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“All members of the party must begin to study, completely dis-
pasaionately and with utmoat honesaty, first the essence of the dif-
ferences and second the course of the dispute in the party. . . . It
is necessary to study both the one and the other, unfailingly de-
manding the most exact, printed documents, open to verification by
all sides. Whoever believes thingas simply on someone else’s say-s80 is
a hopeless idiot, to be dismissed with a wave of the hand."

--V.I. Lenin, "The Party Crisis,®” Jan. 19, 1921 (quoted in Trotsky’s
The Challenge of the Left Oppogition, 1926-27:; for another transla-
tion see Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 32 pp. 43-44).
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The Bulletin In Defense of Marxism is
published by the Fourth Internationalist
Tendency, a group founded by members
expelled from the Socialist Workers
Party because we opposed abandoning the
Trotekyist principles and methods on
which that party was founded and built

BULLETIN IDON

for more than a half century.

Denied the right, specified in the
SWP  constitution and by Leninist
norms, of full and free discussion of
all programmatic changes, we were sub-
jected first to gag rules and slander,
and finally to wholesale expulsions
by the leadership in order to facilitate
their imposition of a new, revisionist
line, without approval by the mem-
bership.

We are now forced to carry on this
discussion from outside the SWP. our
intent is to foster discussion within
the party by those sincerely seeking to
defend a revolutionary Marxist program,
as well as to bring about our own read-
mission.

We firmly believe that the present
leadership of the SWP cannot avoid that
discussion in the 1long term through
organizational measures and expulsions.
The relevant issues will increasingly be
on the agenda as their new line comes
into conflict with the reality of the
class struggle in the U.S. and around
the world.
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IRTRODUCTION

A meeting of the Internstional Executive Committee of the Fourth International
in May 1982, attended by fraternal delegates from the Socialist Workers Party,
formally opened the pre-World Congress discussion. A discussion document, "For
a Workers' and Farmers' Government in the United States™ by SWP National Secre-
tary Jack Barnes, was introduced at this meeting. Since then all sections of
the International are supposed to have been holding discussions on world issues
e o o except the SWP,

Shortly after the May 1982 meeting of the IEC, 18 SWP members announced the for-
mation of a membership tendency to draft documents and participate in the world-
wide discussion. They were promptly ordered by Barnes to “cease and desist"
under threat of expulsion. Discussion among SWP members has been forbidden ever
since,

A discussion of sorts continued in the National Committee and Political Committee
of the party until August 1983 when the four opposition members of the NC were
suspended, What the membership learned about this truncated discussion was lim-
ited and distorted by "authorized reports"™ of the majority faction,

The semblance of an international discussion was kept alive by the occasional
issuance in English of the International Internal Discussion Bulletin (IIDB),
published by the SWP for the United Secretariat as a service to the interna-
tional movement., Selected documents of the SWP opposition were published in
issues of IIDB in 1982 and 1983, but only by decision of the SWP majority faction
when seeking to advance its own factional interests in the internstional movement,

The publication of suppressed documents in this Bulletin In Defense Of Marxism
No. 6 coincides with a genersl expansion and opening-up of the pre-World Con-

gress discussion in this country. The United Secretariat Bureau, in self-
defense against the attacks of the Barmes faction in the SWP, has published

in English a 30-page Internstional Internal Information Bulletin (IIIB) dated
February 1984 as a special issue of International Viewpoint. It consists of

documents on the bureaucratic stifling of democracy in the SWP from the 1981
perty convention to the January 198, purge of all known or suspected opposition=-
ists. More recently the SWP leadership has issued another IIDB, this time with
an article by Ernest Mandel in the debate on "Workers' and Farmers' Government,"
Its appearance will surely encourage greater interest in the long suppressed
material on the same subject in our Bulletin.

At the 1981 SWP convention the party leadership introduced abstentionist policies
at union fraction meetings. Reporters appointed by the majority faction tried to
explain that the party cannot pretend to help sclve the problems of working people
short of the establishment of a workers' and farmers' government, the central
slogan of the party. We publish now the opposite assessment, the 1983 Bloom-
Lovell resolution on socialist strategy in the unions., This is an issue that
will be debated in some form in the SWP's preconvention discussion, and our res-
olution on work in the unions is submitted as a contribution to thet discussion.

We publish George Breitman's appeal to the NC against his expulsion as a service
to SWP members becsuse it explains the origins of the party crisis and demon-
strates that there cannot be & democratic preconvention discussion unless the
expelled oppositionists are readmitted to participate in it, This was the point
made by the F.I.T. in its March 26 letter to the NC, reprinted in Bulletin No. 5.



INTRODUCTION TO THE WORKERS’ AND FARMERS’ GOVERNMENT
[One feature of the Bulletin In Defense of Marxism haa been the

printing of documents, suppressed by the SWP leadership, which
were written and submitted by minority members of the National
Committee before their expulsion. Those suppressed documents which
we have published up to now were all distributed to NC members,
but not to the party rank and file. The members were denied any
first-hand account of the opposition’s real views, while a carica-
ture of those views was presented by the leadership in the name of
“information."”

The Theses on the Workers’ and Farmers’ Government and the
accompanying article by Steve Bloon, "The Workers’ and Farmers’
Government and the Socialist Revolution," printed below have re-
ceived an even narrower distribution than other suppressed docu-
mentsa. They were written in response to a report by Jack Barnes,
approved at the February-March 1982 plenum of the SWP National
Committee, and published in the International Internal Discussion
Bulletin in June of the same year.

The Barnes report was ostensibly given to motivate a change in
the governmental slogan of the SWP in the United States--a return
to the <call "for a workers’ and farmers’ government" which had
been the official party position until 1967. (In that year, the
party convention voted to change the slogan to "for a workers’
government.') But the political content of the Barnes report went
far beyond this relatively minor question of what governmental
slogan to use in this country.

Barnes presented a broad historical and theoretical analysis of
the period of transition from capitalism to socialism. In the
process of this he introduced a series of theoretical revisions in
the Trotskyist movement’s traditional views on this subject. As
the Bloom article -~xplains, these thaoretical changes parallel the
historical revisions which were introduced earlier by Doug Jenness
in his November 1981 International Socialist Review article, “How
Lenin Saw the Russian Revolution,”™ and which would be continued in
his later effort, "Our Political Continuity with Bolshevism"™ (ISR,
June 1982).

The Fourth Internationalist Caucus in the SWP National Commit-
tee (a predecessor to the present-day Fourth Internationalist
Tendency which publishes the Bulletin IDOM) asked that the vote on
the Barnes report be postponed until it could be printed for
mrembers of the NC to read and study. No objection was raised by
the FIC to the proposed change of slogan, since either the call
“"for a workera’ government'" or “for a workera’ and farmeras’ gov-

ernment” could be reasonably raised in this country provided that
the correct political content wes put into that call. But the

Barnes leadership rejected voting simply on the change of slogan,
and insisted on approval of the entire oral report--containing a
complex theoretical analysis--after less than a day’s considera-
tion. The members of the FIC abstained on this vote at the plenun,
since it was impossible to express a considered opinion under
these conditions.

When the Barnes report appeared in print, however, the theore-
tical revisions it contained became unmistakable, and the FIC
prepared a written response. On November 4, 1982 the Theses and
the Bloom article were submitted together, by the Caucus, as a
contribution to the IIDB. In line with the required procedure for
submitting such articles, a request was made for the SWP Political
Bureau to recommend the publication of this material.

After the Barnes report was approved by the National Committee,
the leadership of the party had declared that this question--of
the workers’ and farmers’ government--was the central one facing
the Fourth International at its coming World Congress. Despite



thia, and deapite the fact that the "Theasea" and the Bloom article
were the first, and for many months the only, response to Barnes’s
theoretical innovations, the party leadership blocked their publi-

cation
Clark to Steve Bloom,

by refusing to act to recommend it.

A letter from Steve

dated December 1, 1982, stated that a deci-

sion would be made before the next United Secretariat meeting, but
thia pledge was not fulfilled. And many subsaequent renewala of the
reguest for action on this both by Steve Bloom and by Frank Lovell

--during the

also ignored.

ed in the I1IDB,
it internally,
the party membership.
Bureau even
National Committee.

time he was a member of the Political
In addition to asking that this material be print-
proposals were made by Bloom and Lovell to
in the SWP’s own bulletins, for the information of
This was sgpecifically denied. The Political
rejected making it available to the members

Bureau--were

print

of the

The result is that these documents have not yet been published,

either

and the

by the Fourth International or by the SWP.
reatricted to a very narrow circle.
current dispute will be obviouas to readers of the Bulletin
political questions they deal with remain on the

They have been
But their importance for the

IDOM,
agenda

for the coming World Congress of the Fourth International. A new

IIDB has

ship
were submitted.

now been published in English containing a response by
Ernest Mandel to Barnes’s theories.

A great deal has happened in the evolution of the SWP
since November 1882 when the
At that time, for example, the SWP leadership had

leader-

"Theses™ and the Bloom article

not yet openly repudiated Trotaskyism and permanent revolution, and
these are assumed in the article to be a common theoretical frame-

work. A discussion

piece written today on

this subject would

necessarily have a somewhat different character. Nevertheless, the

substance of the dispute remains the sanre,

and the original arti-

cles retain all of their relevance.]l
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(Note: The

’

following Theses represent the views of the Fourth

Internationalist Caucus, a political tendency in the SWP National Committee)

1)The concept of the "workers’ and
farmers’ government™ has been used in
different ways at various times:

a) Lenin and the Bolsheviks, after
October 1917, used it interchangeably
with the idea of the "dictatorship of
the proletariat™ and the “workers’
state” when describing the Soviet power
in Russia. All three concepts were in-
tended to indicate a clearly pro-social-
ist government with a decisive proletar-
ian majority. No terminological distinc-
tions were made between the period be-
fore and after definitive measures were
taken to nationalize the economy. Other
termss were also used, such as "the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and poor
peasantry,” a "worker and peasant repub-
lic,"” etc.

b) The Fourth Comintern Congress (in
1922) codified a different use of the
"workers’ government " idea (later con-
siatently referred to as the "workers’
and peasants’ government™). This was an

extension of the tactic of the united
front between the parties of the Comin-
tern and reformist forces in the work-
erg’ movement. In this type of workers’
and peasantas’ government reformist for-
ces would predominate, and the Bolshevik
forces would be in a minority, 1f they
were participants at all. Although such
a government would be incapable of lead-
ing the transition to socialist economic
forms, it would provide a bridge to the
actual dictatorship of the proletariat.
The Fourth Congress considered it possi-
ble for such a workers’ and farmers’
government to actually come to power in
exceptional circumstances, but the most
likely course was still recognized to be
the assumption of power by communist
forces. Even if this type of petty-
bourgeois workers’ and farmers’ govern-
ment never actually came into existence,
however, the concept was considered a
useful propaganda tool to reach the
broad masses who were still under the



sway of reformist leaderships. Used in
this way, the aslogan itself had a tran-
sitional character.

c) In the Transitional Program (1938)
Trotasky recognized this two-fold charac-
ter of the workers’ and farmers’ govern-
ment idea. He used and explained it both
in the sense that he and Lenin had after
1917 1in Rusaia (as a popularizetion of
the dictatorship of the proletariat),
and in the aense of the Fourth Comintern
Congress (a government dominated by
petty-bourgeois parties which would be
"merely a short episode on the road to
the actual dictatorship of the proletar-
iat™). The possibility of the second
type of workera’ and farmera’ government
actually coming to power he described as
a "highly improbable variant:" and hia
rain concern was in its use as a transi-
tional slogan.

d) In the 1960s, Joseph Hansen used
the concept of the workers’ and farmers’
government to analyze the development of
the world revolution after World War II.
He said that in Eastern Europe, China,
and Cuba, Staliniat or other radical
petty-bourgeocis leaderships had taken
governmental power; and dus to specific
exceptional circumstances had also pro-
ven capable of moving forward to the
expropriation of the bourgeocisie. This
he said w28 similar to the pro:ess con-
ceived of by the Fourth Comintern Cong-
resa and by Troteky in the Transitional
Program, except that they had excluded
the possibility that such governments
would prove capable of actually taking
thia step of nationalizing the econony.
Hansen also introduced a new meaning for
the workers’ and farmers’ government
concept--as a scientific descriptive
termn to indicate the period in a social-
ist revolution when the governmental and
rilitary power of the bourgeoisie has
been overthrown, but decisive economic
power remaina in the handa of the old
ruling class. This he distinguished from
the "workers’ state,"™ which he defined
as the period after the expropriation of
the bourgeoisie.

2) Today we continue to use the idea
of the workers’ and farmers’ government
in all three of thesze ways. To the ex-

tent that we foresee an actual gov-
ernment in power with this slogan it is

a8 popularization of and a synonym for
the dictatorship of the proletariat in
the same sense that Lenin and the Bol-
sheviks wused it after October 1917 in
Russia. When we use this slogan in a
tranaitional way in approaching workers
who are not yet fully convinced of a

revolutionary program, or when we call
on mass reformist workers parties, in a
country like France for example, to take
power and wield it in the interests of
the toilers, we are using a united
front-type approach like that of the
Fourth Comintern Congresa. When we de-
scribe the current Nicaraguan or Grena-
dian regimes as workers’ and farmers’
governments, we are designating the
atage of development of the revrlution-
ary process in those countries These
different uses must be kept distinct and
mnade clear in any discussion of the
workers’ and farmers’ government.

3) A program of economic and social
change is an inherent part of any anti-
capitaliat revolution. But although this
program can be «clarified, and steps
toward its implementation taken through
the dual power in the course of the
political-military struggle against the
old order, the victory of that struggle
ia a prerequisite for decisive economic
and social measures. This is the unique
characteristic of the socialiat revolu-
tion, which means that there will inev-
itably be a period after the political
and military power of the bourgeoisie
has been overthrown but before economic
power is decisively in the hands of the
proletariat.

4) The tasks of the revolutionary
government in this period--the period of
the workers’ and farmers’ government--
consist of dismantling whatever vestiges
of bourgeois atate power remain, and
replacing them with proletarian forms;
organizing the masses to implement work-
ers’ control over production; and taking
whatever socialist economic measures are
necessary to keep the economic power of
the bourgeoisie under control--leading
to the decisive transfer of that econom-
ic power to the proletariat.

S) The time that may elapse between
the military-political victory of the
working class and its final assumption
of economic power has been shown by real
life to vary according to the objective
reality. But even in the most favorable
circumstances it can only be a relative-
ly brief interlude, and can in no case

be considered a separate higtorical
"stage.” The length of this interlude
will depend on many factors, including

most importantly the strength of the
domestic bourgeoisie and the ability and
willingness of external counterrevolu-
tionary forcea to intervene. The strong-
er these dangers, the more quickly will



the necessity be posed of the working
clasas appropriating the decisive econom-
ic power or being overthrown.

6) Historical experience has also
demonstrated that the period of the
revolution which Hansen characterized as
the workers’ and farmers’ government can
be filled by either the Bolshevik-type
(proletarian) workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment, or by the Fourth Cormintern
Congress-type (united front, petty-bour-
geois). 1In general, agreeing on a char-
acterization of a particular regime as a
workers’ and farmers’ government in the
sense used by Hansen only begins to
enlighten us as to its character. There
is a gqualitative difference between
Russia in 1917, on the one hand, and
Algeria under Ben Bella, on the other,
to pick the most extreme cases. Other
specific developments fall on a con-
tinuum between these two extremes based
on the subjective factor--the degree to
which the leadership of the workers’ and
farmers’ government adheres to a revolu-
tionary Marxist, i.e. Boclshevik, pro-
grar. The fact that workers’ and farm-
ers’ governments have been led by petty-
bourgeois forces in most of the post-
World War II social transformations has
resulted in major sacrifices and hard-
ships for the masses.

7) In the post-World War II =social
transformations such as Eastern Europe,
China, Cuba, etc. where one or another

type of radical petty-bourgeois govern-
ment came to power, this set the stage
for the establishment of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat by disarming and
disenfranchising the old ruling clasases.
However, the new ruling parties actively

disavowed socialist intentions (ag they
had before coming to power) and in the
beginning toock measures to consolidate a
atrategic coalition with the bourgeoisie
which would be based on long-term guar-
anteea of capitalist property relations.
Therefore, we cannot speak of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat in these
cases until a second qualitative turning
point in the revolutionary process--the
actual decision by these governments to
expropriate the bourgecisie and estab-
lish workers’ states.

