMP and is assisfing the Electoral
reform Coalition to promote MMP. This campaign claims
they are disadvantaged because they cannot match the
level of the CBG campaign which has now launched a
series of TV adverts, Calls for the government to review
and restrict spending to match puidelines for campaign
spendlng in the rest of the slection campaign have been
emphatically rejected by Justice Minister Doug Graham.
There is too much at stake——the National government
will use its power to maintain its advantage.

It ig necessary for all those who support the
introduction of MMP to campaign strongly in the weeks
before the referendum on 6 November, A defeat for MMP
will see the bosses able to continue their drive to complete
the destruction of the welfare state with little or no
opposition in parliament. A victory for MMP should be
followed by an immediate campaign to dissolve
parliament and to hold another Cieneral Election.

Reprinted from Workers Power #96
October/November 1993



Reprinted from Workers Power #95, August/September 1993

The immediate response to Winston Peter's NZ Frat
Party by media commentators has been to minimise its
appeal. He is porirayed as a spiv, a cult leader, has the ‘¢’
factor, which is to condernn his supporters as naive and
gullible. Not surprising for a media which is part of the
political establishment as Peters correctly claims. Thip is
despite poll figures which show that Peters’ following
cutg into the support of all other parties and comes a
close third after Labour (NRB-Consultus Poll, National
Business Review 22/7/93), The media hacks recognise
the anger and cynicism in the electorate but canhot
envisage the political shift that it implies, What the
bourgeois commentators fail to understand is the
extremely de-stabilising electoral effects of the massive
economic and social changes of the last ten years.

The radical economic changes have had very
destructive social effects. On top of the 250,000 official
unemployed, 100,000’ of workers laid off have used
redundancy cheques to become owner-operators. They
have tried to escape the working class only to end up
trapped in the self-employed, but also self-exploitipg,
middle classes. The impact of ECA has been to partly
destroy the unions, drwmg down membership for the
days of compulsory unionism to now, when just 40% of
workers are still in a union. A Victoria University study
of Employment contracts published this month shows
that 80% of workers surveyed have ditched their unions.
Few of these workers were able to maintain across
industry awards, most workers having accepted, if fiot
agreed with, smg]e workplace awards. As a result the
collective strength of organised labour has been severely
weakened, as many workers are fragmented and isolated
in the struggle for economic independence or survival,
Increasingly where workers once relied upon the unions
and their own “Labour” party, they now look for
individual solutions not in strike action, but in a populist
leadex who will solve all their problems for them.

It is Peters’ attempt to “please everyone” that makes
his 15 point Plan totally contradictory and unworkable.
First he condemns the media as biased but depends ot it
to get his message across. Then he wants to spend more
on employment pensions, health and education, at the
same time as buying back state assets, cuttmg taxes and
reducing debt! He doesn’t say who is going to pay for this
except that everyone must make sacrifices. Despite the
veiled threat in this he has huge appeal for those most
badly affected by the last 10 years. The INRB- Consultas
Poll of 23 July showed that 45% of those carning under
$15,000 supported Peters compared with 20% for each of
National and Labour and 14% for the Alliance.

This is the social base of Peters’ appeal. He is outside
the established parties. He is not associated with their
betrayals. On the contrary he is seen to be an honest
fighter against the corrupt politicians. As a strong
charismaticleader he can mobilise the widespread anger
against the “rich elite” and their political and media
stooges and at the same time promise to restore direct
democracy to the ordinary person. This appeal is
crystallised for example in Peters’ instant promise to buy
back NZ Rail at its selling price vsnthm b months of
becoming government.

These are the social factors which explam the decline
in class politics and the rising appeal of Peters’ populism
to the middle class today. But what is the electoral
significance of a rising populism?

What is Populism?

Populism is a political response of the middle class to
a growing social crisis when both the ruling class and the
working class are unable to offer a clear leadership and
& way out of the crisis. The organised labour movement
has suffered 10 years of defeaty and workers in general
are in retreat. Deapite isolated fightbacks there is no
generalised fightback capable of putting demands on
Labour or New Labour to roll back these attacks, There
18 no working class leadershup able to mobilise and unite
militant struggles. At the same time widespread
opposition to further cuts in social spending on health,
housing, education and benefits has put a stop to the
National Government’s plans to balance the budget. The
growth achieved by 10 years of restructuringis weak and
fragile. Yet no sustained return fo profitability is possible
without massive further attacks on social spending and
the welfare state.

Neither Labour nor National seems capable of
breaking this present class stalemate. This is where
Winston Peters comes in. He is able to exploit this
unstable balance of clags forces by appealing to national
unity against the enemy within and without. Populism
unites people around appeals to equal citizenship rights.
The question then becomes who is a citizen? All New
Zealanders should unite against aliens and foreigners.
But who are the aliens and foreigners? Populism diverts
workers away from united class struggle to overthrow
the ruling class. Instead it divides workers along national
lines by offering as the sclution to social crisis, the
exclusion of nen-citizens from sharing in the national
wealth. The logic of this begins with deporting migrant
workers but it develops into excluding other people from
“citizenship - namely any social group which appears to
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threaten the economic security of the middle classes!

A populist party under Peters could break the class
deadlock and open the way for a solution to the crisis for
the bosses. It would not be capable of solving the basic
problems of the economy - econemic nationalism is a
barrier to further capitalist growth - but it could mobilise
middle elass support to justify cutting welfare rights to
aliens, a clampdown on migration, at the expense of
further dividing and weakening he working class, Under
MMP a Peters NZ First party could at least hold the
balance of power and ensure that the middle class was a
foree in politics.

Siop Popl

For Marxists it is necessary to understand reality
correctly in order to attempt to change it. The long term
threat of populism is that it shifts the electoral balance in
favour of the middle classes and prepared then for more
extreme measures against the working class if they
become necessary.

So the threat of a Peters Party to the working class is
not just in its initial guise asin favour of more and better
social welfare.

If the working class resists attacks on the rights of

migrant workers for example, then populism could lead

to open attacks on an “alien” influence in the working
class including unionists, intellectuals, communists,
artists, lesbians and gays. This is why it is vital for all
workers and oppressed people to resist the reactionary
nationalist appeals of populism. Populism is sooner or
later a threat to all democratic rights and the existence of
organised labouy, therefore we must mobilise workers
around the most basic defensive class demands and the
measures necessary to achieve them.

Of course, the first priority must be to organise and
fight for rank and file control of the unions to turn them
into fighting, democratic unions. However, because the
elections are looming and workers may respond to the
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calls of the CTU and TUT to vote Labour on the basis
that it will repeal the ECA, we should be prepared to
unite with them in a united front against Peters.