8) However, in the case of the con-
queat of power by a genuine revolution-
ary Marxist party (as in Russia in
1817), with a clear path charted toward
the creation of a workers’ state based
on socialized property forms, then the
establishment of the workers’ and farm-
ers” government in the sense we have
been discussing marks the basic qualita-
tive turning point in the transition
from a capitalist state to a workers’
state (the decisive resolution of the
violent conflict between the old and the
new). It is at this point that the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat begins,
although many taskas and battles 1lie
ahead before it is completely consoli-
dated and firmly constructed. The point
at which economic power passes decisive-
ly into the handes of the proletariat is
still an important milestone for the
revolution, but even if this is delayed
for egome time it can only be correctly
understood as a continuation, deepening,
extension, and decisive consolidation of
the original qualitative change which
occurred when the proletariat assumed
governmental power.

by Steve Bloom

At the February-March 1982 plenum of
the SWP National Committee, Jack Barnes
asserted, "As comrades who’ve studied
our material on the workers and farmers
government know, I said nothing in the
report from the Political Committee that
has not been gaid in writing somewhere
before by SWP leaders. I did, however,
say some things we had not adopted pre-
viously” ("For a Workers and Farmers
Government in the United States,”™ Inter-
national Internal Discussion Bulletin,
Volume XVIII, #5, p. 27).

We cannot exclude the possibility
that somewhere, at some time, all of the

ideas in this report on the workers’ and
farmers’ government have been expressed
by sore leading member of the SWP (espe-
cially if we include the most recent
period of theoretical evolution of that
leadership). But the implication that
there is nothing new theoretically in
the report is completely false. In his
presentation Barnes uses & portion of
Joseph Hansen’s theories, and throws
them together with other theoretical
ideas, some selected from Trotsky’s
writings, some from our traditional
programmatic documents, and others which
are quite new for our movement. In this



way he creates an eclectic theoretical
hodgepodge out of which both Hansen and
Troteky, as well as our programmatic
traditions, emerge unrecognizable. The
purpose of these "Theses on the Workers’
and Farmers’ Government," and this ac-
companying explanatory article, is to
try to sort out the tangled threads
woven together by Barnes.

The essential difference between the
Theses and the Barnes report is an ap-
preciation of the distinctions between
different uses of the workers’ and farm-
ers’ government idea, as well as the
differences between specific regimes to
which we have applied this 1label. The
Theses assert that there have been, and
still are, three different uses of this
concept--two developed by the Bolsheviks
and the Comintern, and one by Hansen.
Barnes, on the other hand, denies that
we have continued to use the workers’
and farmers’ government in the sense of
the Bolsheviks in 1917. He also equates
Hansen’s new use of the term with the
Fourth Comintern Congress’s use of it
(as a transitional regime which was not
the dictatorship of the proletariat in
the Bolshevik sense) and claims that
this was what Hansen considered a uni-
versal stage of the revolution.

In addition, Barnes introduces a
fourth meaning for the workers’ and
farmers’ governient--as an actual coali-
tion government between the working
class and the peasantry. And this he
superimposes on both Hansen and the
Fourth Comintern Congress, as well as on
the Russian revolution.

The effect of Barnes’s effort is to
counterpogse his particular version of
the workers’ and farmers’ government to
our traditional programmatic perspec-
tives on the class dynamrics of the tran-
sition from capitalism to socialiss.
What is involved here is a programmatic
revision, which as we shall see paral-
lels the revision made by Doug Jenness
in his recent articles on Lenin’s view
of the Russian revolution. Barnes and
Jenness try to revive the content of
Lenin’s early concept--the ™democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry”--under the name of the
"workers’ and farmers’ government.”

This idea was explicitly expressed by
Comrade Steve Clark in his series of
lectures on the workers’ and farmers’
government at the SWP’s Oberlin educa-
tional conference in August 1982. He
stated that in his view, the content of
the workers’ and farmers’ government as
we understand it is the same as what
Lenin meant by his pre-1917 slogan.

Though Barnes is not as explicit in
his report, the same conception is
clearly present. This is not a problen
of terminology, but an extremely impor-
tant gubstantive dispute. Interestingly,
Barnes uses a terminological quibble
over the definition of the dictatorship
of the proletariat in order to cover his
tracks. This makes it appear to the
unwary reader as a simple continuation
of things we have always said.

The workers’ and farmers’ governaent and

the dictatorship of the proletariat

Barnes includes in his report an
extensive exposition entitled: ™“What is
the Dictatorship of the Proletariat?"”
Here he discusses the fact that the term
“dictatorship of the proletariat” has
had two different but related meanings
for the Marxist movement. One is a re-
gime of the Soviet type, such as the
Bolshevik government in Russia, which is
ushered in by an anti-capitalist revolu-
tion and rules in the interests of the
workers and poor peasants. Such a gov-
ernment prepares the ground for the

expropriation of the bourgeocisie. The
second meaning is as a synonym for a
workers’ state already resting on na-

tionalized property and a planned econo-
my, after the expropriation of the bour-
geoisie.

This explanation of how the ternmn
"dictatorship of the proletariat” has
been used in the past is correct as a
simple statement of fact. But Barnes
goes further. In this section he &sug-
geats that the first usage is not pre-
cise and should be abandoned, while the
second s8hould be codified and adopted.
He asserts that this was the view Trot-
sky developed after the degeneration of
the Russian revolution:

“The problem here is that the term
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ has
been used, and is still often used,
in two different ways by Marxists.

"The first way is synonymous with
the new revolutionary power . . .

“Thie is the way Marx, Engels,
Lenin, and the other revolutionary
Marxists normally used the term; it
is the way Trotsky used it prior to
the bureaucratic degeneration of the
Soviet Union . . .” (p. 15).

"How precisely to characterize the

transitional government that took
power and led the workers in expro-
priating the bourgeoisie was not a



burning question under these condi-
tiona" (p. 15).

"Since the 1930s, however, our
rovement has wusually used the term
’dictatorship of the proletariat’ in
another way. We use it as a synonya
for a workers state . . ." (p. 15).

“In coming to grips with the de-
generation of the Soviet Union and
the consequent political tasks, Trot-
sky had to sharpen up Marxist think-
ing about the criteria that define

the class character of the state.
. « « As a result, our movement in
the 19302 developed an understanding

of the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat that we still use today--that is,
a workers atate.”™ (p. 16).

"“Trotsky’s analysis also led hinm
to look back with greater precision
on the transitional government
brought into being by the October
revolution. It was clear that the
proletarian property relations that
defined the continued existence of a
workers state in the Soviet Union in
the 19308 had not come into existence
impediately following the October
revolution . . ." (p. 17).

"This is why we insist that it is
neither sufficient nor correct to say
that the workers and farmers govern-
ment is merely a popular designation
or synonym for the dictatorship of
the proletariast. That misses this
all-important trensition, which cul-
rinates in another qualitative turn-
ing point in any anti-capitalist
revolution--the expropriation of the
exploiting claas and the establisah-
ment of state property. Only when
this has been accomplished do we have
a workers state which is fundamental-
ly a popular designation or synonym
for the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat.” (p. 18).

There is a certain ambiguity in all
of thie. The word "merely" in the above
quote could be read either to mean that
the idea of the workers’ and farmers’
government is not only used in the sense
of the dictatorship of the proletariat
but that it might also be used in that
sense, depending on the context (an idea
which 1ia correct); or elae “merely"
could mean that it is not really correct

to use "workers’ and farmera’ govern-
ment™ in that sense at_all. This is the

inference which the average reader will
certainly draw from the overall context
of the article. We should also note that
Steve Clark, in his Oberlin classes,
explicitly stated this view--that it is
incorrect even in the Russian revolution
to characterize the transitional regime
(between the fall of 1917 and the fall
of 1918) as the dictatorship of the
proletariat, but rather as a workers”’
and farmers’ government which was a
"bridge" or “transition" to the dicta-
torship of the proletariat, by which we
mean a workers’ state based on national-
ized property.

That this is the meaning of Barnes’s
exposition is also indicated by the way
he formulated the question in his sum-
mary:

"What we call soviet power is not
the dictatorship of the proletariat,
a workere state, right off the bat.
That would only be true if the so-
viets were entirely proletarian and
if the expropriation of the capital-
ists were immediate. But both of
these conditione are excluded in
every country of the world” (p. 31).

Here it 1is clear that Barnes has
completely identified the dictatorship
of the proletariat with the workers’
state already resting on nationalized
property; and even the “soviet power™ (a
term which refers directly to the Bol-
shevik revolution of 1817) cannot be
called the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat.

The question arises, of course, can
we accept this use of terminology pro-
posed by Barnes? 1In the abstract we
probably could. We could certainly all
agree to say that the dictatorship of
the proletariat doesn’t really come into
existence until a workers’ state is
established, and that before this we
will call the revolutionary regime a
workers’ and farmers’ government.

However, & problem arises if we do
this and at the same time act as if this
is also what the workers’ and farmers’
government and dictatorship of the pro-
letariat meant to Lenin in 1917, to the
Fourth Comintern Congress, and to Trot-
sky in the Transitional Program. This
will lead us only to hopeless confusion.
Yet Barnes presents his report precisely
as if this were true, and in this way he
introduces a new political content into
old quotations. He even goes so far as
to deny that Lenin and Trotaky believed
that the social content of the transi-



tional regime (what we would now call
the workers’ and farmers’ government)
nust be decisively proletarian.

We will investigate this aspect of
things further, but first let’s examine
the contention that Trotsky, after the
early 1930a, shared the view--which is
the cornerstone of Barnes’s presenta-
tion--that the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat can only be scientifically
understood as a synonym for a workers’
state based on nationalized property. To
do this it will be necessary to look in
some detail at what Trotsky actually
wrote on the subject.

Trotsky’s view

In 1938 Trotsky had a number of dis-
cussions with comrades about the meaning
of the Transitional Program. At that
time his approach to the dictatorship of
the proletariat was somewhat different
from what Barnes would like us to be-
lieve:

"Now naturally it would be better
if we could immediately mcbilize the
workers and the poor farmers to over-
throw democracy and replace it with
the dictatorship of the proletariat,
which 1is the only means of avoiding
imperialist wars. But we can’t do it.
We see that the large masses of peo-
ple are 1looking toward democratic
means to stop the war. . . .

"I believe that we can say to the
masses, we must say openly: dear
friends, our opinion is that we
should esteblish the dictatorship of
the proletariat, but you are not of
that opinion™ (Transitional Program
for Socialist Revolution, Pathfinder
Press, N.Y., pp. 83-94).

Note, the regime "we should estab-
lish” is the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. This 1is what Trotsky says we
want to "immediately replace bourgeois

democracy with. Does this mean that
Trotsky is talking about instant revolu-
tion here? Immediate nationalizations,
the establishment of a workers’ satate
without a transitional phase? Of course
not. Trotasky above all appreciated all
of the subtleties of the transitional
process. It is simply that Trotsky, in
1838, several years after the decisive
degeneration of the USSR, doesn’t agree
with Barnes’s assessment that the dicta-
torship of the proletariat is a synonym
only for a workers’ state resting on
nationalized property; he also believes
that the same characterization can be

correctly applied to the transitional
regime which immediately follows the
destruction of bourgeois political and

military power. And this is exactly the
game usage of the term applied by Marx,
Engels, and Lenin which Barnes informs
us resulted from conditions in which
"how precisely to characterize the tran-
sitional government . . . was not a
burning question.”

This use of the concept "dictatorship
ot the proletariat™ by Trotsky both to
describe the Bolshevik-led Soviet gov-
ernment in Russia in 1917, and as a
general description of the transitional
regime which will immediately follow the
overthrow of the bourgeocisie, is& not
unique to these discussions. A large
number of examples could be cited from
his writings, but we will limit our-
selves here to an additional half-dozen,
spanning the years of his struggle
against Stalinism:

1927--"Dual power during the Feb-
ruary revolution was progressive in-
sofar as it contained new revolution-
ary possibilities. But this progres-
siveness was only temporary. The way
out of the contradiction was the
proletarian dictatorship” ("On the
slogan of Sovietes in China,"” Leon
Trotsky on China, Pathfinder, p 155).

1929--"A new Chinese revolution
can overthrow the existing regime and
hand power over to the mass of the
people only in the form of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat” ("The
Capitulation of Radek, Preobrazhen-
sky, and Smilgs," Ibid., p. 412).

1930--"The peaceful ‘growing over’
of a democratic revolution is possi-
ble only under the dictatorship of
one class--the proletariat. The tran-
sition from democratic measures to
socialist measures took place in the
Soviet Union under the regime of the
proletarian dictatorship” (Hanifesto
of the International Left Opposi-
tion,"” Ibid., p. 483).

1930--"Such was the connecting
link between the old position of
Bolshevism, which limited the revolu-
tion to democratic aims, and the new
position, which Lenin first presented
to the party in his theses of April
4. This new prospect of an immediate
transition to the dictatorship of the
proletariat seemed completely unex-
pected, contrary to tradition, and
indeed simply would not fit into the



rind" (Re-arming the party,™ History
of the Rusaian Revolution, Sphere

Books, London, p. 300).

1936--"1f, in its turn the French
‘Communist’ party had anything in
common with communism, it would from
the very first day of the strike have
corrected its criminal mistake, bro-
ken off its fatal bloc with the Radi-
cals, called the workers to the crea-
tion of factory committees and so-
viets, and thus established in the
country a regime of dual power as the

shortest and surest bridge to the
dictatorship of the proletariat”
("The New Revolutionary Upsurge and

the Tasks of the Fourth Internation-
al,” Writings of Leon Trotsky, ‘35-
‘36, Pathfinder, p. 336).

1937--"If Nin were able to think
his own words through, he would un-
derstand that so long as these
gentlemen leaders keep the revolution
from__rising to the dictatorship of
the proletariat, it will inevitably
fall to fascism" ("Revolutionary
Strategy in the Civil War,"™ The Spa-
nish Revolution, Pathfinder, p. 261).

So the idea that it is "imprecise” to
describe the transitional regime we
advocate as the dictatorship of the
proletariat does not originate with
Trotsky, but with Barnes. In contrast teo
these examples we are offered one quota-
tion from 1933 which appears to be a
use of that term by Trotsky in a way
similar to what Barnes advocates. He
quotes extensively from an article by
Trotsky entitled, "The Clasa Nature of
the Soviet State.”™ Here 1is the part
Barnes cites:

"Not only up to the Brest Litovsk
peace, but even up to autumrn of 1518,
the social content of the revolution
was restricted to a petty-bourgeois
agrarian overturn and workers’ con-
trol over production. This means that
the revolution in its actions had not
yet passed the boundaries of bour-
geois society. During the first per-
iod, soldiers’ soviets ruled side by
side with workers’ soviets, and often
elbowed them sside. Only toward the
autumn of 1918 did the petty-bour-
geois soldier-agrarian elemental wave
recede a little to its =shores, and

the workers went forward with the
nationalization of the means of pro-
duction.

"Only from this time can one speak
of the inception of & real dictator-
ship of the proletariat. But even
here it is necessary to make large
reservations.

“During those initial vyears, the
dictatorship was geographically con-
fined to the old Moscow principality
and was compelled to wage a three-
years war along all the radii from
Moscow to the periphery. This means
that up to 1921, precisely up to NEP,
that is, what went on was still the
atruggle to eatablish the dictator-
ship of the proletariat on a national
scale.

“And since, in the opinion of the
pseudo-Marxist philistines, the dic-
tatorship had disappeared with the
beginning of the NEP, then it means

that, in general, it had never ex-
iated. To these gentlemen the dicta-
torship of the proletariat is simply
an imponderable concept, an ideal
norm not to be realized upon our
sinful planet.” (Writings of Leon
Trotsky, 1933-34, Pathfinder,

p. 106).

This certainly seems like Trotsky is
using the idea of the dictatorship of
the proletariat in the way that Barnes
advocates--as & synonym for a workers’
state based on nationalized property.
But if we look at the article from which
this is excerpted, another interpreta-
tion appears more likely--especially in
light of the sbundant examples already
cited of Trotsky’s continued use of the
idea of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat in the traditional Bolshevik
aenae long after 1933.

The section of Trotsky’s article
which Barnes quotes from is hesadlined,
“The Dictatorship of the Proletariat as
an Idealistic Norm." That gives us a
hint about what is involved here. Trot-
aky begins this section as follows:

“Mssrs. ‘Kantian’ Sociologists (we
apologize to the shade of Kant) often
reach the conclusion that a ‘real’
dictatorship ([note here that Trotsky
puts the word ‘real’ in quotes--
S.B.l, that is, one that conforms to
their ideal norms, existed only in
the days of the Paris Commune, or
during the first period of the Octo-
ber revolution, up to the Brest Li-
tovak pesce or, at best, up to the
NEP. This is indeed sharpshooting:
aim a finger at the sky and hit a
bulls eye!™



What follows this, and what Barnes

quotes from, is a development of the
logic of this view of the dictatorship
of the proletariat as an ™idealistic
norm." Trotsky demonstrates that ap-
plying these criteria you must deny the

existence of the dictatorship of the
proletariat in the Paris Commune, in the
first period of the Russian revolution,
and even after the autumn of 15918 up to
NEP. His conclusion is that :uch a way
of looking at things makes the dictator-
ship of the proletsriat "simply an im-
ponderable concept, an ideal norm not to
be realized on our sinful planet."”

Is Trotsky advocating this view, as
Barnes would have us believe, that only
after the autumn of 1918 "can one speak

of the inception of a real dictatorship
of the proletariat™? No, he is precisely
pointing out the absurdity of this view,
which flows from an idealistic under-
standing of the proletarian dictator-
ship. It will take more solid evidence
than this if Barnes wants to convince us
that Trotsky discarded the traditional
Marxist understanding of the term “"dic-
tatorship of the proletariat™ after the
degeneration of the Russian revolution.

Slogan or government

Trotsky believed that the transition-
al regime would, of necessity, be the
dictatorship of the proletariat because
he believed that only a revolutionary
proletarian government would be capable
of leading the transition forward to the
final expropriation of the bourgeoisie.
How then did this relate to his under-
standing of the workers’” and farmers’
government? Here it is essential to keep
in nmind the two different meanings this
term had after the Fourth Comintern
Congress. Trotsky explained them both in
the section of the Transitional Progranm

titled, "Workers’ and Farmers’ Govern-
ment." The first paragraph states:

"This formula, ‘workers’ and farm-
ers’ government,’ first appeared in
the agitation of the Bolsheviks in
1917 and was definitively accepted
after the October revolution. In the
final instance it represented nothing
rore than the popular designation for
the already established dictastorship
of the proletariat. The significance
of this designation comes mainly from
the fact that it underscores the idea
of an aslliance between the prole-
tariat and the peasantry upon which
the soviet power rests.”
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Here Trotsky explains the use of the
term to describe an actual government,
the soviet power. In this case, he says,
workers’” and farmers’ government was
simply "the popular designation for the
dictatorship of the proletariat."”

The rest of this section of the tran-
gitional Program is devoted to an expla-
nation of the second use of the workers’
and farmers’ government idea--as a tran-
sitional slogan to lead the masses in
the direction of understanding the need
for the dictatorship of the proletariat.
After explaining how the Stalinists have
distorted this concept and given it a
purely democratic content, he contrasts
the Bolsghevik view:

“"From April to September 1917, the
Bolsheviks demanded that the SRs and
the Mensheviks break with the liberal
bourgecisie and take power into their
own hands. . . . If the Mensheviks
and the SRs had actually broken with
the Cadets (liberals) and with for-
eign imperialism, then the ’workers’
and peasants’ government’ created by
them could only have hastened and
facilitated the establishment of the
dictatorship of the proletariat. But
it was exactly because of this that
the leadership of petty-bourgeois
democracy resisted with all possible
strength the establishment of its own
government. . . .

"Nevertheless, the demand of the
Bolsheviks, addressed to the Menshe-
viks and the SRs--‘break with the
bourgeocisie, take the power into your
own hands’--had for the masses tre-
mendous educational significance. The
obstinate wunwillingness of the Men-
sheviks and SRs to take power . . .
definitively doomed them before mass
opinion and prepared the victory of
the Bolsheviks”" (Transitional Program
for Socialist Revolution, Pathfinder,
pp. 133-134).

This use of the workers’ and farmers’
government idea does indeed describe a
government which is not the dictatorship
of the proletariat. It would be a petty-
bourgeois government led by reformist
parties. But the primary purpose of
calling for this kind of government is
not in order to bring it into existence.
The Bolsheviks called on the HNensheviks
and SRs to take power precisely in order
to expose their unwillingness to do so,

and to pave the way for a Bolshevik
government, a workers’ and farmers’
government that would be the dictator-

ship of the proletariat.



The Transitional
this further:

Program explains

“The central task of the Fourth
International consists in freeing the
proletariat from the old leadership.

« s+« =« Under these conditions the
demand, systematically addressed to
the old leadership--‘break with the

bourgecisie, take the power’--is an
extremely important weapon for expos-
ing the treacherous character of the
parties and organizations of the
Second, Third, and Amsterdam Interna-
tionals . . ." (p 134).

It is important, of course, that this
not be viewed in the sense of a cynical
maneuver. Our appeal to the masses is
not at all cynical, but completely sin-
cere: "You have confidence in your lead-
ers. Very well, we don’t share vyour
confidence, but we will help you put
your leaders in power. There they will
show us what they are worth. Demand that
they take the power and break with the
bourgeois government.” We help the mas-
ses in this struggle because if the
reformnist leaders refuse to take the
power, as we expect, their impotence
will be exposed. If such a government
does, in fact, come into existence then
this too is a step forward for the revo-
lution.

Trotsky did not exclude the possibil-
ity that such a workers’ and farmers’
government led by reformist parties
night at some time take power, but this
he described as "an extremely improbable
variant"” which "would represent merely a
short episode on the road to the actual
dictatorship of the proletariat”
(p. 135). He was not primarily concerned
with the transitional potential of the
government itself in this case, exactly
because he didn’t consider it 1likely
that it would ever come to power. It was
the transitional nature of the slogan as
a bridge to the idea of a soviet govern-
rent under communist leadership which he
was discussing. And it was this which
was at the heart of the discussion of
the workers’ [and farmers’] government
slogan at the Fourth Comintern Congress
as well--the use of it as an extension
of the Bolshevik concept of the united
front.

Joseph Hansen’s contribution

In the 1960s, after the Cuban revolu-
tion, Joseph Hansen attempted to put
together an assessment of the social
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transformations which had taken place in
Eastern Europe, China, and Cuba without
the benefit of leadership by a revolu-
tionary MNarxist proletarian party. He
looked back at the discussion at the
Fourth Comintern Congress, and at Trot-
sky’s use of the workers’ and farmers’
government idea in the Transitional
Program. He concluded that "the extreme-
ly improbable variant” of “petty-bour-
geoig parties, including the Stalinists,
goling] further than they themselves
wish along the road to a break with the
bourgeocisie™ had, in fact, actually
taken place. The break with the bour-
geoisie had gone so far as to include
the overthrow of its economic power.
This possibility, of course, had been
theoretically excluded both by the Com-
intern and by Trotsky. 1In their minds
such a workers’ and farmers’ government
in power would be "a short episode on
the road to the actual dictatorship of
the proletariat” not because it would
later lead to the creation of a workers’
state based on nationalized property,
but precisely because it would prove

incapable of this, and would thereby
pave the way for proletarian forces to
assume power.

So Hangen identified the postwar

overturns as having been carried out by
regimes which were workers’ and farmers’
governments of the petty-bourgeois type
anticipated by the Fourth Congress;
though the actual events differed con-
siderably from anything which had been
foreseen. But Hansen did something else
as well. He asserted that our experi-
ence with the poatwar overturns shows
that it is necessary to distinguish a
specific period in the anticapitalist
revolution--a period between the over-
throw of bourgeois military and politi-
cal power on the one hand, and the deci-
sive expropriation of bourgeois economic
power on the other. This period he also

termed the "workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment” as distinct from the "workers’
state” which followed it. And he said

that this political period of the work-

ers’ and farmers’ government could,
under specific circumstances, be filled
with the social content of the workers’

and farmers’ government in the petty-
bourgeois sense of the Fourth Comintern
Congress Theses.

Here is how Hansen, in discussing the
Chinese revolution, described his under-
standing:

"What I should like to call spe-
cial attention to is the link in the
revolutionary process through which



this qualitative leap [to a workers’
statel] was made possible--the workers
and peasants government.

"From the theoretical point of
view thia is the item of greatest
interest, for it was this government
that set up the economic forms mo-

deled on those existing in the Soviet
Union, repeating what had happened in
Eastern Europe and Yugoslavia.

"The poisibility of workers and
peasants guvernments coming to power
had been visualized by the Communist
International at the Fourth Congress
in 1922. But the Bolsheviks held that
such governments, =et up by petty-
bourgeois parties could not be char-
acterized as proletarian dictator-
ships, that ia, workers states.

"The Bolsheviks were firmly con-
vinced that petty-bourgeois parties,
even though they went so far as to
establish a workers and peasants
government, could never move forward
to establish a workers state. Only a
revolutionary Communist party, rooted
in the working class on a mass scale
80 as to be able to lead it into
action, could do that.

“The experience in China showed
that in at least one case history had
decreed otherwise" ("The Workers and
Farmers Government,"” Education for
Socialists, April 1974, p. 27).

And Hansen went on to explain that
Cuban revolution particularly, as
as the Algerian, confirmed for us
the general line of this approach to
China. Robert Chester, in his study of
the question ("Workers and Farmers Gov-
ernments Since the Second World War,"
Education for Socialists, January 1978),
also applied Hansen’s approach to the
workers’ and farmers’ government period
and showed how it could help us under-
atand the aspecific developments in Yugo-
slavia, China, Cuba and Algeria where
petty-bourgeois forces had been in the
leaderships of revolutions.

Hansen considered the key 1link in
this process to be the setting up of
governments based on the revolutionary
mobilization of the masses. This is what
he sees as a universal phase in the
anti-capitalist revolution. The mass
nobilizations which break the power of
the bourgeoisie allow, in extraordinary
circumstances, even petty-bourgeois
leaderships to accomplish the transition
to a workers’ state, provided that they
make a conscious decision to do so (a
decision to carry out a proletarian
program, which is one of the two possi-

the
well
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ble options open to a
leadership in power).
But Hansen never denied that thie
period of the workers’ and farmers’
government in Russia in 1917-18 had been
filled with any other social content
than what the Bolsheviks meant by the
dictatorship of the proletariat. And he
also did not deny that the goal of con-
scious revolutionary Marxists was any-
thing else than to fill it with this

petty-bourgeois

content. Barnes’s report doss begin to
deny these things, and in doing so he
transforms Hansen’s concept into a bat-

tering ram against the theoretical ideas
of Lenin, Trotsky, and Hansen himself.
It should be noted that Hansen uses a
formulation in the passage quoted above
which gounds very much like the approach
Barnes 1is proposing when he says: "But
the Bolsheviks held that auch govern-

ments, set up by the petty-bourgeois
parties could not be characterized as
proletarian dictatorships, that is,
workers states.”

What is important to keep in mind
here is that Hansen is discussing the
Bolsheviks’ understanding. And in the

terminology of the Bolsheviks "dictator-
ship of the proletariat" and ‘workers’
state” were the same. Both applied to
the working class in power with the
perapective of building socialism, as
well as to the period after the bour-
geoisie has been economically expro-
priated. In their use of these terms the
Bolsheviks made no distinctions between
the period before and the period after
the decisive nationalization of indus-
try. This was considered an inevitable
outcome of the proletariat coming to
power. The reason the Bolsheviks didn’t
consider a petty-bourgeois type workers’
and farmers’ government to be the dicta-
torship of the proletariat (a workers’
state) was that they didn’t believe a
petty-bourgeocis leadership would prove
capable of implementing a proletarian
economic progranm.

But when Barnes equates the dictator-
ship of the proletariat with the work-
ers’ state he means something quite
different. Today the term workers’ state
has a specific scientific meaning--given
to it by Hansen only after the postwar
transformations--as distinct from the
period which he labeled the workers’ and
farmers’ government. This understanding
of “workers’ state"™ was unknown to the
Bolsheviks, and was not at all what they
meant by the dictatorship of the prole-

tariat. Only serious misunderstandings
can come from discussing the ideas of
the Bolsheviks while attributing to



their words our own specific, and much
more recent, meanings. This will, at the
ninimum, create extreme terminological
confusion. In the present case, however,
the confusion is far from merely termi-
nological.

Barnes 1is advocating a new social
content for the transitional regime

during the period we now call the work-
ers’ and farmers’ government--a content
quite different from any understanding
the Bolsheviks or Hansen had. The termi-
nological confusion Barnes creates over
the meaning of “dictatorship of the
proletariat” allows him to introduce his
new conception while trying to appear as
if he is maintaining the strictest or-
thodoxy.

What kind of transitional reqime do we

advocate?
We can see this most clearly if we
look at Barnes’s polemic, during his

report, against the concept of "a work-
ers’ government in alliance with the
poor peasantry." At the February-March

1882 plenum where Barnes’s workers’ and
farmers’ government report was adopted,
a resolution entitled "The Iranian Revo-
lution and the Dangers that Threaten It*"

had been presented under a previous
agenda point. This resolution was sub-
nitted by the Fourth Internationalist

Caucus in the SWP National Committee and
discussed “the pressing need to chart a
courae to carry the revolution forward
to the creation of a workers’ govern-
ment, in alliance with the poor peasant-
ry" (p. 20).

Comrade Cindy Jaquith in her report
for the majority on Iran (published in
the same bulletin) and Comrade Barnes
under the “Workers and Farmers Govern-
ment"” agenda point objected satrenuously
to this formulation. Although their
objections were directed at the resolu-
tion of the Fourth Internationalist
Caucus, their real polemic is with Lenin
and Trotsky and the theory of permanent
revolution. This, in fact, is precisely
the way Trotsky translated the idea of
permanent revolution into a governmental

formula, first for the Russian revolu-
tion (from 1905 on), then for the Left
Opposition, and finally for the Fourth
International.

Let’s examine Comrade Barnes’s objec-
tion to thia idea:

“This 1is why I disagree with what
Comrade Steve Bloom said wunder the
Iran discussion earlier in the plen-

ur. Comrade Bloom defended the deci-
sion of the National Committee minor-
ity to drop the slogan of a workers
and farmers government from its reso-
lution on Iran and replace it with
the slogan, ‘a workers government in
alliance with the poor peasantry.’

“I think the political reasoning
behind this change and Comrade
Bloom’s motivation for it don’t apply
jJust to the governmental slogan for
Iran--although the seriousness of the
error is more glaring, given the size
and weight of the peasantry and a-
grarian question there. I think this
relates to the discussion of what our

transitional governmental slogan
should be in the United States as
well.

“Comrade Bloom said during the
Iran discussion that the phrase ‘a
workers government in alliance with
the poor peasantry’ in the NC minori-
ty resolution is not meant as a popu-
lar s8logan, but as a ‘scientific’
characterization. By this, Comrade
Bloom seems to be saying that in
reality the slogan ias calling for the
dictatorship of the proletariat, to
which the poor peasants (working
farmergs in this country) are ‘al-
lied.” It is not their government; it
ig the proletariat’s government. The
farmers are merely ‘allied ,’ ‘linked
to,’ ‘supporting.’

“This is an ultraleft position. It

heads toward a repudiation of the
transitional use of our governmental
slogan. We don’t advocate that. We
advocate a workers and farmers gov-
ernment, and we Bean it. It is a

pledge and a promise to the workers’
allies in the countryside. And it is
a necessary and powerful step on the
road to a socialist America and a
socialist worlid" (p 26).

The fundamental error in Barnes’s
comment is the same one which runs
throughout his report--making an identi-
ty between the slogan “workers’ and
farmers’ government” and the actual
government which we believe must be
realized in order to carry out the anti-
capitalist revolution. These things are

not the =same, as we have seen; but
neither are they counterposed (though

Barnes falsely accuses the Fourth Inter-
nationalist Caucus resolution of count-
erposing thenm).

The resolution, by reaffirming the
need for a workers’ government in al-
liance with the poor peasantry in Iran,
in no way denied the need £for tranai-
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tional slogans in order to get there.
This was not a manifesto to the workers
and peasants of Iran, but a resolution
to guide the work of a revolutionary
Marxist party. The gosl of our party in
Iran jis a workers’ government in al-
liance with the poor peasantry, i.e. the
dictatorship of the proletariat as
underatood by the Bolshevika. Thia ia
the kind of government we advocate to
lead the transition.

We recognize now, after our experien-
ces since World War 1I, that other var-
iants exist as poasible roads to a work-
ers’ state. But we do not favor any
other course. Stating this does not, as
Barnes asserta, “head toward a repudia-
tion of the transitional use of our
governmental slogan;” on the contrary it
reaffirms our traditional understanding
of what the slogan is a transition
toward. We believed that such a reaffir-
mation was and is needed, and that‘’s why
this formulation was used in our resolu-
tion. The remarks of Comrade Barnes only
confirm our belief.