But we wouldn’t leave it at the ECA. We would fight to
put other demands on Labour to expose its failure to
defend workers interests, We would say to Labour, “This
is want the working class needs to survive. You claim to
be a Labour Party, let us see you prove it!”, We would say
to workers, This is what we need to survive, we demand
that Labour prove that it is a workers’ party. When it
fails to fulfil these demands, you will know then that
workers need to fight for their own Workers’
Government.”

¢ Repeal the ECA! Restore 40 hour week, overtime
rated and right of union coverage!

¢ Jobs for all on living wage set by workers’
committees. Immediate state job creation programme!

© No deportations! Open entry for migrant workers
and refugees!

* Equal rights for women, Maori, lesbiana and gays
and all other oppressed groups!

= Defend and extend free, universal health
education, housing and welfare benefits! Tax the rich!

® Stop the sale of state ansets! Repudiate the
national debt!

¢ Re-nationalise sirategic state assets, without
compensation and under workers’ control!

e Nationalise the major banks and corporations
without compensation and under workers’ control!



Pouyoir Quvrier (France] leaflet distributed during the day of action
in the public sector, 18 November 1993

Air France, Chausson and the students have forced the
government to retreat. ‘
Balladur and the right wanted to put their programme
into practice quietly, in order to deceive the workers.
With their massive parliamentary majority, they aimed
to carry out their attacks one at a time, trying to create
a “consensus” and not to rock the boat too much.

Today, thanks in ]alge part to the workers of Alr
France, this strategy is in shreds,

When the government decided to slash 4000 Jobs at
Air France and to cut wages by 30%, it knew that the
gtakes were high: failure would put into question its
whole policy of attacks against the public sector (wage
cuts, reductions in working conditions, privatisations).

The struggle of the Air France workers threateried
this policy; that’s why the government decided to
withdraw Attali’s austerity plan and to sack the author.

The government has also partially retreated in the
face of the student movement, because above all it fears
the convergence of workers’ and students’ struggles, ae
happened in May 1968,

And the determined combat waged by the Chaussnn
workers has Jed to an initial victory: the suspension of
the programme of sackings,

The attadks remain rod

But we shouldn’t fool ourselves: the government has
not decigively given in over Air France. Bosson and
Balladur intend to push through the 4000 job losses and
to put forward a new “fairer” plan after several months of
demobilising negotiations with the unions. ,

So, at the end of the day, the workers will still have to
pay for the “restabilisation” of the company!

The rest of the public sector is going to be attacked in
the same way; one after another, the various companies
will have to submit to an Attali-style plan, in order to
become more profitable and attractive to potential buyers.

For @ new wave of wwkecsstmégiesl

We should all draw the lesson of the Air F!:énce

strikers, of their determination and their refusal to give _
in faced w1th the government and the batons of the CRS
riot police. Future struggles must involve all those .

g

workers who face the same threats.

The government has already sold the BNP at cut
price; today it’s doing the same thing with Rhine-Poulenc.
Soon it will be the turn of the Post Office and of Air
France to pay for the government’s neo-liberal policy.
The 4,060 job losses proposed at Air France need to be
put in the context of the 2,850 proposed at Bull, the 1,669
at Thomeen and the thousands of other job losses
announced by the government on “Black Wednesday” in
September.,

The workers throughout the public sector face the
same attacks. The same attacks, the same answer: the
“days of action” must lead to an all out strike in the public
sector. It's the only way to get real results and to make
the government give in.

The demands of the strike should be: the wathdrawal
of all “stablisation” plans and of all threats of sacking, an
across-the-board pay increase of 1,600f and the
immediate introduction of the 36 hour week with no loss
of pay and with equivalent job-sharing!

On this basis there can be a united fightback against
Balladur’s anti-working class policies. But in order to
win, we will have to change how we fight.

The responsability of the unies leaders

The main union federations have not besn at the head
of recent struggles. In the cese of Air France, they were
generally overtaken by the combativity of the workers
whom they vainly tried to hoid back. Many union leaders
preferred, and prefer, negotiations and compromises,
even symbolic ones,

These same union federations have waited until
today before calling a day of action.

Why 30 late? An all-out strike of the whole of the
public sector should have been called during the Air
France strike.

Why was the Paris metro on strike on 9 and 10
November, Air Inter the 10 November, the social security
the 156 November, the electricity workers on the 23
November and the rail workers on the 25 November?

Everyone can see the power and the inspiration that a
urrited strike of all these workers would have had. The

: strategy of separate strikes is a demobilising one; its rea)

aim ig to prevent at all cosis an explosion of workers'
anger.

53



It's up to us to ensure that today’s day of action is not
just another short-lived symbolic protest which poses no
threat to the bosses,

The lessons of Roissy ond Orly

Wh:at are the lessons of the Air France strike?
There has been a lot of talk of the role of the rank and

file in the strike, notably because most of the strikers

were not union members,

And yet no strike comitee was elected at either of the
Paris airports, Roissy and Orly.

Despite the very real distrust shown by the strikers
towards the union leaders, they did not create the kind of
alternative structures which would have enabled them
to pull in the vast majority of strikers and to oblige the
union leaders to follow the decisions of the rank and file.

To do this we need the greatest amount of defriocracy:

a strike committee for each company must be elected
from mass meetmgs, mth a single national strike
commiittee.

These committees must be immediately recallable by
the mass meetings. Any negotiation must be open, any
proposal from the bosses must be discussed and decided
upon in mass meetings,

We must also ensure that workers join unions en
masse, that they reclaim the unions, and that union
unity is forged by workers in struggle.

Finally, as the confrontations of Roissy and Orly
showed, the government will not hesistate to attack
strikers and to vse the forces of *law and order” to break
strikes,

Faced with Balladur’s viclence, we have to protect
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ourselves! To defend the movement, we must organise
defence squads, able to defend pickets and strike action
against the CRS, the gendarmes and the gardes mobiles.

The stakes are high

A large part of the working population is fed up and
ready to fight back. - '

Unemployment is goaring, wages are declining, and
the government has lost its confidence. The courage and
the strength of the Air France strikers have raised the
morale of the whole of the working class,

This key strike shows us how to fight back agamst the
government’s attacks. The students have taken up the
fight. If we follow the lead of these audacious struggles,

. . we could produce a total change in the political situation.

+For years, we have been on the retreat. Today, we can .
take the intiative, change the social clithate, put Balladur

~ on the defensive and deal a massive bloc to his profit-

based system which puts money before the needs of
people.

The government is afraid of the perspective of a
peneralised fightback. That’s exactly what we need. It
was the threat of such a movement that enabled Air
France and the students to make the government retreat.

In this struggle, neither the union leaders, nor the two
main workers' parties, and even less Mitterrand will be
reliable allies.

Workers should only put their trustin their own force.
They should seize the initiative and ensure that strikes
are strengthened and extended to other sectors.

It’s the road to victory for everyone!



Irish Workers Group leaflét, 3 November 1993

The murder gangs of Ulster Loyalism have struck again
in Greysteel. This latest episode in what these monsters
dub ‘ethnic cleaning’ creates a sense of mounting peril

and beleaguerment among the anti-unionist masses in -

town and country. For it-is no accident; as every anti-
unionist knows, that the death squads ave able to act
with such.murderous: et’ﬁmency and impunity whenever -
they strike. -

Not only are whole sechons of the so-called securlty |

forces’ complicit in providing them with both the means

and opportunity of striking where they will; but:it is to .
the immediate political advantage of British Aymy, RUC -
and British government leaders that they can doso.” ¢
Why? Because since British troops first arrived on the |
streets of Ulster, whatever tactical reforms Britain may

have made, it has remained the contral plank of capitalist .
imperialist policy to break the back of the anti-unionist
resistance to-the prisonhouse of the Northern-state.. .

For the past two decades or more, wide sections of -
anti-unionist workers and youth have been at tha:mercy -

of the unrelenting and systematic terror of the war policy
of British imperialism—Ilifting, framing, brutalising,
torture, mass terror and mass murder. Throughout all of
it, indeed even before it. loyalist murder gangs—from the
Malvern Street killers of 1966, through the Shankill
Butchers of the '70s, to the present day-— have acted,
with varying measures of support from the forces of the
Nerthern Ireland state, to further terrorise and
demoralise the anti-unionist masses.

Therefore the current round of hand wringing, regret
and sorrow from the British Government, police and
army chiefs is the vilest hypocrisy, fooling no-one.
Hundreds of RUC men could be mobitised on a Sunday in
October to escort a parade of 100 Orangemen around
Belfast, but none to protect a Kennedy Way workplace
full of antiunionist workers who were the most likely
target for loyalist revenge killings.

It is againgt such a reality that we need to honestly
and fearlessly assess the present widespread calls and
campaigns for “peace”. No doubt there is a strong feeling
of support for the Hume/Adarns initiative. Twenty-tive
years of struggle, with no end in sight, even less of
‘victory’, has clearly taken its toll of lives and morale
ameng thousands in the anti-unionist communities and
workplaces. Moreover the fact that the Republican
Movement has presented the Hume-Adams initiative as
‘an honourable compromise’ has strengthened the
gentiment for peace, But anti-unionists should be
clear that peace as a priority is not how either the British
or Irish governments see it, let alone Ulster unionists.

For a start, the Tory govermrnent depends for its life on
its deal with the Unionists. Any agreement which made

. the slightest concession at:this moment, however small,

to Irish nationalists, will spell the end of Unionist sup-
port for Major in, parliament, .and be used to whip up
mass loyalist reaction.on the streets.. - .

- Furthermore; both the British and Umomsts clearly
saw in the Hume/Adams initiative a 31gna.l that the
Republican struggle is in a deep crisis. They reckon,
correctly a tota] victory may be within their grasp—that
the Republican Movement and -the .anti-unionist
community.are prepared to end their resistance, jn retun

-for a verbal formula which acknowledges- both the Irish

right to self-determination but orucially also a loyalist
veto. They smell blood! e

.That is why the Bntish, the unlomsts, the Insh .
government, the clergy and the leaders of the ICTU are
involved in the most massive.peace campaign since the
"70s. Its purpose is simDfe--to delude tens of thousands
with the idea that the mood of ‘peace’ will open up the
road tojustice and reconciliation, all the bettey to.weaken,
marginalize and eventually destroy anti-unionist
resistance to the brutality of the northern state itself.
The real question that anti-unionist workers should
continue to ask is peace for whom?

A ‘peace’ which wlll leave the British Army, RUC (and
loyalist death squads) with their veto? ‘Peace’ in terms

‘which will leave anti-unionists still 2.5 tirnes more likely

10 be on the dole while Orange patronage continues
unabated? Peace’ in a society that will remain an
economic and secial ‘black hole’, where the wealthy and
powerful middle class (Catholics and Protestants) look
on while workers are condemned to an endless division
among themselves over crumba?

The fact that tens of thousands of antiunionists believe
there is no other way forward underlines the bankruptey
of Republicanism. Sinn Fein's belief that a few hundred
guerrillas, with support from only a minority of anti-
unionists could drive out British imperialism, has been
cruelly and painfully exposed, Yet, despite the fact thatit
has failed to win the support of either the majority of
nationalist workers in the Morth, hardly any in the
South and absolutely none from the Protestant working
class, it has carried on with policies of armed struggle
and a bombing campaign whose overall effect has been to
harden the divisions within the working class.

Now, Sinn Fein spokespersons admit, the Protestant
workin~ class cannot be bombed into a united Ireland,
while week after week the IRA destroys Protestant town
centres!
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Republicans for years have poured scom on those who,
like the IWG, have consistently argued that any strategy
aimed at overthrowing the Northern State must be based
on an understanding of the island as a whele being a
capitalist system tied into collaboration with British and
world capitalist imperialism,

Any strategy needed to begin from the nature and
existence of both states, and seek to mobilie the Irish
working class and oppressed in a fight to the death
against all aspects of exploitation and oppresslon
ceonomic, gocial, political, national.

Such a perspective of mass struggle—for workers’
revolution to overthrow both states—held out the sole
chance of winning Protestant workers to the goal not of
Sinn Fein’s ‘democratic’ capitalist Republic, but a
workers’ republic.

The Republican Movement throughout the last two
decades has relentlessly opposed any such perspective of
organising among anti-unionists and southern workers
as the key to breaking the logiam in the North.

Such a perspective fundamentally challenges
Republican illusions that Fianna Fail and its ‘grass roots’
would one day be ‘won’ to the struggle for national unity!

Now the masses face both an onslaught of state and
establishment propaganda alongside a loyalist murder
campaign while Sinn Fein actions openly suggest that its
strategy has failed as it encourages its members and
supporters tojoin the ‘peacs’ initiatives and protests. The
results are clear for all to see. Anti-unionists have been
rendered politically and physically defenceless. The
adventurist attempt by the IRA to wipe cut the loyalist
" ‘high command’ on the Shankill merely underlined both
the desperation and the inadequacy of armed adven-
tures which are no substitute ~or the mobilisation of the
anti-unienist masses.

Local Committoes of Resistance

The building of local committees of self-defence is
urgently needed. There is anger as well as frustration
among anti-unionists! Many want to see action, no doubt
anticipating a Republican response against the loyalist
paramilitaries, But such action cannot be a solution to
the needs of whole communities and workplaces.