Doea saying that the transitional
regime we advocate is, in a scientific
sense, the dictatorahip of the proletar-
iat necessarily say to the farmers that
this 4isa not their government as well?
No, this is false; and it is in contra-
diction to everything our movement has
traditionally written on the subject.
Lets see what Trotsky’s views were on
this question, and we will discover who
is the author of thias "ultraleft posai-
tion"” defended by Comrade Bloom. (Again,
there ia a superabundance of material to
choose from, and we will select a repre-
sentative sample):

1928--"The alliance of the workers
and peasants under the dictatorship
of the proletariat does not invali-
date this theais, but confirma it, in
a different way, under different
circumstances. If there were no dif-
ferent claasses with different inter-
ests, there would be no talk even of
an alliance. Such an alliance 1is
compatible with the socialist revolu-
tion only to the extent that it en-
terge into the iron framework of the
dictatorship of the proletariat”
("Summary and Perspectives of the
Chinese Revolution," Leon Trotsky on
China, Pathfinder, p. 329).

1931--"The slogan dictatorship of
the proletariat and poor does not
contradict the slogan djctatorship of
the proletariat but only asupplements
the latter, and makes it more under-
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standable to the people. In China the
proletariat is only e small minority.
It can only become a force by uniting
around it the majority, i.e. the city
and village poor. This idea is in
fact expressed by the slogan dicta-
torship of the proletarist and poor.
Naturally, we must point out in the
platfora and in programmatic articlea
clearly and distinctly that the role
of leadership is concentrated in the
hande of the proletariat, which acts
as the guide, teacher, and defender
of the poor. However, in agitation it
is completely correct to employ the
term dictatorship of the roletariat
and _poor as a short alogan” ("To the
Chinese Left Opposition,™ Ibid.,
p. 493).

1831--"To be sure, the proletarian
revolution is at the same time a
peasant revolution; but under contem-
porary conditions, a peasant revolu-
tion without & proletarian revolution
is impoassible. We can say to the
peasants quite correctly that our aim
is to create a workers’ and peasants’
republic, Jjuat as, after the October
revolution we called the government
of the proletarian dictatorship in
Russia a ‘workers and peasants gov-
ernment.” But we do not counterpose
the worker«’ and peasants’ revo..ution
to the proletarian revolution; on the
contrary, we consider them identical.
This is the only correct way of put-
ting the question™ ("The Spanish
Revolution and the Dangers Threaten-
ing It,” The Spanish Revolution,
Pathfinder, p. 121).

1931--"4 perspective of struggle
for the dictatorship of the proleta-
riat is opening up before you. To
accompliah thie task, you muat con-
solidate around you the working claasa
and arouse the millione of village
poor to the aid of the workers”
(Ibid. p. 128).

1932--"The slogan of a workers’
and peasants’ government, which would
be foolish for Germany, is correct
for Greece, where there is a peasant
moverent, a movement of debt-burdened
refugees. It represents masses and
since the proletariat in Greece does
not constitute the majority, the
slogan for a workers’ and pesasants’
government can become important--as a
form of the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, but one that is comprehen-
sible to the peagants. It 1is, in



fact, more than a form. The role of
the peasantry in Greece requiresa that
the vanguard of the proletariat take
it into consideration and formulate
its own policy and own measures ac-
cordingly. That was also the situa-
tion in Russia, yet we spoke about a
workera’ and peasants’ government
only after the conquest of power, and
Lenin was not entirely certain about
the characterization. But for us the
decisive fact was that the proletar-
iat had already won power and taken
over the government™ (A Discussion
on Greece,” Writings of Leon Trotsky,

Supplement, pp. 127-28).

1938--"We say to the workers and
farmers: You want Lewis as president
--well, that depends on his program.
Lewis plus Green plus La Follette as
representative of the farmers? That,
too, depends upon the program. We try
to concretize, to make more precise

the program--then the workers’ and
farmers’ government signifies a gov-
ernment of the proletariat which

leads the farmers" ("How to Fight for

a Labor Party in the U.S.," The Tran-

sitional Progqram for Socialist Revo-
lution, Pathfinder, p. 88).

1938--"The important thing is that
we ourselves understand and make the
others understand that the farmers,
the exploited farmers, cannot be
saved from utter ruin, degradation,
demoralization except by a workers’
and farmers’ government. By and by we
rust give this understanding to the
agricultural workers and to the semi-
proletarian farmers--that their own
government cannot be conducted by La
Follette and other bourgeois, only by
revolutionary workers.

"We must thoroughly understand
ourselves that the peasants and farm-
ers, who economically represent a
survival of the productive system of
the middle ages, can have no guiding
role in politics. They can decide
only through the cities; better, they
can be guided only by the workers.
But it 4is necessary to pose this
slogan before the peasants thenm-
selves. We say you must not choose as
your alliance the bourgeois, but the
workers, who are your brothers. And
this government would be your govern-
ment of workers and poor farmers--not
of all farmers, but of poor farmers"
("For a Workers and Farmers Govern-
rent,” Ibid., pp. 196-197).

Trotsky’s conception emerges gquite
clearly through these excerpts. The
transitional regime will indeed be a
government of workers and farmers. But
it will be that only in a very specific
sense--in the sense that the governament
of the semi-proletarian farmers “cannot
be conducted by La Follette and other
bourgeois, only by revolutionary work-
ers.” Only the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat is capable of ruling in the
interests of all the toilers; and it is
this understanding which we try to con-
vey through the slogan of the workers’
and farmers’ government. The proletariat
"acte as the gquide, teacher and defender
of the poor.” It must "arouse the mil-
lions of the village poor to the aid of
the workers.”

This is the consistent position main-
tained by Trotsky through all of his

writings. What revolutionary Marxists
consider necessary to advance the revo-
lution is a workers’ government in al-

liance with the poor peasantry--the same
concept which Barnes finde so objection-
able 1in the resoclution of the Fourth
Internationalist Caucus.

Trotsky’s understanding of the class
nature of the transitional regime as
proletarian is not in contradiction to
his understanding of the need to forge
an alliance between the peasantry and
the workers. Nor is it in contradiction
to his appreciation of the slogan of the
workers’ and farmers’ government in a
transitional sense. It is the essential
complement of these ideas. Like any
transitional slogan the idea of the
workers’ and farmers’ government is
comprehensible to the masses on the
basis of their current level of con-
sciousness, their experiences in bour-
geois society, and their loyalty to
their current leaders. Understood in
this way it is not at all identical to
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

But also like other transitional
demands, the workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment cannot be realized in its true
sense except through the socialist revo-
lution. This is what gives it its tran-
sitional character. So to the extent
that the idea of the workers’ and farm-
ers’ governrment becomes concretized in
an actual governmental power, according
to Trotsky, the "only possible forr" is
as the dictatorship of the proletariat.

And this is likewise the only way to
decisively cement the alliance with the
peasantry--for the proletariat to take
power and rule in the interests of all
the oppressed classes. Nothing else is



possible except the dictatorship of the
bourgecisie. "The exploited farmers can-
not be saved from utter ruin . . .
except by . . . the dictatorship of the
proletariat.”

Developments in the world revolution
aince World War II have expanded our
understanding of the poassible varieties

of workers’ and farmers’ governments
that can actually come into existence
and expropriate the capitalists:; but

none of these developments requires us
to change anything at all about the kind
of regime we consider necessary for a
completely auccesaful proletarian revo-
lution. The fact that Barnes and Jaquith

raise auch atrenuous objectiona to the
idea of "a workers government in alli-
ance with the poor pessantry”--a clear

restatement of the traditional progran
of the Trotakyiat movement--as a correct
formula for the Iranian revolution, and
that Barnes objects to this perspective
for the American revolution as well, is
the clearest indication of the depth of
the fundamental political challenge the
SWP leadership is raising to that pro-
gram.

Barnes states, "We don’t use the term
‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ much
anyway, for obvioua reasons. Working
people in the twentieth century have had
enough ‘dictatorship’ . . ." (p. 1¢:.
But hie objection is clearly not just to
the usze of the term "dictatorship of the
proletarjat.” It is to the political
content, the class content of the gov-
ernment which is behind that concept,
and which we have always asserted 1is
necesgary for a successful socialist
revolution. The real question is whether

for us, as for Lenin and Trotaky, “the
decigive fact" must be "that the prole-
tariat [has] won power and taken over

the government."”

What kind of governmental coalition?

While it is clear that Barnes rejects
our traditional underatanding of this,
he doesn’t state explicitly what per-
apectives he would replasce it with. He
indicates, however, that the transition-
al regime as he understands it is some
sort of more-or-less equal partnership
or coalition between the workers and
farmers in the government itself:

“We are fighting for a government

of the workers and the farmers, just
ag the slogan gays. We’re fighting
for a government in which the work-

ers--(exploited wage labor)--and wor-

16

king farmers--(exploited rural commo-
dity producers)--govern together"
(p. 25).

"“The governmental alogan in our
transitional program is not a trick.
Communists are not trying to trick
the farmers into a workers government
by giving it another name. We’re
fighting for a government of the
workers and exploited farmers, who
together will use that governmental
power to transform the economic foun-
dations of society. We say to the
farmers, aa Trotaky advised ue more
than 40 years ago, ‘it will also be
your government.’ and we aay 80
truthfully"” (p. 26).

"We advocate a workers and farmers
government, and we mean it" (p. 26).

"“0f course there can be and have
been two-class governments. We advo-
cate such a government.

"“A two class government existed in
Rusaia between October 1917 and the
end of 1918, at least. Lenin accur-
ately named it & workeras and peasants
government . . ." (p. 27).

This idea that the Soviet government
in Ruasia was ¢ genuine coalition, a
two-class government is also raised by
another SWP leader, Doug Jenness, in hia
polemic against Ernest Mandel and Trot-
sky entitled, "Our Political Continuity

with Bolshevism™ (International So-
cialist Review, June 1982)

*“So, at least through the first

phase of the revolution, the coali-

tion between the working clasa and

the peasantry existed both as a coa-
lition of s8ovieta and of parties
[between Bolsheviks and Left SRs--
S.B.]. This runa contrary to Mandel’s
unqualified assertion that the peas-
anta would not be able to exercise
any independent, organized role in a
revolutionary government.

“"Noreover, the Bolsheviks’ efforts

to forge a coalition with the left
SRe played a crucial role in the
firat months of the revolution, when

the Bolsheviks remained a small min-
ority among the peassants . . .”
(p. 10).

The basic point that Jenness is
trying to prove in this section of his
article is that the entire Bolshevik
strategy in 1917 was determined by the
need to forge this governmental cosli-



tion in which the peasantry would play
an independent role. But this exagger-
ates both the importance of the actual
part played by the Bolshevik-Left SR
coalition in 1917, and the real indepen-
dence of the SRs within that coalition.
For Lenin and Trotsky in 1917 and after-
ward, the key to any revolutionary gov-
ernment was that the proletariat must be
decisively predominant, even if there
was a governmental coalition. And Lenin
frequently declared the willingness of
the Bolshevika to govern alone if neces-
sary after a successful insurrection.
Barnes and Jenness insist that the tran-
sitional regime must be some more-or-
less equal partnership between politi-
cally "independent" forces; the idea of
a purely proletarian government is com-
pletely excluded in their schema.

Is the Barnes-Jenness approach really
what we mean when “we say to the farm-
ers, as Trotsky advised us 40 years ago,
‘it will also be your government’"? If
so, then Trotsky himself didn’t under-
stand the meaning of his own words, as
we have seen. He meant that the poor
peasants must choose a workers’ govern-
ment, which is their government, instead
of a bourgeois government, which is not.
And one of the main tasks of the prole-
tariat is to make this clear to the
peasantry through its actions and slo-
gans. Barnes finds this idea particular-
ly objectionable. But by rejecting this
he is rejecting a fundamental concept of
Marxise.

Can the peasantry create a political
force which will govern "together™ with
the proletariat in the transitional
period in the way Barnes and Jenness
propose? Like many disputes in our par-
ty, this question has its historical
precedents and antecedents. Trotsky took
up this same problem during the Chinese
revolution of 1927, and he did so pre-
cisely in light of the experience of the
Russian revolution:

“The workers of Canton outlawed

the Kuomintang, proclaiming all its
tendencies illegal. What does this

imply? It implies that for the solu-
tion of the fundamental national
taske, not only the big but also the

petty bourgeoisie could not put for-
ward such a force as would enable the
party of the proletariat to solve
jointly with it the tasks of the
‘bourgeois-derocratic revolution.’
But ‘we’ are overlooking the many-
millioned peasantry and the agrarian
revolution . . . . A pitiable objec-
tion . . . for the key to the entire

1'%

situation 1lies precisely in the fact
that the task of conquering the peas-
ant movement falls upon the proletar-
iat, i.e. directly upon the Communist
Party; and this task cannot be solved
in reality differently than it was
solved by the Canton workers, i.e. in
the shape of the dictatorship of the
proletariat . . .” ("Three Letters to
Preobrazhensky,* Leon Trotsky on Chi-
na, p. 278).

“Notwithastanding the fact that the
directives of the ECCI had nothing to
say on the slogan of the proletarian
dictatorship and socialist measures;
notwithstanding the fact that Canton
is more petty-bourgeocis in character
than Shanghai, Hankow, and other
industrial centers of the country,
the revolutionary overturn effected
aqainst the Kuomintang led automatic-
ally to the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat which, at its very first

steps, found itself compelled by the
entire situation to resort to more
radical measures than those with

which the October revolution began"
("Summary and Perspectives of the

Chinese Revolution,™ Leon Trotsky on

China, p. 303).

This view, that the peasantry or
petty-bourgeoisie &s a class is unable

to present a coherent, politically inde-
pendent force (more precisely an inde-
pendent program) and that therefore the
alliance between the workers and the
peasants can only result in the politi-

cal rule of the proletariat, is one of
the foundation stones of the theory of

permanent revolution. This concept was

defended by Trotsky from 1905, and was
strikingly confirmed by the Russian
revolution of 1917, despite the new
interpretation which Comrade Jenness

wants to put on it. Lenin, too, defended
this correct political perspective be-
ginning in April 1917. Here is how Trot-
sky described the relationship between
the proletariat and the peasantry in
Russia in his History of the Russian
Revolution:

“Although lacking the
draw by themselves the necessary
political inferences from their war
against the landlords, the peasants
had by the very fact of the agrarian
insurrection already adhered to the
insurrection of the cities, had e-
voked it and were demanding it. They
expressed their will not with the
white ballot, but with the red cock--

power to



a more serious referendum. Within
those 1limits in which the support of
the peasantry was necesasary for the
establishment of a Soviet dictator-
ship, the support was already at
hand. ‘The dictatorship’--as Lenin
answered the doubters--‘would give
land to the peasants and all power to
the peasant committees in the locali-
ties. How can you in your right mind
doubt that the peasant would support
that dictatorship?’ In order that the
soldiers, peasants, and oppressed
nationalities, floundering in the
snow-storm of an elective ballot,
should recognize the Bolsheviks in
action, it was necessary that the
Bolsheviks seize the power"™ ("The Art
of Insurrection,” Vol. 1III, pp. 169-
170).

Again, the alliance between the pro-
letariat and the peasantry could only be
consurmated if “the Bolsheviks (i.e. the
proletarian vanguard) aeize the power.”
This 1is necessary for the peasantry to
“"recognize in action” the leadership of
that proletarian vanguard. And this
Bolshevik government (thias proletarian
government), as we have seen, was con-
sidered by Lenin and Trotsky to be the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and
also a workera’ and fa:pers’ government.
This was not a deception or “trick" on
the farmera, but the only honest per-
spective which revolutionary MNarxists
can present in the age of imperialism.
Anything else is the cruelest sort of
deception--not only of the farmers, but
of the workers as well, and especially
of their vanguard.

The confusion created by the manner
in which Barnes poses the idea of a two-
class coalition government can be seen
if we look at the way in which he dis-
cusses two totally different kinds of
"coalitions,” representing two distinct
senses of the workers’ and farmers’
government, but neither one of thenm
representing a genuine coalition of the
type Barnes and Jenness are trying to
read into the events of 1917.