Only self-defence groups, made up of anti-unionist
workers and trade unionists with delegates from
community groups, political organisations, youth, women
and the unemployed ete. can unite workplaces and locali-
ties and prepare them against further loyalist attacks.

On the basis of such committees specially selected
vigilante squads, subject to the control and diseipline of
each committee, must be trained, Furthermore, in order

56  Trotskyist Bulletin No. 4

to co-ordinate actions a centralised leadership must be
elected and recallable, to plan and organisze mass demon-
strations, protests and strikes sgainst every move of
either loyalist hit squads or the forces of the state.

We must fight to win support from the trade union
movement, for every action we take. The bureaucrats of
the Northern Ireland Committee of the ICTU will oppose
every demand tooth and nail. To resist them (and loyalist
control of trade union branches!) we need to create in the
South a broad network of support groups among Irish
workers and others to provide material, physical and
political support to the anti-unionist masses, while
simultaneously demanding that the resources of the
Irish trade union and labour movement be put at their
disponal.

Such measures would, of course, concretely bring the
struggle up against the ocollaboration role of the Irish
gtate and its government. We should demand an end to
police and army surveillance on the border, and along
with them the repeal of all repressive legislation including
Section 31, which keeps the masses ignorant of the real
conditions and experience of the northern nationalist
ghettos,

In a situation of deepening beleaguerment of the anti-
unionists we should demand and fight for the building of
a mass united front of workers to undertake the task of
armed golidarity,

Such an organised democratic mobilisation of
solidarity against the Northem State and its loyaliat
pogromists would have to opposs and undermine the
collaborationist role of the Southern state. It would have
to demand the opening of the arsenals of the Irish state
to equip the committees of self-defance, In such a context
it would have to openly encourage the building among
soldiers of local committees of suppoert as the key to
undermining and breaking the resistance of the officer
clasgs,

¢ Noillusions in the “peace” peddled by our oppressors
and class enemies! ‘

e No lllusions in the Hume/Adams initiative as any
lasting solution!

* For mass democratic committees of self-defence and
political action of workers and communities against
imperialist repression in Northem Ireland. All armed
action to be subject to this democratic controt!

¢ For a united front mobilisation of workers, socialists
and republicans throughout the thirty two counties to
fight for these demands.

¢ For British troops out now, and the disarming and
disbanding of the RUC and Royal Irish Regiment!

* For release of all anti-imperialist and socialist
fighters jailed for their opposition wo the Northern State!



Infernational Secretariat, 21 September 1993

At the end of October there will be a referendum in Peru
to adopt a new constitution. The dictatorship’s “Demo-
cratic Constituent Congress (DCC) adopted a new
“Magna Carta” in which various democratic and workmg
class historical conquests will be abolished.

Fifteen years ago, when Peru was going Lhrough a
revolutionary situation characterised by mass political
general strikes and the growth of the far left, the Con-
stituent Assembly adopted a bourgeois constitution that
included clauses that formally guarenteed job and social
gecurity, free public education, state monopoly of strate-
gic industries, the right to rise up against any coup d’etat
attempt, democratic freedoms, sovereignity of the parlia-
ment, ete. But now Fujimori heads a political countér-
revolution to construct a more savage capitalism and an
East Asian type strong “democratic” dictatorship. !

Fujimori annulled huge historical oonquests that were
supposedly guaranteed under the previous constitution.
In April 1992 he made a “self-coup d'stat” dissolving
parliament and purging the judiciary. The military are
now the real power in the country. More and mare
clandestine graves are discovered, Every week dozens
more are butchered by the repressive forces. Today there
are thousands of political prisioners that can be put on
trial without a lawyer, without judges before secret tri-
bunals. They can be sentenced to rot in jail until they dle
in small isolated jails,

Fujimori rules Peru as a “Shogun”. He can do what he
wants and without being accountable to anyone, He'is
not interested in having his own party. He is surrounded
by a team of yuppie technocrats and free-market
entrepencurs and is mainly backed by Japanese imperi-
alism and “little tigers” of East Asia. His most important
weapon is the terrible Intelligence Service that taps the
telephones and interferes constantly in the private lives
of anyone they suspect.

During three years of Fujimori’s “democracy” hun-

dreds of thousands have lost their jobs, thousands of
activists and trade union leaders have been sacked;
hundreds of factories are now closed; nearly 10,000 have
been murdered and less than 10% of the adult population
has stable employment. In the last five years national
output has shrunk by one third and nearly all the work-
ars receive less than the minimum wage needed to fill a
basic basket of food for subsistence.

With his new constitution Fujimori would not only
liguidate the democratic and workers’ movements' con-
quests and attack local and regional autonomy, He would
provide cast iron guarantees to the multinationals sc
that they can continue to plunder the country of their
natural resources, ruin the ecological balance and de-
stroy the workforce. In addition it would also introduce

two new reactionary measures: the death penalty for the
anti-imperialist guerrilla leaders and the ability to re-
elect the president for a second term.

With the introduction of the death penalty for political
opponents Fujimori effectively teara up the human rights
treaty that all Latin American states put their signature
to. What is worse, Fujimort will iry to implement it
retrospectively, something that even the most reaction-
ary reactionary regimes do riot dare to do.

We don'’t give political support to the stalinist and
popular frontist MRTA and PCP-SL. Moreover, we con-
dermmn these militarist-gtalinists when they kill poor peas-
ant and union leaders. But we don’t give this bourgeois -
state the authority to judge them. We demand the re-
lease of all political prisorters and we only give the
workers' movement the authority to judge them.

Fujimori wants to be re-clected as a powerful presi-
dent of Peru. Seventy years ago Leguia took the same
path and he was overthrown after 11 years of “constitu-
tional dictatoship”. The example of Legufa, Stroessner
and Somoza shows that “constitutional” dictatorships
can meet their end in mass rebellions.

Unfourtunately, despite his reactionary actions
Fujimoeri remains popular. The opinion polls constantly
give him a 60% approval rating, The reason why this
reactionary bloody dictator has mags support is because
of the great discredit that the main political parties have
fallen into together with the record of the stalinised and
social democratised left, the union bureaucracy, and the
authoritarian guerrillas.

In 1980 the first civilian government was elected after
12 years of military nationalist dictatorship. Throughout
the 1980s the Peruvian population suffered more than
60 economic austerity packages, chronic inflation and
hyper-inflation, a big fall in production and a big in-
crease in unemployment and underemployment. 'The
majority of the population have becomse not industrial
workers or peasants but mainly street sellers and part of
the informal sector. In ten years of “democracy” all the
political parties have been discredited by supporting or
participating in governments that created economic chaos
and killed thousands. They plundered the municipal and
national budgets and particpated in corrupt businesa. In
1980 the Maoist-Stalinist PCP-SL started his “popular
war” and three years later the Castro-Stalinist MRTA
start its insurgence. The guerrilla movement’s support
peaked at the end of the 1980°s. They became very
unpopular, The Senderistas alienated the population
when they tried to impose & regime of terror in the areas
in which they have influence, when they killed thou-
sands of poor people that didn’t obey their dictats, when
they shot popular and union leaders (like Moyano,
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Chiars, etc.), when they destroyed roads, bridges, facto-
ries and electric pylons, when they tried to destroy the
union and popular organisations that they couldn’t con-
trol. The MRTA tried to appear as a more “human”
guerrilla force but they too alienated the exploited and
they disintegrated into several cliques that murdered
each other. The capture of the main leaders of the guer-
rilla organisations was a strong blow to them. Now
important sectors that supported the guerrillas in the
past are organised by the army and support the regime.

The “left” has a criminal record. The United Left
cohabitated with the Garcfa government which started
the hyper-inflation and hyper-recession, which supported
the repression against the Maoist guerrilla fighters.
Garcia’s government betrayed the resistance to the eco-
nomic austerity programmes and in the city councils
they sacked workers, repressed strikes and were deeply
mired in corruption. The left called for a vote for Fujimori
in the presidential elections of 1890, they demobilised
the workers in the face of the Fuji-shock and they now
support the pro-IMF, pro-privatisation and pro-austerity
programmes.

The complete discrediting of the traditional political
elite and the parties was capitalised upon by a “clean”,
“technical” and seemingly “independent” leader that
promised to rescue Peru with Japanese and foreign
investement. Fujimori become popular as the strong
man that could clean up the corruption, purge the rotten
parliament and tribunals and establish order. The ma-
jority of the petit bourgeoisie and the street-sellers sup-
port him as the great salvation that could end the eco-
nomic chaos and hyper-inflation. The army backed him
as the man that could smash the subversives. The US
imperialists tolerated him as a strong man to defeat the
“Narco-terrorists”. The Peruvian capitalist are with him
because he destroyed the unions’ power.

Over the last years independent right wing bourgeois
candidates have become more popular than the parties.
When Fujimori made his coup d’etat 80% of the popula-
tion supported him. In the elections for the Constitu-
tional Congress the traditional parties received a minor-
ity of the vote. In the last (April 1993) municipal elec-
tions the left, that in 1986 had one third of the national
vote, received less than 5%, In Lima the spectrum was
polarised between two reactionary “anti-parties” and
pro-dictatoyship candidates. Now Fujimori and the “Yes
for the new constitution” is ahead in the opinion polls.

The campaign for the “NQO” to the constitutionis led by
the traditional capitalist parties. All of these agree with
Fujimori on the necessity to smash the subversives,
eliminate working class and democratic conquests, over
privatisation, on the IMF programmes and on a neo-
liberal economic programme.

All of them had their hands stained with the blood of
thousands of peasant, workers and political prisoners
who have been massacred. But they don’t want to be
diminished by a regime that does not want to rule through

political parties and that have strong despotic tenden- .

cies.

Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, the former UNO’s General
Secretary, is trying to appear as the great leader of the
united opposition. He has received the support of the
social-christian PPC, the APRA and several left leaders.

He only criticizes the “asiatic dictatorship” model but he -

is in favour of neo-liberal democracy. This imperialist
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puppet who backed the imperialist attack on Iraq, could
only replace Fujimori’s regime with another pro-imperi-
alist anti-popular government.

In the coming referendum we are in favour of a mas-
sive NO vote. We reject the PCP-SL's call for a boycott

" because the masses do not recognise the illigitimacy of

this campaign. A boycott will strengthen Fujimori and
anyway it could only be imposed through terror against
the population. At the same time that we are for a

" massive NO vote and even for critical participation in

some NO campaign meetings we are for the sharpest
political differentiation from the bourgeois “no vote”
camp. A political block with APRA, AP, PPC and Pérez
de Cuéliar would mean a popular front with reactionary
capitalists that would only object to the most anti-demo-
cratic aspects of the new constitution. But they back
Fujimori’s anti-working class content. The bourgeois op-
position is against the death penalty but they are in

- favour of other kinds of strong repression against the

subversives, the peasants and the workers’ movements.
They might be against Fujimori’s ra-election but they are
in favour of the corrupt capitalist democracy, the priva-
tisation, the sackings ete, _

We demand that the CGTP, CCP, SUTEP, CUS, PCP,
UNIR, PUM and all the workers organisations and left
movements should create a workers and anti-imperialist
united front to defend working class conquests and liber-
ties and oppose the new constitution, maintaining class
independence and opposition. We demand that they

~ should organise an independent leadership and demon-

strations that reject the new constitution for allowing for
Fujimori's re-election and the death penalty. But at the
same time we fight to get this leadership to demand job
security, living wages of no less than $500, a sliding scale
of wages and working hours, full ernployment or full pay,
expropriation of all the companies that announce clo-
sure, nationalisation of the monopalies and foreign com-
panies, cancellation of the external debt, freedom for all
political prisioners, and self-defense for working class

‘and popular committtees. We demand that they organise

a national assembly of rank and file delegates from all
the union and popular organisations to call for 2 national
stoppage.

We demand of the guerrilla movements that they
abandon their popular frontist and authoritarian strate-
gies, stop their attacks against the workers’ movement
and put themselves under the discipline of the workers’
and popular erganisations.

Against the new constitution we do not defend the
present constitution, We demand immediate elections to
a new and sovereign Constituent Assembly. It should be
convened without military rule, curfews and state of
emergencies in any part of the country, with freedom for
all political prisoners, with workers and popular control
of the electoral process, with a vote to the soldiers, to all
Peruvians over 16 or under that age that work and with
the media placed under workers and popular control,

When the bourgeois opposition call for mass meetings
and demonstrations revolutionaries should not adopt a
sectarian attitude, At the same tfime as criticising their
demands we should distribute leaflets and critically par-
ticipate in order to unmask them. We should press their
rank and file to fight, Our main aim is that the workers’
movement should try to unite and try to lead the opposi-
tion to Fujimori.e



The referendum ang elections of 12 December in Russia
is designed to give a constitutional seal of approval to a
highly illegal act. For such was Yeltsin’s bonapartist
coup d'état carried out between 21 September and 4
October, The coup resolved the duality of power at the
centre of the Russian Federation that had inhibited his
efforts to restore capitalism, In the period which followed
Yeltsin sef out to spread his unified control over all the
regions and republics of the Federation,

How did Yeltsin succeed on this occasion when his
previous coups—in November 1992 and April 1993—

struggle for control of the decisive levers of the coercive
machinery which has been going on since he won the
referendum in April this year. Western and Russian
commentators blamed Yeltsin for weakness and
indecision then in not closing down parliament and
calling elections. But the truth is that the situation of
dual powerlessness that still existed prevented any
decisive measures,

A hitter struggle raged during the spring and early
summer for the undivided control of the armed forces
that form the core of the state machine. Nowhere was
this more decisive than in the vast repressive network of
the MVD (the Interior Ministry) which gathered into
itself nearly all the functions of the old Russian KGB.
This ministry has divisions of its own troops and police
as well as having various Army divisions closely
associated with it. These forces are the real “bodies of
armed men” charged with internal order. It was here
that the fiercest fight first broke out between those who
supported Yeltsin’s presidential power and those,
including the head of the MVD, Viktor Barranikov, who
had moved over towards Yeltsin's parliamentary
opponents headed by Alexander Rutskoi and Ruslan
Khasbulatov.