In the section of his report entitled
“Where the Slogan Comes From,” Barnes
describes the proposal by Lenin, made to
the Hensheviks and SRs in September
1917, that they. set up a governament
based on the soviets and independent of
the bourgeoisie. Here is part of what
Barnes quotes from Lenin:

"The compromige would amount to
the following: the Bolashevika, with-
out making any claim to participate
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in the government (which is impos-
sible for the internationalists un-
leas a dictatorahip of the proletar-
iat and poor peasants has been real-
ized), would refrain from demanding
the immediate transfer of power to
the proletariat and the poor pea-
sants, and from employing revolution-
ary methods of fighting for this
demand. . . .

“The Mensheviks and SRs, being the
governmental bloc, would then agree
(agguming that the compromise has
been reached) to form a government
wholly and exclusively responsible to
the Soviets" ("On Compromises," Col-
lected Works, Vol. 25, pp. 310-311).

Barnea
under these conditions,

then goes on to explain how,
the Bolsheviks

would agree to peacefully try to win
over the majority of the soviets. But
the MNensheviks and SRs did not set up

such a government, and the Bolsheviks
took power by force. Then Barnes contin-
ues with the following sentence: "Even
then, as Trotsky explains in hie History
of the Russian Revolution, the Bolshe-
vike did not reject the idea of a broad-
er coalition government of parties based
on the workers and peasants.”

This is hopelessly confused. One
tannot speak of Lenin’s proposed pre-
Jctober compromise in the same breath as

the post-October policy of the Bolshe-
viks. Barnes throws them both into the
same pot, stirs them around a 1little,

and produces a stew called "the idea of
a8 broader coalition government of par-
ties based on the workers and peasants.”

But these two "coalition governments
are not at all the same. They have no-
thing in common in terms of their class
character, &and they have nothing in
common in terma of the attitude of revo-
lutionary Marxists toward thenm.

Lenin’s proposed compromise with the
Mensheviks and SRs was the use of the
idea of the workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment (though that specific term is
not used) in a united front sense, as a
demand on the reformist parties which
still maintain the allegiance of the
masses. This is the sense that was later
discussed and codified at the Fourth
Comintern Congress, and the sense in
which Trotsky presented the workers’ and
farmers’ government slogan in the Tran-
gitional Progqram. In fact, this is the

very example which Trotsky used as an
illustration in that document. We have
already examined this. The purpose of

the proposed compromise was not primari-
ly to create an actual government,



though if that had occurred it would
have advanced the struggle for the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. Its pri-
mary purpose was to expose the reformist
parties for refusing to take the power.
And what would the nature of such a
government be if it should actually be
formed? What would the attitude of the

Bolsheviks have been toward it? The
passage Barnes quotes from Lenin tells
us explicitly: Participation by the
Bolsheviks in s8uch a government “is

impossible . . . unless & dictatorship
of the proletariat and poor peasants has
been realized.” Trotsky explained the
Bolsheviks’ attitude toward this partic-
ular "coalition government of parties
based on the workers and peasants™ as
follows:

*In 1917 we proclaimed to the
workers and peasants! you have confi-
dence in the SRs and Mensheviks--then
oblige them to take power against
capitalism. That was a correct ap-
proach. But we remained in opposition
against Kerensky. Had he broken with
the capitalists and made a coalition
with the Mensheviks and SRs we would
have remained in opposition, but this
government to us would have been a
step toward the dictatorship of the
proletariat” ("The Struggle Against
War and the Ludlow Amendment," Tran-
sitional Prograr for Socialist Revo-
lution, p. 97).

And describing a possible analogous
development in the United States Trotsky
said:

"But again we will say: You can’t
accept [the workers’ and farmers’
government] as a dictatorship of the
proletariat and poor farmers. You
wish to put on the ballot workers’
and farmers’ candidates. We will help

you. If these candidates are elected
and they are the majority, will we
take responsibility for their pro-

gramn? No, no, their prograr is not
sufficient. Here ia our program. .
It is very possible that under
our influence and under the influence
of other factors there comes to be a
government of John Lewis, La Fol-
lette, and La Guardia and they will
name it a Labor-Farmer government. We
will then oppose it with all vigor"
(Ibid., p. 96).

So when we are discussing Lenin’s
proposed compromise we are talking about
a "coalition government" which the Bol-

19

sheviks cannot even participate in be-
cause it is not the dictatorship of the

proletariat (dictatorship of the prole-
tariat and poor peasantry). They nmust
remain in opposition. (It should be

noted here that the Fourth Comintern
Congress did not completely exclude the
poassibility of Communist participation
in such a government under some circum-
stances.)

On the other hand, what is the second

type of "coalition government”" which
Barnes lumps together with thigs (the
post-October coalition with the Left
SRs)? It is a government which the

Bolsheviks not only participated in, but
which they created and led. This is the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and on
the basis of this “decisive fact that

the proletariat had already won power
and taken over the government,"” the
Bolsheviks invite all other ‘'parties

which are based on the workers and pea-
sants" to join in a coalition.

It is certainly correct to describe
this Bolshevik-Left SR bloc as a coali-
tion, but it is a coalition based on
Bolshevik power. The prerequisite for
the Left SRs joining it ie their accept-

ance of the Bolshevik program for the
government--their acceptance of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. 1In what

way does this represent an "independent,
organized role in a revolutionary gov-
ernment” as Doug Jenness described 1it?
Perhaps such a statement could be made
in the loosest sense--that the Left SRs
acted on their own and decided "inde-
pendently"” (i.e. without any coercion)
to participate in the governmental coa-
lition. But any independent power or
influence that they wielded within that
coalition was quite limited; and they
weren’t independent in any real politi-
cal sense, in any programmatic sense.
The proletariat was the dominant coali-
tion partner. These are the points with
real meaning for our discussion.

The role of the Left SRs, important
as it was for the succeas of the revolu-

tion, 1is essentially dependent on the
political program of the Bolashevika.
When the Left SRs came to disagree with

the Bolsheviks there was only one option
open to them--to leave the government.
Does this create a big governmental
crigigs? No it doesn’t. Does it disrupt
the alliance with the peasantry? Not at
all. Does it cause the Bolsheviks to
stop referring to a "workers’ and farm-
ers’ government”? No; because for thenm
this was in no way dependent on any
actual form of governmental coalition
with the peasantry. For the Bolsheviks,



the whole process from 1917 on repre-
sented one and the same thing from a
class point of view: a workers’ gov-
ernment, leading, allied with (or what-
ever term you choose) the poor peasant-
ry--the dictatorship of the proletariat.

This 1is cruciel to wunderstand. The
idea that the period described by Hansen
as a workers’ and farmers’ government is
necessarily filled with some actual
class content of governmental coalition
between two classes, each playing an
"independent"” political role is a recent
innovation by the SWP leadership. It
cannot be found in Hanaen, in Trotsaky,
or in Lenin. In fact, it thoroughly
contradicts their thinking, as the pas-
sages already cited in this article make
clear.

The workers’ and farmers’ government and
the democratic dictstorship of the pro-

letariat and peasantry

Why has the SWP leadership introduced
this innovation? What political function
does it serve? The answer to this ques-
tion brings us back to the new thesis on
Leninism presented by Doug Jenness in
hia two articlea: "How Lenin Saw the
Russian Revolution,” and "Our Political
Continu‘ty with Bolsheviam" (ISR, June
1982).

Among their other errors, the Jennesas
articles attempt to revive the theoreti-
cal content of Lenin’s formula, "demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and peasantry."” This was Lenin’s attempt
-~-before 1917--to predict the class re-
lationship which would be embodied in a
revolutionary government in Russia--an
economically backward country with a
large peasant majority. The formula
included two key concepts.

First, the dictatorship was "democra-
tic,” by which Lenin, using the term in
ite classic Marxist sense, meant bour-
geois democratic. It would be bourgeois
democratic for several reasons--because
the anti-tsariat revolution wae a bour-
geois revolution; because the economic
level of the country was too low for a
socialist revolution; and because the
rasses of the peasantry, a petty-bour-
geois class which was the overwhelming
rajority of the population, would reject
any moves by the proletariat to take
socialiat measurea. Action along those
lines by the workers would endanger the
alliance of the proletarjat and peasa-
antry.

The second central concept in Lenin’s
slogan 1is that carrying out the bour-
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geois revolution in Russia would require
rule by a government of the proletariat
and peasantry, not of the bourgeoiaie
itself. Thie was true, Lenin believed,
because the Russian bourgeoisie was too
hesitant and vacillating, tied in too

many ways to the tasarist autocracy, to
play a truly revolutionary role.
Lenin’s slogen, however, was not

accepted by Trotsky, who developed in-
astead the idea of permanent 1evolution.
Trotsky agreed with Lenin’s conception
on both the political importence of the

Russian bourgeoisie, and the central
revolutionary role of the alliance be-
tween the workers and the peasants. But

he developed this further.

Trotsky said that within the context
of the worker-peasant alliance only the
proletariat was capable of developing a
prograr to move the revolution forward.
The petty-bourgeois peasantry was his-
torically incapable of creating an inde-
pendent program. It must follow either
the bourgeoisie or the proletariat.
This, in turn, meant that the dominant
role 1in any governmental bloc between
these classes could not be left *“alge-
braic,” as Lenin had done. It must be
assigned to the proletariat; and the
character of the revolutionary regime
must be recognized as proletarian, as a
dictatorship of the proletariat.

Only such a proletarian regime, Trot-
aky asserted, would be able to actually
carry out the bourgeois revolution. But
such a proletarian regime could not
limit itself to a “democratic” dictator-
ship. It would immediately confront the
tasks of the socialist revolution, and
would have to undertake these as well if
it was to survive and satisfy the needs

of the masses. Trotaky summed up his
perspective in the slogan of the dicta-
torehip of the proletariat in alliance

with the poor peasantry, an idea we have
already discuased.

History confirmed Trotsky’s expecta-
tions, and beginning with his famous
April Theses, Lenin put the same content
as Trotsky into his approach. He began
the fight for the dictatorship of the
proletariat, £irst inside the Bolshevik
party and then in the mass movement. The
key points of convergence on this ques-
tion between Lenin and Trotsky were,
first, an understanding that the coming
revolution would be proletarian--i.e.,
saocialiast--in character and that the
bourgeois-democratic tasks would be car-
ried out under the socielist dictator-
ship; and secondly, a recognition of the
subordinate role of the peasantry in a
political sense, despite their extrenme



importance from a revolutionary-tactical
point of view. This political subordina-
tion of the peasantry to the proletariat
was what made the socialist revolution
posasible in Russia in 1917.

In order to revive Lenin’s old formu-
la, which Lenin himself discarded in
April 1917, Jenness has had to blur the
dichotomy between what Lenin meant by
the slogan of the democratic dictator-
ship and the actual course of the revo-
lution in Russia. He does this both by
reinterpreting the meaning of Lenin’s
old slogan, and by rewriting the history
of the revolution to fit that new inter-
pretation. Barnes’s approach to the
workers’ and farmers’ government,
through redefining key terms and putting
a new class content into the various
phases of the Russian revolution, makes
the same theoretical and historical
revisions.

Jenness’s thesis asserts that by the
democratic dictatorahip of the proletar-
iat and peasantry Lenin really meant
nothing more than the alliance between
the proletariat and the peasantry to
carry out the tasks of the bourgeocis
revolution. Since this did indeed take
place as a result of the October revolu-
tion, he states, how can anyone say that
Lenin’s formula is inadequate?

But the big problem is that the key
question left open by Lenin was answered
correctly by Trotsky--the relative poli-
tical weight of the proletariat as op-
posed to the peasantry within that al-
liance. And that correct anawer allowed
Trotesky to see that the socialist revo-
lution was indeed posasible in a backward
country like Russia. In fact, it was a
necesasity. The bourgeois democratic
tasks in Russia could not be carried out
by the proletariat and the peasantry if

they were limited to a bourgeois repub-
lic, under the influence of the peasant
side of the formula as Lenin had pre-

dicted they would be, but only by a
gocialist government, a workera’ gov-
ernment. This is a view that all revolu-
tionary Marxists have consistently de-
fended from 1917 up to the present.

In order to maintain his defense of
the democratic dictatorship idea, Jen-
ness denies that the Russian revolution
took place as a socialist revolution. He
points out what we have always recog-
nized, that the early stages dealt pre-
dominantly with the bourgeocis-democratic
tasks (although he minimizes the impor-
tance of the socialist measures that
were taken). From this he concludes that
until the fall of 1918, the government
corresponded to Lenin’s pre-1917 forau-
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la. This is in complete contradiction to
what both Lenin and Trotsky said--that
it was a socialist dictatorship.

. Jenness also finds it convenient to
discover an actual, real-life coalition
with the peasantry manifested in the
participation in the government by the
Left SRs. This, too, he counterposes to
the Leninist understanding that the
Soviet government was proletarian in
essence.

Barnes’s conception of the workers’
and farmers’ government is part of this
consistent view being presented by the
SWP leadership. Barnes, 1like Jenness,
refuses to acknowledge that the Bolshe-
vik-led government in 1917 was the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. He coun-
terposes the workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment to the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat by defining that dictatorship
as being equal only to a workera’ state

based on nationalized property. He
thereby attempts to define away the
difference between the Lenin of the

democratic dictatoraship and the Lenin of
the April Theses (since that difference

deals precisely with the question of
whether the bourgeocis-democratic tasks
of the Russian revolution would be

solved by the proletarian or democratic
dictatorship). And making clear that the
problem 1is one of substance, and not
just one of definition, Barnes maintains
that the workers’ and farmers’ govern-
ment in Russia was not "a workers’ gov-
ernment in alliance with the poor peas-
antry," but was, in fact, a genuine
governmental coalition with a major
"independent"” governmental role for the
petty-bourgeois peasantry.

In the discussion on Barnes’s report
at the plenum, he was asked specifically
about the relationship between his con-
ception of the workers’ and farmers’
government and Lenin’s slogan of the
dermocratic dictatorship of the proletar-
iat and peasantry. He reasponded as fol-

lows:
"On the one hand, the Bolsheviks’
formula [democratic dictatorship--
S.B.] is a model of the transitional

method that Lenin used to build a
proletarian party capable of leading
the Russian workers and peasants to
power in October 1917. Like the work-
ers and farmers government slogan, it
correctly captured the strategic
class alliance that the workers had
to forge in order to lead the revolu-
tion to victory. It gave the correct
answer to the class content of the
victorious revolutionary government.



In that sense, the two slogans have
similar ties in their fundamental
strategic concept and use.

“On the other hand, Lenin de-
ecribed the revolutionary democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry as the formula used by the
Bolsheviks as ‘a Marxist definition
of the class content of & victorious

revolution’ in_Russia. He never
claimed it to be a governmental alo-

gan for the world, and he rarely used
it after the October revolution.

“The slogan of the workers and
farmers government as first discussed
and adopted in the Comintern, howev-
er, ia a different matter. That was
projected by the Bolsheviks at the
Fourth Comintern Congresa and the
subsequent ECCI meeting as a govern-
mental alogsn with worldwide applica-
tion" (p. 29).

What does Barnes tell us here about
the relationship of the workera’ and
farmers’ government to the democratic
dictatorship? He asasserta, aa Jenneas
does, that Lenin’s pre-1917 formula
“gave the correct answer to the class
content of the victorious revolutionary
governeent."” The reason we don’t gener-
alize this slogan for world-wide use is
because Lenia viewed it only as a spe-
cific translation of this claass content
into Ruasian conditiona. For the reat of
the world we now use the formula of the
workers’ and farmers’ government which
has, according to Barnes, "Similar ties
in (ita) fundamental strategic concept
and use."

The point could not be more explicit
without Jumping off the page. Barnes
believes (as does Steve Clark, whom we

cited earlier) that the class content of
the workers’ and farmers’ government is
the same as that of Lenin’s discarded
formula. The democratic dictatorahip, he
says, is simply a particular translation
into Russjian reality of the idea we now
generalize in the workers’ and farmers’
government slogan. This revelation of
Barnes would have come as quite a shock
to Lenin, Trotsky, and especially to
Hansen, who did the most theoretical
work on the question of the workera’ and
farmers’ government. This explicit
atatement about his approach makes clear
why Barnes is at such odds in his report
with a traditional Trotskyist view of
the transitional regime.
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Lenin’s conception

Though it has been my contention in
this article that Barnes’s approach to
the workers’ and farmere’ government is
counter to both Lenin’s and Trotsky’s
views on the kind of government necessa-
ry in the transitional period, I have
concentrated so far mainly on what Trot-
sky wrote on the subject. This is be-
cause Trotasky lived for a longer period
after the Rusiian revolution, and was
able to apply the lessons of that revo-
lution to many other experiences of the
world proletariat. This was also neces-
sary because Barnes falsely claims a

continuity with Troteky in his defini-
tion of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat as & synonym only for a workers

state based on nationalized property
forms.