The MVD itself was deeply divided like all other parts
of the state machine. Many commentators have always
assumed that it was a “conservative” bastion because of
its links to the military industrial complex and its long
term role {as the KGB) in forming the bedrock: of the
Stalinist dictatorship. But the the MDV has over the last
two to three years become deeply involved in capitalist
enterprise, Former KGB officers, often the most intelli-
gent and knowledgeable people in the bureaucracy, eas-
ily inserted themselves into the burgeoning class of busi-
nessmen involved in desling between the remains of the
state economy, the newly privatised trading systerm and
foreign businesses seeking to penetrate Russia. In effect,
these “security bureaucrats” were able to transfer their

parasitism from the centrally planned economy to direct
individual parasitism on the disintegrating planned
economy and the emerging trading enterprises, The top
layers of the old KGB and new MVD went into business
in a big way. Large numbers of the lower echelons have
transformed themselves into private security agencies
for the new class of “businessmen”,

At the same time these people were still firmly wedded
to the continuation of absolute central control by the
Russian Federation over the regions. If the local and
republican enterprise managers were to grab hold of real
sovereignty, including control of foreign trade, then the
central MVD personnel would be deprived of their source
of income. They also became hostile to those state
managers who were not only resisting the market policies
of Gaidar and Yeltsin but who threatened to expose and
punish the corruption of the latter. They themselves
were engaged in corruption on a grand scale. Indeed,
capitalist restoration and widespread theft of state
property ave one and the same process where the legal
framework for the transition process is ill-defined or non-
existant. It is as natural and ag absclutely inseparable
from the procesa as piracy, looting and plunder were
inseparable from the “primitive accumulation” phase of .
capitalism a few centuries ago. ‘

There was a large and growing stratum of the MVD
which was very fear{ul of the policies of Khasbulatov and
Rutskoi, The latter were seen as hostile to the new
entrepreneurial layer and guilty of making tco many
concessions to the regions and to the nationalists. This
battle was won within the MVD by the pro-Yeltsin forces,
Barranikov was.replaced in July 1993 by Nikolai
Golushko, a KGB veteran of thirly years experience. A
thoroughgoing purge of parliamentary supporters was
launched by Golushko which brought the MVD over
decisively into Yeltsin’s camp.

During the September confrontation with parliament
Khasbulatov’s loss of any real influence within the KGB
was reveaied when he appointed his own rivals as defence
and security ministers (Barranikov at Security and
Viadislav Achalov at Defence). Golusko, not defence
minister Pavel Grachov, was the key figure in carrying
through the military side of Yeltsin's coup. The army was
throughout unreliable and its units played no real role
until it was clear that Rutskei and Khasbulatov were
finished, Despite awarding Grachov a medal in the
immediate aftermath, by 15 November Yeltsin was
publically criticising Grachov for his vacillation and
indecision when it came to storming the White House. In

-reality, the MVD units which surrounded the General
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Staff building to “protect” it were there to prevent any
elements of the high command going over to the side of
parliament. Only elite formations either directly under
MVD command, or with special liaison with it, carried
out the decisive fighting for Yeltsin.

The army proper preserved a studied neutrality. The

Taman motor rifle division, the Kantemirov tank division
the Tula, Pskov and Ryazan airborne divisions, were all
under the effective command of the MVD, In addition it
was the MVD Dhzerzhinsky Division that saved the
Ostankino TV station, which was to prove the decisive
turning point during the first days of October.

Who stands for what

Elections are to be held to the Council of the Federation
(178 gseats) and the State Duma (450 seats). These will
take place under a mixed system of first-past-the-post
constituency based polls and election from party lista
chosen under proportional representation (PR).

By the deadline of § November 21 parties had achieved
the 100,000 signatures needed to pass over the eligibility
threshold for standing. However, only thirteen will in
fact stand. Moreover, only eight of these have any chance
of surmounting the 5% threshold for election on the PR
list. They are; '

Russia’s Choice led by first deputy premier Yegor
Gaidar and Anatoly Chubais, minister in charge of
privatisation. Qther top leaders include Gennady
Burbulis, the key figure in Yeltsin’s inner circle and
mastermind behind the October coup. The Movement of
Democratic Russia, the main organisation of the
democratic intelligentsia, has joined it on condition that
it remained a blog and not a formal party, Russia's
Choice is thus the main neo-liberal, fast-track
regtorationist party. Since the leaders are government
ministers they have unlimited access to the media which
they have used to the full.

As well as Russia’s Choice there are two other main
“Yeltsinite” parties but which are fearful of the
unpopularity of the “shock therapy’ to which Gaidar is
inseparably linked. They thus distance themselves from
him and call for more “social” protection against the
effects of the reforms. These parties or blocs are;

The Party for Russian Unity and Concord headed
by deputy premier Sergei Shakhrai. It stands for a less
centralized Russian state and so gains support from
regional representatives, it has some relationship with
Russia’s Prime Minister, Victor Chernomyrdin.

The Movement for Democratic Reform headed
by St Petersburg mayor Anatoly Sobchak and former
Moscow mayor Gavril Popov. It is heavily based in, but
also limited to, these two cities, It too is strongly pro-
privatisation but calls for more social guarantees.

Yavlinsky-Boldyrev-Lukhin-Bloc, whose most
prominent figure is the economist Grigory Yavlinsky.
This bloc ig critical of the privatisation programme,
favours a less slavishly pro-US foreign policy and a
tougher approach to the “near abroad”—the other states
of the CIS.

All these parties would probably form a pro-Yeltsin
bloc in the Duma to continue the neo-liberal reform with
a little social camouflage.

Beyond these Yeltsinite or “presidential” parties liea
number of parties which, like the “Centre” in the old
parliament, seek to slow down or stop the neo-liberal
measures, stop the wholesale opening up of the economy

in the Russian elections?

and the country’s resources to foreign capital and seek
some sort of re-assertion of Russia’s hegemony over the
CIS states. They are, in essence, Russian nationalist,
state capitalist restorationists, They include;

The Civic Union for Stability Justice and
Progress; this is the rump of the old Civic Union led by
Alexander Volsky and is stillis rooted among the directors
of the large scale state industrial enterprises and what
has been called the “military industrial complex”. Tt is in
a close alliance with the Agrarian Party of Russia led
by Mikhail Lapshin, representing similar strata in the
vast collective farms which still “own” most of the land.
They wish above all to preserve the subsgidies to the loss-
making atate enterprises thongh they have a declared
aim of privatisation. The undeclared aim is that the
directors shall be the first beneficiaries and the future
owners, The Civic Union urges the halting of radical
reform and a partial return to central planning. It seeks
to restore the former Soviet Tnion “by consent”.

The Democratic Party of Russia, led by Nikolai
Travkin, Unlike the Civic Union, this party originates
from the former democratic opposition movement but
has evolved into a more strongly nationalist force. It is
harshly critical of the neo-liberals for gelling out Rusasia
to the west.

Besides these parties of the Yeltsinite restorationista
and the sate capitalist centre there are two parties, one
of the extreme right the other of the Stalinist left.

The Liberal Democratic Party; led by Viadimir
Zhirinovsky. A Great Russian Chauvinist demagogue
who denounces ail the other nationalities and calls for
the forcible submission of the other CIS states to Russian
control. He draws his support from the elderly, the
unemployed and the most desperate sectors of the
population. The Zhirinovsky movement could evolve
quickly into an openly fascist one. '

The Communist Party of the Russian Federation
(CPRP), headed by Gennady Zygunov and has as its key
slogans, “Labour, Democracy, Justice”. This Stalinist
party is calling for a “no” vote on the constitution which
it denounces as bonapartist. It advocates a return to the
economnic system which prevailed before January 1992,
It proclaims its intention to set up a “broad communist-
patriotic bloc” and is co-operating with the Agrarian
Party of Russia, the Russian Ali-Peoples’ Union, The
Constitutional Democratic Party and the Christian
Democratic Movement.

The CPRF thus combines defence of the planned
economy--at least as it was left after Gorbachev's
marketising reforms, a denunciation of Yeltsin for selling
out to imperialism at home and abroad, and Great
Russian Chauvinism,
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Yoltshi resolves duol power fn Russla

After Yeltsin had used the crushing of parliament to
bring under his undivided control the army as well as the
MVD forces he turned his attention to the hitherto
rebellious regions and republics of the Russian
Federation. He demanded that those which had criticised
hig 21 September decree and recognised Khasbulatov
and Rutskoi’s executive authority to renounce their
actions and dissolve themselves, -

In the repions (oblasts) and republics of the Federa-
tion the duality of power was expressed for two years in
the presidentially appointed Heads of Administration,
on the one side, and the city, oblast or republican Su-
preme Soviets, on the other. The former were effectively
bonapartist prefects but they had been unable to exert
total power since the soviets retained legislative power
and the army was formally neutral, In reality, the latter
leaned to ane side or another depending on the local high
command.

After 21 September large number of regions erupted
in conflict between the Heads of Administration, most of
whom recognised Yeltsin's coup, and the Soviets, a
majority of which refused to recognise his disgolution of
parliament and the Supreme Court.

Key areas of resistance to Yeltsin were the Volgs,
Central Black Earth and North Caucasus economic
regions in European Russia. Located in a belt west,
south and east of Moscow these are the sites of much of
Russia’s heavy industry. These were the regions which
voted most heavily against Yeltsin and the economic
reform in the April referendum. In addition, there was
strong resistance from the Urals and the West Siberian
region especially Novosibirsk, Further opposition came
from Amur in the Far East. Here Yeltsin had lost the
support of both the executive and the legislature. Yeltsin
had to dismiss the Head of Administration whom he had
been forced to appoint after a wave of workers' strikes
against an earlier appointee of his; he also dissolved the
Soviet., Finally, a number of national republics and
autonomous regions resisted Yeltsin’s coup—including
Bashkortostan, Udmurtia, Altai, Buryatia, Tuva and
Khakassia,

Yeltsin quickly moved to use the regions’ and republics’
response to the decisive events in Moscow to order them
to dissolve themselves. Realising now that the local
military and militia would obey Moscow, most of them
meekly voted themselves out of existence. A few such as
Amur and Novosibirsk oblast did put up some prelonged
resistance. From 9 October Yeltsin began a process of
digsolving soviets at all levels: city, raion (borough),
village as well as the oblast and republican ones, As he
said to an interviewer, “the days of Soviet Power are
over, thank God!”. On 22 October Yeltsin decreed a

whotesale reform of local government. Between December -

1993 and March 1994 all territorial subdivisions must
elect small sized local government bodies (city dumas),
They cannot have more than fifty members and any laws
or regulations they pass together with the budgets they
agree will have to be approved by the Heads of
Administration.

Yeltsin then set about hardening the already strongly
bonapartist new constitution and maling sure that it
would be put to a referendum before the media, let alone

a democratically elected assembly, could seriously de-
bate it. Yeltsin's top priority is to focus enormous power
in the hands of the President and to ensure the govern-
ment’s complete subordination to him.

The Yeltsin draft constitution is a travesty of even a
bourgeois democratic constitution. This starts with the
position of the subjects of the Fussian federation, the
constituent regions and the republics of the national
minorities. The provision in the original draft that the
republica are “sovereign” has been sumtnarily removed.
As Yeltsin has commented, with all the rudeness of the
Great Russian Chauvinist bully that he is; “this
constitution is not for separatists”. He also noted, without
any evident ireny, that “he supported the right of self-
determination, as long as no one tries to separate from
Russia®™ There is to be no distinct citizenship of the
republics in addition to Russian citizenship.

The president also has the right to appoint the prime
minister subject to parliament’s endorsement but to sack
him/her without the state Duma’s agreement. This would
leave the new Federation Council and State Duma largely
useless talking shops. He and his imperialist backers
know that to carry out the programme of capitalist
restoration, the President will need extraordinary power.
He cannot let the discontent of the masses be expressed
in any sort of democratic institutions which have real
power. He must appear to raise himself above the
contending parties and classes in society in a completely
bonapartist fashion.

Yeltsin has announced he will serve out his term of
office and probably not stand for re-election in 1998, The
elections and the referendum on a new constitution are
to be rushed through on 11/12 December. Yeltsin, touted
by the west as a great democrat, has avoided like the
plague the convocation of any sort of elected Constituent
Assembly which might have debated the constitution.
He hopes that the repression meted out to the Stalinist
and nationalist forces, the censorghip and intimidation

- of the press and the total control of the radio and television

will give the whole election campaign a plebiscitary
character. Effectively the masses will be asked to choose;
"Yeltsin or Chaos™? In the referendum the voters will be
asked “Do you accept the Constitution of the Russian
Federation?” It will be considered to have received
popular approval if 50% of the electorate vote and if over
50% of them vote “yes”. Hence, a mere 25% of the
electorate will be enough to pass it into law.