But Lenin, too, after April 1817,
yields a rich crop in terme of under-
standing the class character of the

transitional regime. I will again cite
only a small part of the available nma-
terial:

April 1917--"The specific feature
of the present aituation in Rusesia is
that the country ie passing froa the
first stage of the revolution--which,
owing to the insufficient class con-
sciousneas and organization of the
proletarist, placed power in the
hands of the bourgeoisie--to its
gsecond stage, which must place power
in the hands of the proletariat and
the pooreat sections of the peasant-
ry" (“The Tasks of the Proletariat in
the Present Revolution,” C.W.,
Vol. 24, p. 22).

May 1917--"The conclusion is ob-
vious: only assumption of power by
the proletariat, backed by the asemi-
proletariana, can give the country a
really strong and really revolutiona-
ry government"” ("A Strong Revolution-
ary Government,” C.W., Vol. 24, p.
361).

July 1917--"The aims of the insur-
rection can only be to transfer power
to the proletariat, aupported by the
poor peasants, with a view to putting
our party program into effect” ("The
Political Situation,” C.W., Vol. 25,
p- 180).



Septenmber 1917--"The Socialist
Revolutionaries are deceiving them-
selves and the peasants precisely by
assuming and spreading the idea that

these reforms, or gimilar reforas,
are possible without overthrowing

capitalist rule, without state power
being transferred to the proletariat,
without the peasant poor supporting
the most resolute, revolutionary mea-
sures of the proletarian state power
against the capitalista. The signifi-
cance of the appearance of a left
wing among the ’‘Socisalist Revolution-
aries’ 1is that it proves there is a
growing awareneas of thia deception
within their party" (“From a Publi-
cist’s Diary," C.W., Vol. 25, p 280).

October 1917--"We have not yet
seen, however, the strength of resis-
tance of the proletarians and the
poor peasants, for this strength will
becore fully apparent only when power
ig in the hands of the proletariat"
("Can the Bolsheviks Retain State
Power?” C.W., Vol. 26, p. 126).

March 1918--"The revolution of
October 25 (November 7), 1917 in
Russia brought about the dictatorship
of the proletariat, which has been
supported by the poor peasants or
semi-proletarians.

"This dictatorship confronts the
Communist Party in Ruasia with the
task of carrying through to the end,
of completing, the expropriation of
the landowners and the bourgeoisie
that has already begun . . ." ("Rough
Outline of the Draft Program,” C.W.,
Vol. 27, p. 152).

March 1S19--"And the measures ta-
ken by the Soviet government since
October 1917 have been distinguiashed
by their firmness on all fundamental
questions precisely because we have
never departed f{rom this truth and
have never forgotten it. The iasue of
the struggle for supremacy waged
againat the bourgeoisie can be set-
tled only by the dictatorship of one
claas--the proletariat. Only the dic-

tatorship of the proletrariat can
defeat the bourgeoisie. Only the
proletariat can overthrow the bour-

geoisie. And only the proletariat can
secure the following of the people in
the struggle againat the bourgeoisie.

“"However, it by no means follows
from this--and it would be a profound
mistake to think that it does--that
in further building communism, when
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the bourgecisie have been overthrown
and political power is already in the
hande of the proletariat, we can
continue to carry on without the
participation of the middle, interme-
diary elementa” ("Report on Work in

the Countryside,” C.W., Vol. 289,
p. 200).
March 1920--"The dictatorship of

the proletariat implies and signifies
a clear concept of the truth that the
proletariat, because of its objective
econoric position in every capitaliat
society, correctly expresses the in-
tereats of the entire mass of working
and exploited people, all semi-prole-
tarians (i.e. those who live partly
by the sale of their labor power),
all amall peaaants, and similar cate-
gories.

“The proletarians will attract

these sections of the population
(semi-proletariana and small peas-
ants) to its side, and can attract

them to its side, only after it has
achieved & victory, only after it has
won atate power, that is after the
proletariat has overthrown the bour-
geoisie, and emancipated agll working
people from the yoke of capital and
shown ther in practice the benefits
(the benefits of freedom from the
exploiters) accruing from proletarian
state power.

"This is the concept that consti-

tutes the basis and essence of the
idea of the dictatorahip of the pro-
letariat . . ." ("Draft (or theses)
of the RCP’s Reply to the Letter of
the Independent  Social-Democratic
Party of Germany,"” C.W., Vol. 30,
PpP. 339-340).
Is any commentary on this material
really neceasary? Lenin seema firmly
committed to what Barnes cells the “ul-
traleft"” notion that the overthrow of
the bourgecisie requires the working
clasa to take power, even in a predomi-
nantly peasant country. The working
clasa, he saya, will be "backed by,"
“supported by," (in alliance with?) the
poor peasanta. "Only the dictatorship of
one class--the proletariat--. . . can
defeat the bourgeocisie." And, 1in fact,
it is only "after the proletsrist has
won atate power,™ that it can really
cement its alliance with the peasantry
and “attract these sections of the popu-
lation . . . to its side.”

And Lenin, too, warns against decep-
tion. But in his view the danger is not
one of "trickling] the farrers into a



workers government by giving it another
name."” Lenin wants the peasantry to
underatand that no progreas is posaible
toward their goals "without state power
being tranaferred to the proletariat,
without the peasant poor supporting the
most resolute, revolutionary measures of
the proletarian state power against the
capitalists.”

What kinds of distinctions should we
rake?

Comrade Barnes asserts in his report,
“We distinguish between the workers and
farmers government and the dictatorship
of the proletariat because it is neces-
sary from a political atandpoint to
emphasize the transition--the difference
between getting there and being there”
(p. 26).

We agree that this distinction “be-
tween getting there and being there" is
a neceasary one; and aleo that
distinctione must be made between the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the
workers’ and farmers’ government. But
these distinctions, correctly under-
stood, are not the ones that Barnes
proposes. Let’s review here the point of
view of the Theses, and see how it re-
lates to Barnes’s approach.

Both the Theses and the Barnes report
agree that there is & longer or shorter
period of time after the overthrow of
bourgeois political power when the work-
ing class will not yet have expropriated
the decisive levers of the economy. This
period is wuniversal in the socialist
revolution and it ie this period which
Hansen described as a workers’ and farm-
ers’ government, “the first form of
government that can be expected to ap-
pear as the result of a successful anti-
capitalist revolution."”

The Theses make a distinction between

this idea of the workers’ and farmers’
governeent as the firat period in an
anticapitalist revolution, on the one

hand, and the social and classe content
of the government which fills that per-
iod on the other. Here there are differ-
ent possibilities. First, a government
dominated by a proletarian party with a
clear revolutionary Marxist perspective;
and second, a government led by petty-
bourgeois forces, with ties to the work-
ing class movement, but without an ex-
plicitly socialist program. (Intermedi-
ary forms are also poasible.)

The Theses agree with Lenin and Trot-
aky that the first type is the dictator-
ship of the proletariat. They are also

gome

in accord with Hansen’s belief that the
second type is analogous to the workers’
and farmers’ government as discussed at
the Fourth Comintern Congress and de-
acribed by Trotsky in the Transitional

Program as a highly improbable variant
which would be a bridge to the actual
dictatorship of the proletariat. The
Theses also point out that the Fourth

Comintern Congress and Trotsky discussed
this particular concept of the workers’
and farmers’ government primarily as an
application of the united-front approach

to the transitional slogan, and did not
in any way favor the actual creation of
such workers’ and farmers’ governments

as _opposed to the dictatorship of the
proletariat under Bolshevik leadership.
Barnes makes no distinctions between
these different meanings of the workers’
and farmera’ government. He assys that
the Fourth Comintern Congress was dis-
cussing the workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment as it actually developed in
Russia in 1917. Thia ie the same mistake
which he makes when he equates the pre-
October “compromise" proposed by Lenin
(to the Mensheviks and SRs) with the
post-October coalition (between the Bol-
sheviks and the Left SRs). The Fourth
Comintern Congress was concerned primar-
ily with the "compromise'"-type, united-
front eapproach which never actually led
to the creation of a government in Rus-
sis. Barnes also notes that Hansen
linked this wunited-front (petty-bour-
geoisg) type workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment to the post-war overturns; and
then places an equals sign between this

parallel and Hansen’s definition of the
workers’ and farmers’ government as the
first form of government which will

appear after a successful anti-capital-
ist revolution (including in Russia). In
this way the circle is completed back to

the Bolshevik revolution, and Barnes
dissolves all of the different uses of
the workers’ and farmers’ government

into a aingle package.

Barnes does insist, in the passagse
quoted at the beginning of this section,
on counterposing this amalgamated con-
ception of the workers’ and farmers’
government to the dictatorship of the
proletariat, which he identifies with
the workers’ state based on nationalized
property. The Theses maintain the more
traditional use of "dictatorship of the
proletariat™ to mean the political rule
of the working class in the interests of
all the toilers. (I should repeat here
that the objection to Barnes’s proposed
new terminologicel definition of the

dictatorship of the proletariat to =mean



workers’ state is not based on a desire
to hold onto old terminology for itas own
sake, but on a very real practical prob-
lem. As we have seen, through abandoning
the characterization of the Bolshevik
government in Russia in 1917 as the
dictatorship of the proletariat, Barnes
has become free to project & new class
content onto that government. He has
also eliminated a crucial distinction
between the Russian workers’ and farm-
ers’ government, and those, for example,
in China or Cuba. It is such distinc-
tions which must be maintained, no mat-
ter what terminology we may choose to
describe them.)

We do not agree with Comrade Barnes
that the workers’ and farmers’ govern-
rent and the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat are necessarily counterposed. A
particular government can be both, and
in fact the creation of exactly such
governasents is the goal of revolutionary
Marxism. The distinction "between get-
ting there and being there" is quite
important, but it 1is only correctly
understood as a distinction between the
workere’ and farmers’ government (which
ray or may not be the dictatorship of
the proletariat) and the workers’ state.
That was Hansen’s point of view, which
we should maintain. Posing things in
this way also allows us to distinguish
between the petty-bourgeoisie and the
proletariat in power.

How many turning points?

Another difference, though a somewhat
subtle one, between the Barnes report
and the Theses is over the assessment of
the points of qualitative change in the
process of consolidation of a workers’
state. Barnes explains his view: "There
are two qualitative turning points, not
just one, in the course of an anti-
capitalist revolution. . . . We state,
definitively, that without the resolu-
tion of dual power, there can be no
workers’ and farmers’ government. That’s
the first qualitative turning point.

“We also state that there must be a
second qualitative turning point, That
is, a workers and farmers government,
regardless of its leadership, cannot
expropriate the bourgeoisie without
mighty mobilizations of the toiling
nasses themselves. When the new economic
relations have become the dominant ones

through that process, a workers state

has been consolidated."

The problem with this formulation is
not that it is incorrect per se, but
that it is somewhat one-sided as a gen-

eralization covering all types of work-
ers’ and farmers’ governments. It repre-

nNY

sents, to some extent, an overgenerali-
zation from the post World War II exper-
ience.

It is certeainly true that in China,
Eastern Europe, Cuba, etc., the nation-
alization of the economy represented a
decisive qualitative turning point in
the revolutionary process. But this was

true mainly because there was sone
doubt, given the nature of the leader-
ehip and its program, about whether
these steps would be taken at all; and

when they did occur they had the charac-
ter of a sharp, sweeping break with past
policy.

The same general process must be
accomplished in the case of a workers’
and farmers’ government with a revolu-
tionary Marxist leadership. But with a
clear perspective about where the revo-
lution is going, such a leadership would
begin to implement its economic and
social program from the very first day--
even if we agree that it can’t be effec-
ted all at once. In this case, the sec-
ond qualitative turning point should be

considerably harder to locate, and the
general process of socializing the eco-
nomy will not have such a sharp and

decisive character. It will be more of
an inevitable culmination of an ongoing
process.

In the case of Russia and the Bolshe-
viks we would agree that the Fall of
1918 saw decisive measures in this re-
gard. But as Comrade Barnes himsgelf
points out, the sweeping nationaliza-
tions of the Bolsheviks were forced upon
ther prematurely by the outbreak of the

civil war. Under other circumstances
(revolution in the West, staying the
hand of imperialism and Russian resc-
tion) the nationalization of industry
would have occurred more gradually and
rationally.

So we must recognize a difference

here between a workers’ and farmers’
government which is led by a revolution-
ary Marxist party and one that is not.
In the case of such a leadership of the
transitional regime, which presupposes a
clear socialist program and perspective,
that program and perspective serve as a
promise for the successful creation of a
workers’ state. In this case, the second
turning point that Barnes discusses,
while still present and important, does
not have the same fundamental character.
It is really a logical and natural de-
velopment of the first turning point--
the taking of power--to which it is
subordinate. It is the first which is
truly decisive for the victory of the
revolutionary proletariat.

But in the case of a 1leadership of
the workers’ and farmers’ government
which is not clear programmatically on



where the revolution is going, the sec-

ond qualitative turning point is indeed

decisive; even more, perhaps, than the
first because it clearly defines & pro-
letarian outcome. We might say that in
the one case the creation of a workers’
state 1is guaranteed if the workers’ and
farmers’ government is not overthrown;
while in the other, the overthrow of the
workers’ and farmers’ government is
guaranteed if it doesn’t create a work-
ers’ state.

What are the time limits?

Barnes states in his report: " . . .
There is no a priori time limit to how

long such a transitional formation can
last short of consummating the transi-
tion to its new economic base, a workers
state. . . .
"Moreover, there is no advantage in
abstract to the transition being
quick, as opposed to prolonged. It’s
dead wrong to judge the leadership of a
workerg and farmers government by ‘how
quickly’ it is expropriating the bour-
geoisie.”
This idea, too, while not incorrect
per se suffers from a severe one-gided-
ness which can easily lead to incorrect

the

conclusions. Are there "a priori" time
limits? No. But there are time limits--

imposed by the material reality of the
class struggle, as Barnes points out in
his report ("the concrete evolution of
the class struggle, inside and outside
the country, will constantly bear down
« « ."); but also, and perhaps even more
importantly, by a factor which Barnes
leaves aside--the objective laws of
economic development. These factors pose

a challenge to the leadership of any
workers’ and farmers’ government; and
while it may not be correct to Judge
that leadership purely on the basis o7
‘how quickly’ it is expropriating the

bourgecisie,” it is correct to judge it
on the basis of how clearly and deci-
sively it meets this challenge.

The question of tempo is a factor of
major importance. A leadership which
lags behind the objective necessities of
the situation, as a result of either a
lack of program or judgment, saerioualy
jeopardizes the development of the revo-
lutionary process.

It was in this sense that Joseph
Hansen was speaking when he addressed
the Cuban experience in the following

terms:

"Take it from the economic side.
Look at the delays that occurred down
there in the process of the revolu-

tion, in expropriating the proper-
ties: they had to wait wuntil they
were pushed into it by American im-
perialisn, slapped around, then there
was a response, a defensive reflex to
these blows struck by American imper-
ialism. They were stumbling, £fumbl-
ing, losing all kinds of valuable
time which the bourgecisie in the
United States utilized in order to
prepare the ground psychologically
for their counterrevolution. Two
years of time--a year and a half at
least--was wasted almost, while the
bourgecisie in the United States,
step by step, got prepared paycholo-
gically for the counterrevolution™

(Dynamics of the Cuban Revolution,
pPathfinder, p. 93).
Hansen explained this not out of

concern with some "a priori time limit,"”
but with the actual objective develop-
ment of events, which required a rapid
and decisive response from the Castro

leadership. The willingness and ability
to take the necessary steps, at the
appropriate time, is one of the indica-

tions of the prograamatic clarity of any
revolutionary leadership.

This question is particularly impor-
tant because the ability of a leadership
to time 1its anticapitalist measuresg
correctly becomes, in and of itself, a

factor in the development of the clasas
struggle. It can help to rally the pas-
sesc around the workere’ and farmers’

government and intensify the general
level of combativity against the bour-
geoisie and the landlords. A leadership
which lags behind the objective need, on
the other hand, runs the risk of gpread-
ing demoralization and disillusionment.
For all of these reasona, revolutionary
Marxists pay close attention to the
question of timing in the transition to
a workers’ state. g

“There is no advantage in the ab-
stract to the transition being quick, as
opposed to prolonged." That is correct
“in the abstract.”™ But in the concrete
there is frequently, not only an adven-
tage, but even a necessity for it to be
quickly and decisively consummated.