The werking duss end the elecifons
What should the workers of Russia do faced with
this situation? Clearly, once the alections and referendum
are in the past Yeltsin will wants to re-start the badly

" stalled restoration process. At the moment there is little

more than an economic disintegration process underway.
Russian workers missed a good opportunity to stop
Yeltsin during the September/Cctober crisis. Distrusting
him, but distrusting Rutskoi and Khasbulatov as much
or even more, they ignored the calls to take strike action
for the parliament. They were bystanders in the struggle
between the “bosses”. Igor Klochkov, the head of the
Russian Federation of Independent Trade Unions
(FINPR), was forced to resign after the ignominious failure
of his calls for a general strike in support of the White
House, Yeltsin threatened the unions with the loss of
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their property and a “moratorium on trade union activ-
ity”. The bureaucrats, demonstrably without a mass
base, capitulated immediately. Pro-Yeltsinite, Mikhail
Schmakov of the Moscow Council of Trade Unions—
feted by Boris Kagarlitsky and the Party of Labour—has
replaced Klochkov and immediately called on the unions
to stay out of politics. As part of his 21 September coup
Yeltsin struck a death blow to the official unions and
their bureaucracy by taking out of their hands the ad-
ministration of the social security funds. It was the fact
that the unione administered these that kept millions of
workers in thege unions. There are reports that workers
are now leaving them “in droves”,

It is to the “independent” unions, for all their pro-
capitalist leadership, that we can look to for the first
resistance, Already the miners of the Kusbas and of
Vorkuta, up to now Yeltsin’s strongest supporters, have
threatened to strike in early December over the planned
mass pit closures as well as over broken promises on
wages and conditions. Their leaders will cbviously try to
sabotage these strikes, The government has signalled to
its friends in the west that it is planning a major
confrontation with the uniens and especially the miners
after the elections;

“In an attempt to mollify two lobbies that are
threatening not to vote on 11 December for the Gaidar-
led ‘Russia’s Choice’ electoral bloe, Gaidar said the
government would continue to support miners and
farmers. In private however, members of the Russian
government are saying that in the new year the Yeltsin
leadership will have to follow the example of Thatcherite
Britain and face down a challenge from organised labour.
They say that the only industries in which independent
unions are strong enough to mount a sustained strike
are coal mining and defence preduction and that the
government could defeat a strile in either. This is because
coal stocks are high following the general fall in
findustrial] production and because a drop in weapons'
production would not at present be seen as posing a
serious threat to Russian security.” (RFE/RL News Briefy
15-19 November, 1993)

In truth, more than just the coal miners and the
defence workers face an attack after the election. If the
parties loyal to Yeltsin and the restoration process
gucceed in getting a clear majority for their constitution
and in the two houses of parliament then all Russian
workers can expect a swift and savage attack.

What should workers do in the elections and after the
elections? The elections are important in the sense that
if Yeltsin were to fail to get his 26% for the constitution
or fail to get a Yeltsinite majority in parliament it would
open up another political crisis; it would certainly
postpone the planned attack on the nationalised economy
and the working class.

Yeltsin may have resclved the dual power but the
point of fusion, especially between the army and the
KGB forces, is scarcely strong and established. It is
unlikely that an outright pro-Yeltsin military dictator-
ship could be imposed without splitting the state ma-
chine once more, this time more openly and disastrously
than before for the restorationiats.

But no electoral defeat for Yeltsin will solve the work-
ers’ problems. At best such a defeat would give the
workers a short breathing space to shake of their politi-
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cal paralysis and organise a fightback and build real
unions and factory councils, impose workers’ controel,
Tragically, no working class party committed to a

- revolutionary communist action programme exists let

alone is able to stand candidates in this election. This
itgelf is a testimony to the terrible continuing crisis of
leadership of the Russian proletariat. The elections and
the referendum are a bonapartist farce. Doubtlessly,
millions of workers will not bother to vote. But these
workers will not do so because their class consciousness
and political awareness is higher than those who will
participate. Quite the reverse. No serious forces apart
from the ultra-Stalinist chauvinist followers of
Andreyevna or the anti-semitic sect of Anpilov are calling
for a political boycott.

Clearly, the classic conditions for an active boycott—a
high level of class struggle and a manifest readiness by
the proletariat to use direct action methods of political
atruggle—do not yet exist in Russia.

How then can workers aim blows at Yeltsin and the
restorationists at the polls? First, they must vote “No!” to
Yeltein's constitution, Secondly, they should give a critical
vote to the list and candidates of the Cornmunist Party of
the Russian Federation (CPRF}, This is the largest

Stalinist party, with a mass following and organisation.

They should do so despite its loathsome Stalinist
programme, despite its Great Russian chauvinism,
despite its calls to form a pairiotic front, despite iis
hostility to workers' demoeracy and the fact that it seeks
power first and foremost for the old caste of ousted
bureaucratic parasites. Why then. vote for it? Because it
is a party rooted historically in a degenerate workers’
state which still, even now, hangs by a thread. It is in
marxist terms a bourgeois workers party.

True, all the loathsome polizies mentioned above
show its bourgeois political character. Yet it is a party of
the working class and no longer—as was the CPSU
before 1991—mainly a part of the ruling caste’s political
tyranny and fransmitter of privilege. Moreover, it
continues to defend (bureaucratically) planned
nationalised property relations, it has close relations
with the official unions (for all their shell like character)
and it is the only party (apart from the fascistic
Zhirinovsky) that denounces Yeltsin and his constitution.

Thus the workers who vote for the CPRT will be those
who in the here and now most radically reject Yeltsin's
politics and economics. The election can be used to
assemble the working class around this layer and help
impede Yeltsin,

Revolutionaries should march alongside them at the
ballot box. But this is only the beginning . They should
demand of the CPRF and any sections of the unions that
support them to use their election appeals—or the State
Duma if they are successful-—to call on the workers to
take direct action against the Yeltuin-Gaidar offensive. If
they do this, if they give immediate support to the
Vorkuta and Kusbas miners then they can give Yeltsin
and his henchmen a big shock in the new year.

If they do not the CPRF will be exposed as the
superannuated Stalinist bureaucrats they really are. In
either case the real battle ground is the mass action of
the working class against capitalist restoration. The
savagery of the attacks to come will face workers with
the stark choice: struggle or surrender, °