We should note here that many groups
and individuals who consider themselves
Trotskyists have raised these kinds of
questions in order to criticize the
Nicaraguan and Grenadian leaderships for
going too slowly. This is an incorrect
approach, and that is not our intention
in discussing this point. On the whole,
the slow pace of measures against bour-

geois property in these cases has not
extracted an insurmountable cost, and
ha= hac the effect of helping to nmake



intervention by U.S. imperialism more
difficult. This doesn’t mean that there
are no contradictions here. The Nicara-
guan government, for example, has
stopped short of imposing a full monopo-
ly on foreign trade. This gives consi-

derable leeway to market forces in the
economy. In addition, there seems to be
some unclarity within the FSLN on the
character of the "mixed economy.” Is

this a temporary concession to the bour-
geoisie in order to allow a more ration-
al transition to a predominantly social-
ized economy? Or is it an attempt to
create a strategic alliance between the
proletariat and the “anti-Somocista™
bourgeocisie? The difference between
these two variants is extremely import-
ant.

But the relative weight of these
various factors is not the main point of
our discussion here. The more important

question is how much we can generalize
from these particular experiences in
Nicaragua and Grenada. Here there is a

danger of drawing incorrect theoretical
conclusions which will jeopardize our
ability to act quickly and decisively

when this is required to destroy the
economric  power of the old ruling
classes.

Nicaraqua and Grensada

It is obvious that this discussion on
the meaning of the workers’ and farmers’
government concept is stimulated by the
development of the Nicaraguan revolu-
tion, and to a lesser extent by Grenada.
These two examples figure prominently in
the Barnes report, and have been the
center of various discussions in our
world movement about the use of this
characterization. Let’s see how these
important victories for the world revo-
lution fit into the frameworks outlined
by the Theses, and in contrast, by the
Barnes report.

First, what points do we have in
common? We agree that these revolutions
ushered in "workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernments” in the sense of the first fornm
of government which will emerge as a
result of a successful anticapitalist
revolution. These are regimes which are
brought to power by mass mobilizations
that completely destroyed the old ruling
structure. The new regimes are independ-
ent of the bourgeoisie, &and consciously
base themselves on the workers and pea-
sants. They are attempting to advance
the revolutionary process in the inter-
ests of the massses, as opposed to com-
promising those interests for the sake
of an alliance with the bourgeoisie.
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These leaderships are not obstacles to
the revolutionary process, no matter
what their theoretical limitations might

be. We also agree that our attitude
toward these revolutions must be one of
political support, defense against
counterrevolution, and participation in
the process of advancing the class
struggle.

How does this fit into our overall

framework? As the Theses point out: "In
general, agreeing on a characterization
of a particular regime as a workers’ and
farmers’ government in the sense used by
Hansen only begins to enlighten us as to
its character. There is a qualitative
difference between Russia in 1917, on
the one hand, and Algeria under Ben
Bella, on the other, to pick the most
extreme cases. Other specific develop-
ments fall on a continuum between these
two extremes based on the subjective
factor--the degree to which the leader-
ship of the workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment adheres to a revolutionary Marx-
ist--i.e. Bolshevik--program.”™ On this
continuum there are two broad divi-
sions--between proletarian and petty-
bourgecis regimes; but other distinc-
tions must be recognized even within
these two main categories (for example,
the qualitative difference between the
Castro leadership in Cuba in 1959 and
the Stalinist leaderships in China and
Eastern Europe, both of which we would
characterize as petty bourgeois).

Where do the regimes in Nicaragua and
Grenada fit onto our continuum? The
leadership of the SWP declares that the
FSLN and the NJM are proletarian in the
sense of ‘“revolutionary Marxist." We
must clearly reject this exaggerated
contention. The way our movement has
generally used the characterization
“revolutionary Marxist" has been to
indicate a current with a complete and
rounded program for the world revolution
in all three of its sectors, which can-
not be said of the Nicaraguans and Gren-
adians.

This is not a condemnation of these
leaderships, or some kind of moral judg-
ment. It is simply & statement about
their current level of theoretical un-
derstanding and programmatic clarity.
The FSLN and the NJM have demonstrated
their capacities in action. They are
deeply rooted in the masses of their own
countries, and have mobilized those
masses against the bourgeocisie in order
to capture governmental power.

Nevertheless, their theoretical ina-
dequacies do pose pitfalls for the revo-
lutions in Nicaragus and Grenada, and
for the broader goal of advancing the
world revolution to other countries. The



FSLN and NJH are part of the Castroist
current, and share its weaknesses and
problems. This tendency is profoundly
revolutionary. Nevertheless it arose and
developed in a period when the continui-
ty with authentic Leninism and MHarxism
had been broken as a result of the rise
of Stalinism in the USSR and the subse-
quent spread of deformed workers’ states
after World War II. The ideological
influence of Stalinism (a petty-bour-
geois current) has inevitably put its
stamp on Castroiasm, and has created a
kind of hybrid ideological .endency with
a revolutionary approach in certain
situations, combined with a bending to
Stalinist theoretical practices and con-
ceptions in others. This includes, at
times, popular frontist and other class-
collaborationist notions (especially
with regard to the neocolonial bourgeoi-
sie), as well as a tendency to identify
the Stalinist bureaucracies with the
workers’ states that they rule.

Does the presence within this tenden-
cy of such petty-bourgeocis ideological
elements derived from Stalinisa mean
that we must put a minus where the SWP
leaderahip haa placed a plus and declare
the FSLN and NJM to be petty-bourgeois?
This would be incorrect. The determina-
tion of these currents in mobilizing the
rasses, both in the struggle to over-
throw the old regime, and in the strug-
gle to reconstruct society since that
overthrow, as well as their willingness
to take power themselves, are not at all
characteristic of the petty bourgeoisie.
They are, in fact, defining characteris-
ticse of a proletarian current.

In addition, though it has not been
completely clear and consistent, there
is a general trajectory (from 1979 to
today) toward & proletarian solution of
the remaining social contradictions in
Nicaragua and Grenada--i.e., toward the
creation of workers’ states. And the
current leaderships in these countries
have a broadly socialist perspective,
though perhaps not appreciating the fact
that these remaining social contradic-
tions will, in the period immediately
ahead, require resolute action in order
to guarantee the victory of the workers
and peasants. When such action becomes a
necessity, the ability and willingness
of the FSLN and NJK to identify with and
fight for the independent interests of
the masses will be decisive in this
process. Consistency along these lines
will allow them to successfully chart
the road forward.

Given all of these factors, the FSLN
and NJM can only be characterized as
proletarian currents, but not in the
sense intended by the SWP leadership. We
must recognize that they lack & Ccor-
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pletely rounded revolutionary Marxist
programr. Putting a label of "proletar-
ian" or "petty bourgeois™ on a political
grouping doesn’t resclve all theoretical
questions. There are inevitably contra-
dictory elements which at times can be
quite important, and even decisive. As
we have seen there can be petty-bour-
geois aspects in the program of a prole-
tarian current. But this is not the only
complication. A proletarian party can
have a petty-bourgecis wing, or vice
versa. In addition, our judgments on
such questions can’t be fixed or deter-
mined for all time; a current can change
its class character. The Russian Bolshe-
vik party degenerated from proletarian
to petty bourgeois during the late 1920s
and early 30s. Conversely, Castroism has
developed from a petty-bourgeocis current
in 1959 to a proletarian one today.

This evolution of Castroism is a
result, among other things, of its ex-
periences in the courase of the Cuban
revolution and the lessons it learned in
that process. MNoat important of these
was the realization of the necessity to
create a workers’ state in Cuba, a atate
which exists as an example for other
Castroist leaderships to follow.

From the point of view of the Barnes
report, an assessment of the character
of the FSLN and NJH (as proletarian) has
no particular bearing on our understand-
ing of the workers’ and farmers’ govern-

ment. He asserts that we must apply ti=
Fourth Comintern Congress use of that
term to all transitional regimes, no

ratter what the class character of their
leaderships. But if we take the point of
view of the Theses, which agree with the
traditional Bolshevik use of "dictator-
ship of the proletariat" to mean & pro-
letarian party in power, then we will
apply this term as well as the charac-
terization “workers’ and farmers’ gov-
ernment” to Nicaragua and Grenada today.
We call the governments in Nicaragua
and Grenada "dictatorships of the prole-
tariat” in the same general sense as
that used by Marx and Engels to charac-
terize the Paris Commune. 0Of course, any
analogy with the Commune is only a rough
one. We don’t consider the FSLN and the
NJM politically analogous to the Blan-
quist and Proudhonist leadership of the
Commune. And we have a reasonable expec-
tation that the end result will be dif-
ferent in the current cases. The analogy
comes from the fact that Marx and Engels
considered the Blangquists and Proudhon-
ists to be proletarian currents in the
broad sense despite their many progras-
mratic differences, and these currents in
ower, resting on the insurgent Parisian
rasses, represented the dictatorship of
the proletariat.



There are additional examples of
currents which are pot revolutionary
Marxist but which are clearly proletar-
ian. Solidarnosc in Poland is another
contemporary one. If Solidarnosc should
come to power that would certainly con-
stitute the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat; but such a government would
undoubtedly make many errors stemming
from theoretical gaps and a lack of real
Marxist training. The IWW is an example
of such a current in American history.
And in Hungary in 1919, the errors and
inexperience of the Communist party
under Bela Kun was largely responsible
for the defeat of the short-lived Soviet
state. Yet Lenin referred to that CP as
a proletarian party, and to the govern-
ment it headed as the dictatorship of
the proletariat.

We can see, then, that it is incor-
rect to make "proletarian" synonymous
with “revolutionary Marxist™ in the way
the SWP leadership has. In fact, such an
identification leads to dangerous poli-
tical consequences. If we believe that
the Cubans, the Sandinistas, and the NJM
are all revolutionary Marxists in the
same sense as we have applied that term
to the Bolsheviks in 1917, and to Trot-
skyism s&ince the degeneration of the
Russian revolution, then there will be
an inevitable tendency to bend to their
incorrect programmatic conceptions on
key questions of the class struggle,
instead of maintaining adherence to our
own traditional historical understanding
where it is correct as aqainst Castroe-
ism. This, indeed, is what the SWP lead-
ership has begun to do over the last few
years; a fact which has been demon-
strated, and will be further demon-
strated through the course of the dis-
cussions in our world movement.

It is necessary to differentiate
along our theoretical continuum of pos-
sible transitional regimes, even within
the broad category of “proletarian,”
between a revolutionary Marxist, Bolshe-

vik leadership on the one hand, and
present-day Castroism, the FSLN and NJH
on the other. The dictatorship of the

proletariat in Nicaragua and Grenada
nust be differentiated from the one that
was initiated by the October 1917 revo-
lution in Russia. In the same way we
distinguish on the petty-bourgeois side
between Stalinist leaderships in power
and the July 26 movement. Barnes dis-
solves all of these distinctions in his
workers’ and farmers’ government con-
cept. But this does not eliminate then
in 1life. The differences continue to
exist, and they are crucielly important

in understanding the nature of any par-
ticular transitional regime.

Conclusion

The ostensible purpose of the Barnes
report was to motivate a change in the
official governmental slogan of the SWP
in the United States from "for a work-
ers’ government,” back to "for a work-
ers’ and farmers’ government,” asg it had
been before 1967. It is certainly in
order to consider such a change, and our
dispute is not over the use of one slo-
gan or another. Either slogan is accept-
able as long as it is given the correct
political content.

Above all, our understanding of the
class character of the government we
expect to emerge from a successful Amer-
ican revolution--the kind of government
we are fighting for--must be crystal
clear. This question of the class nature
of the workers’ and farmers’ government
is the crux of our disagreement with the

new conception being presented by the
SWP leadership. A revolutionary govern-
ment in the United States will be a

proletarian government, which will rule
in the interests of, with the support
of, 1in collaboration with, in coalition
with, or in alliance with, all of those
oppressed by the bourgeoisie, or it will
not rule at all. Only such a proletarian
government can really lead the transi-
tion to a socialist society.

Comrade Barnes and the SWP leadership

nust answer explicitly whether they
agree with this, or whether their idea
of a "coalition" government haa some

different class content, as suggested in
the Barnes report. Do they believe (as
is implied by their attempt to resusci-
tate the "democratic dictatorship®” idea)
that the Russian revolution of 1917
ushered in a government with some dif-
ferent class content?

If so, then they must openly acknowl-
edge a theoretical break with the entire
history of the Trotakyist movement, and
ultimately a break with Leninism itself,
of which Trotekyism is the continuation.
They have a responsibility to defend
their new theories honeatly on the
grounds that current events demonstrate
the need for new theoretical explana-
tions, instead of trying to cover them-
selves with the cloak of pre-1917 “Len-
inism” and with quotes from Trotsky and
Hansen, torn completely out of context
and grossly misrepresented.

--November 3, 1982



SOCIALIST STRATEGY FOR CLASS STRUGGLE TRANSFORMATION OF THE UNIONS

Draft resolution submitted by Frank Lovell and Steve Bloom
1583 NC meeting

for the August

[INTRODUCTION--This resolution on
socialist strategy in the unions will be
useful to union members who are seeking
answers to unemployment, job insecurity,
wage cuts anc rising prices. They will
find some answers here to their ques-
tions about what the unions can do to
help working people, and what they as
union members can do to help put their
unions back together. But the original
purpose was to draft guidelines for the
work of revolutionists, to suggest how
the initial forces of a class struggle
left wing in the union movement can be
assembled. This task cannot be success-
fully undertaken without the support and
guidance of the revolutionary party. And
conversely the revolutionary party can-
not develop unless it prepares for this
necessary work. Consequently, this reso-
lution was submitted to the SWP National
Commnittee last August for discussion in
the party and implementation by the
union fractions of the party. Instead of
being discussed it was suppressed.

The ideas had all been discussed
previously in the SWP, and are in fact
an important part of the history and
tradition of the party. The approach to

the present-day union movement 1is the
continuation of earlier work by SWP
members in the Teamster, Auto, Haritime,

and other unions in the 1930s and 1940s.
Both the party and the unions were
strengthened. This kind of serious revo-
lutionary work is badly needed today.

An earlier resolution by Bloor and
Lovell, titled “Party Tactics in the
Unions and Political Tasks (for labor

candidates and participation in rank and
file caucuses)” was submitted to the
February-March 1982 plenum of the Na-
tional Committee. It was discussed at
the plenum, rejected by the majority
faction, and hidden from the membership.

Unlike this 1983 resolution, pub-
lished here, the earlier one was talked
about throughout the party even though
most party members never had a chance to
read it. The majority faction misrepre-
sented its contents and purpose, claim-
ing that it was one-sided in its empha-
sis on the need for a labor party, that
it would disorient the party in dead-end
power caucus politics in the unions, and
that it overestimated the response of
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union members to the labor party idea.
None of these allegations were sustained
by the text of the resolution, or by
anything its authors said in their plen-
um reports. The only substantial charge
was against their assessment of the
level of political consciousness in the
working class (and especially among
union members) at the time. This repre-
sented a serious difference of opinion.
The resolution provided a way of testing
the political mood. It called for a
campaign in the unions around the idea
of a labor party in the 1882 general
election.

The perspective was modest. The mea-
sure of success was not how many labor
party candidates would run in the elec-
tion. The purpose, as stated, was to
“"attract the attention of many serious-
minded workers and . . . bring our SWP
campaigns and candidates to the atten-
tion of many who would not otherwise
hear about us.”

If carried out creatively in this
way, a campaign around the labor party
slogan in this preside~tial year can

give us a chance to talk with radicaliz-
ing workers, recruit to the SWP or to a
broader class-struggle union caucus, and
perhaps--even at this stage--influence
the politics of this country.

This year two major unions (auto and
coal) are being drawn into decisive
battles. The result will affect the
future of the union movement. In this
situation the 1level of radicalization
can be gauged by the growth of the "Re-
store and More in ‘84" movement in the
UAW, and by the tenor of the discussion
and debate on "Strike Strategy™ in the
UMWA. The immediate future of these
unions depends upon the leadership that
develops in the coming struggles. The
position of this rejected resolution is
that the present radicalization can
nurture new leaders who will challenge
class collaboration. These new leaders,
however, will need to look to the mili-
tant class struggle tradition of the
labor and radical movement for guidance.
Working class radicalization cannot sup-
ply the essential class struggle pro-
gram. That comes only from the experi-
ence and principles of Marxism.]



I

The present state of the unions appears to be one of almost total
submission, characterized by the declared willingness on the part of
the union officialdom to make concessions to the employers in ‘the form
of wage cuts, reductions in the work force, extension of the work day,
and surrepier of union-imposed work rules. u0st stri.es are the result
of provocations by the employers, either their re’uszl to negotiate what
union representatives call "realistic concessions"™ or an open declaration
to break off all relations with the union and operaze with an unorgan-
ized and unrepresented work force,

This surface aspect of union-management relations today results
from a combination of the worldwide economic crisis of capitalism,
monopoly control by the employing class of electoral politics, the exist-
ing anti-union laws that are presently used at all levels of government
to intimidate union officials and control the unions, and the official
union dozgma that union-management collaboration is mvtually beneficial,

Beneath the surface a growing ferment of the victimized union mem-
bership is beginning to change some of the little-noticed features of
the unions, These changes occur differently in the many unions and
locals of the so-called union movement, This movement, contrary to the
way it is commonly thought of and talked about, is not homogeneous. It
is comprised of more than 150 national and international unions, only
about 100 of them AFL-CIO affiliates, There is no clearly defined program
of action, and only a minimal degree of solidarity in practice., But what
they all have in common is a specific group of worxers that depends upon
each of these unions, and indirectly upon the social and political weight
of the movement, for some measure of protection azainst the mew demands
of the employers for more production and lower wazes. These workers, in
all the different unions and in as many different ways, are demanding
more protection.

Millions of workers today look to the unions Zor help and protection
of some kind. They inclucde many who are no longer union members or who
never worked in a union shop. Some are beginning %o form independent
unemployed orzanizations to demand government assistance, and they look
to the unions for organizational and poli*tiral backing,

In some unions where the members have an opportunity they are voting
for a changze in leadership, as in the mine workers and now in some locals
of the auto union. It is true that this is a continuous process that
during so-called normal times produces little fundamental change and may
even be the means of a gradual retrogression of union militancy. But
in these hard times for the working class and for the unions most elections
that sweep out o0ld officials reflect a healthy resurzence. The changes
that result from such election victories often encouraze more extensive
rank and file actions, forcing shop stewards and secondary union officials
to adopt a more combative stance toward the employers.

Many illusions, long fostered by the union bereaccracy, that the
government is "fair" and "impartial" in dealing with the unions and with
workers' grievances and that union and management must work together to
solve their common problems, are being shattered Ty .ne coordinated and
combined attacks of the employers and government vpon the workinz class
and the unions,
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Ve cannot expect the condition of the working class to improve or
the concerted attack on the union movement to let upr in the near future.
The present modest upswing in the business cycle has not brought any
increase in real wages nor any improvement in mass unemployment, On
the contrary, while wage rates are frozen or allowed to fluctuate
slightly, the cost of living continues to rise, Lixewise, suffering
from mass unemployment is increasing even though statistics show a
small drop in the number of new applicants each week for unemployment
relief, A recent study by the Congressional Joint Zconomic Committee
reveals that the drastic increase in the duration of unemployment for
the vast majority of those thrown out of work causes greater suffering
than any time since World War II. As computers and robots are more
widely used in industry, the prospects of laid-ofif workers being re-
hired in their former jobs are bleak.

The government study on long-term unemployment showed that indus-
trial workers are hardest hit. "Blue collar workers comprised 31 per-
cent of the labor force but incurred 46 percent of total unemployment
and 52 percent of the total weeks of unemployment,” the report said,
"Black males were particularly hard hit,” it said. They accounted for
7 percent of the civilian labor force, 12 percent of the total unem-
ployed and 16 percent of the total weeks of unemployment. The report
predicted that "the differences between races will persist even as we
move into an economic recovery. . . ."

Under these circumstances we can anticipate tnat the class strugzle
will become sharper, procducing major class battles in the ceming period.
This is what revolutionists must prepare ior,

Il

However varied the class battles of the future may be, it is
certain that the workers will seek to use their only existing mass
organizations--the unions--in their struggles to hang onto and recover
a better existence, The initial responses of workers who are now for
the first time bezinning to feel the chilling grip of the economic
crisis in the form of low wages, long-term unemployment, evictions,
short food rations, and other privations are sure sizns that this
workinzg class will not easily or quickly give up. This is how the
fizht begins, and these beginnings deserve full support of revolution-
ists who expect to stay in the fignht to win a better world.

It is not enough to observe the present ferment in the unions and
report some of the struggles there, The duty of revolutionists is to
participate wherever possible, try to understand and explain working-
class actions, learn how to relate them to one another, and project
ways of developing a more effective struggle.

The often long dravn-out strikes against wage cuts and the other
fight-back actions by local unions are closely related to the demon-
strations of unemployed workers for jobs and immediate cash benefits,
but how they are related is not self-evident either to the strikers or
the unemployed., It has to be explained how a federally financed public
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works program will help solve the problems of striliing unilon members
as well as their unemployed sisters and brothers.

Anti-war demonstrations are usually associated with demands for
more jobs and higher wages., The most popular anti-war slogan is "Jobs
Not War." Those who want to ban the bomb also want safe energy and
full employment, It must be explained how the high cost of building
atom bombs drains socially useful production prozrams of badly needed
public financingz.

Not all union members are fully aware of how their union is reg-
ulated and restricted by anti-union laws, and how these laws are used
by employers to impose low wages, This has to be expvlained and dem-
onstrated in struggle.

The union consciousness of some of the most active union members
often does not extend beyond their own particular union., Its relation
+o other unions, to the rest of the organized labor movement, to the
American workinz class, and to the workers of the world is a separate
area of knowledge and understanding that must be learned, The leap
from union consciousness to political class consciousness is achieved
usually throuzh experience in the class strugzle, and the unions are
one of the main places in this country where masses of workers will

acquire this experience.

For members of the Socialist Workers Farty it is essential to
become part of this experience because the purpose of our vanzuard
party is to educate and orzanize the working class for the abolition
of capitalism and the establishment of a workinz-class government to
achieve socialism. Only in this way will the present chronic crisis
of capitalism be resolved and the most urgent needs of the g eat mass
of humanity be satisfied. The achievement of this -~oal reguires a
conscious approach to the mass working-class organizations, & method
of political analysis, and a program of action,

Our approach to the union movement is the resclt of all our
experience in this field of work since the foundin: of the american
Communist Party in 1919, but especially our leadersnip struggles in
the Teamster, Auto, Maritime, and other unions in the 1930s and 1940s.
Our method is the materialist dialectic developed and applied by our
teachers--liarx, Engels, Lenin, and Trotsiy. Qur prozram was outlined
and explained by Trotsky, and adopted shortly after the 1938 founding
convention of our party. It is titled "The Deatn A ony of Capitalism
and the Tasks of the Fourth International,” also known as The

Transitional Program.

11T

Our central task in the unions is to try and understand the
essential nature of the union movement and apply our class-struzggle
program, never losing sizht of our goal to trans’orm society from
capitalism to socialism.
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1, The present danger

Serious leaders in the unions will recognize the severe handicaps
imposed by the accumulated legal restrictions under which unions must

operate today, and they will not try to hide this from the membership.
Taft-Hartley is only one of the host of such laws.

The union movement ought to conduct a consistent campaign
azainst the injustice of these special laws enacted specifically to
inhibit the economic and political activity of labor organizations,
applicable to no other group or class,

This body of anti-union law will not soon be repealed or lifted,
but the interpretation and use of it will be tempered by the success
of the unions in exposing these laws as unjust. Laws are supposed to
uphold justice, to be "fair," to apply equally to all members of

society. These anti-union laws are exceptional. They are unfair,

None of the many laws regulating business requires that any of
these enterprises or the associations of business executives must
continue to serve the public in case of "labor trouble,” deliberately
provoked by the employers. Rallroads, mine operators, and steel cor-
porations are never forced by law to continue operating with wages and
conditions of work unchanged when they announce a pay cut or layoffs,
There is no "cooling-off period" for companies that have decided to
break unions and lock out their work force for this purpose.

Union officials are given a different legal s3atus from officers
of other organizations and social institutions. A bank president, for
example, is not required to account for his underworld connections and
cannot legally be barred from keepinz his job if sent to jail. Church
deacons and preachers, as a legally separate group, were never forced
to sizn non-communist oaths in order to represent or speal for their
congregations,

The class bias of the entire legal system, the courts that
interpret the laws no less than the legislatures taac enact them, musz
be exposed throusgh a continuous campaign for a free and independent
union movement. There is never lack of opportunity to explain the
overriding need. Individual workers as well as unions are victimized
by the special anti-working class slant, interpretation, and applica-
tion of these laws,

This campaign for a free and independent union movement, unham-
pered by government interference in its affairs, is a necessary propa-
zanda campaign that builds and raises working-class consciousness. It
provides the justification for masses of workers, when locked in mortal
combat with a sector of the enemy class, to defy a court injunction or
refuse to comply with an administrative order. Such decisive action
by the workers at a crucial moment in a strike can determine the out-:
come, The best example in recent history is the relusal of the cozl
miners to go back to work in their 1978 strike when ordered to do so
by President Carter who sought to invoke the Taft-Hartley law,
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2, Union democracy

The struggle for democratic rights in workin—--class organizations
(today it is the unions and tomorrow it will be the labor party) is
necessary and continuous because the resourcefulness and creativity of
the working class is hampered by bureaucratic restrictions within the
unions and governmental controls frcm without, <The two are closely
connected and interdependent. The union bureaucracy is nurtured by
employing class pressures and bribes, and the bureauvcracy in turn
serves as a transmitter of capitalist ideology in working-class organ-
izations. Thus the fizht for an independent union movement, free of
government controls, and the struzggle for democracy within the union
are closely connected, an essentizal part of the class strugzgle.

Demands for democratic rights in the unions are usually directed
against the heavy hand of the bureaucracy, but behind this is the real
power of the employers who own and operate the industrial machine,

The power of the government is used by the employers to set the rules
for union-management bargaining.

Many workers who never get a chance in their unions to vote on
wage settlements blame the union officials for accerting poor contracts,
Very often they demand more democracy, the right to vote on contracts
and to hold the officials accountable for their actions, These senti-
ments are progressive and ought to be encourazed because those who
insist on their risht to participate in the collective bargaining
procedure and to have & voice in the decision-manxin> process usually
have constructive proposals or will develop a beiier solution than the
present "mutually beneficial" plans to help the em.loyers.

This basic demand for union democracy, regardless of how vazue it
may be even when raised in a specific struzzle to zZet rid of some cor-
rupt or inept bureaucrat, is closely connected to the egually essential
demand for indevendence of the union from all outside interference,

Democracy in the unions means the right of the membership to
determine policy and to carry out its decisions, This is restricted
and often thwarted by interference of the employers and the government.

Independence of these hostile influences cannot be achieved while
industry is privately owned and the government remains in the hands of
the capitalist class, But to fight effectively azainst these influ-
ences union militants must make union democracy and independence of the
unions their goals, The struggle for these goals necessarily involves
the unions in political actions, and this immediately raises the need
for independent political action.

3. The labor party

The union movement is continuously embroiled in political sirugzle,
not by choice but because the representatives of the employers in zov-
ernment never cease their attacks, both open and covert, All efforts
by the union officizldom to counter the anti-union political offensive
throu~h the two-party system have failed. 1In the 1982 general election
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the AFL-CIO bureaucracy threw money and organizers into their campaign
to elect Democrats and defeat Reaganite Republicans. The Democrats
won more seats in Congress and additional governorships in several
states, But the 1982 Democratic electoral victory did not advance the
interests of working people one iota.

The need for a union-based labor party is widely voiced by rank
and file members and by secondary union officials. But the searching
questions that are often raised at union meetings go unanswered., Why
don't we break with the Democrats and Republicans? ¥#hy can't we
organize our own party? How can our unions put our own candidates,
men and women from the union movement, on the balleot in local and na-
tional elections to represent workers in all levels of government?

These questions present the problem of independent working-class
political action in the sharpest and clearest form. This problem
must be explained in its entirety, with multiple examples, by serious
revolutionists in the unions. The central propasandza slogan of the
revolutionary socialist party today is Build a labor party--independent
working-class political action! This slogan encompasses the idea of
independent, elass-struggle unions and should be explained this way.

The fight for a labor party in the unions is ons of the best ways
to bezin the process of democratization in the unions, and it is also
the necessary road to freedom of the union movement Irom present
government controls,

Revolutionary workers in the unions should try in all possible
ways to organizz a broad rank and file movement favoring the formation
of local labor party committees, raising the prospect of running labor
candidates endorsed by their unions, Where we find a favorable re-
sponse to these initiatives we must be prepared to move from the
plane of propaganda to agitation and to action,

The last of the questions about the need for a labor party--how
can unions put working-class candidates on the ballot?--is the most
important, It is connected with "economic planning” now being con-
sidered and debated in the union movement, The trutn is there can be
no serious proposals for changes in the economic structure by the
union movement (such as those suggested by the AFL-CIO) unless and
until the unions are prepared to elect their own reiresentatives who
will champion in the U.S. Congress the needs of the working class and
fight for the economic relief that is now loudly demanded by the
union movement,

4, Foreizn policy

It is commonly asserted by workers under the influence of employ-
ing class ideology, as transmitted by the union bureaucracy, that
unions ought not to meddle in foreign policy matters. Unions ought
to try and take care of problems here at home. But it is becoming
inereasingly apparent that what "ought to be” is not what "is" in
this arena. In fact, what the bureaucrats who spread this false
jdea really mean is that the rank and file should not have a voice
(or even interest themselves) in determining union policy in this
esoteric realm,
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The union bureaucracy has been preoccupied wit "foreign affairs"”
since the beginning of this century. Samuel Gompers, first president
of the AFL, curried favor with the government by endorsing the war aims
of the Wilson administration in World Wwar I. The Versallles Treaty
established the International Labor Organization after the war, and
Gompers was one of its founders., The ostensible purpose was to raise
labor standards by increasing productivity, especially in the colonial
and semi-colonial countries, and to improve understanding on labor-
management problems, This, of course, had little to do with U.S.
foreign policy. But it was sufficient reward to Gompers for his war-
time services, The union bureaucracy has followed Gompers' example to
the present day.

Foreign policy is the question of war, above all else. Since
Vietnam most workers oppose interference by the U.S. zovernment in the
affairs of other countries. These sentiments of the ranks, as opposed
to the pro-government positions of all top officials in the unions,
will play a decisive part in the debate now going on in the unions
about the wars in E1 Salvador and Guatemala, Several local unions and
some central labor bodies have already adopted resolutions against the
interventionist policy of the Reagan administration.

A class-struggle program for the union movement must include a
clear and unambizuous foreign policy statement: wor<ing men and women
of all countries must unite in defense of their common interests,

They have nothing to gain from support of military agzression by their
capitalist exploiters,

Such a statement of what the foreign policy of the union movement
ouzht to be is rarely made, nor is there often an occasion %o debate
its validity in this form at union meetings. But this basic idea of
international working-class solidarity in defense of workers' riznts
in all countries is present in some form in almost every struggle in
which a union is pitted agzainst the company., It is implicit in the
struggle.

The concept of international working-class solidarity is chal-
lenged by the official policy of union-management collaboration, but
it is reinforced by independent working-class actions. The tariff
guestion is a good example,

lany unions are officially demanding high protective tariffs (in
various thinly disguised forms such as "import quotas," "domestic
content" reguirements, and special "guality standardis") on the false
theory that trade restrictions of this kind will create jobs and raise
the working-class standard of living in this country.

This is clearly a question of foreign policy, not strictly a
domestic issue having to do with "union protection of jobs at home.,”
The economic and social effects of such a policy would be, in fact,
the exact opposite: high tariffs raise prices and lower the working-
class living standard; and by stimulating retaliatory measures by other
countries they restrict the market for U.S. goods abroad, thereby re-
ducing the number of jobs in this country.

As opposed to the shortsighted policy of many union officials who

call for "protection against foreign imports to save our industries,"
the more sensible policy is to solidarize with the workers of all
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other countries in their struggles for shorter hours and more jobs,
and organize the unemployed and unorganized workers here at home to
reduce the hours of work and demand that the federal zovernment lavrmch
@ badly needed public works program,

Iv

Class Strusgle Framework

These four general propositions, then, as outlined above--
1, international working-class solidarity, 2. union independence of
government control, 3., independent political action in the form of a
labor party based on the union movement, and 4, democratic control of
the unions by the membership--are fundamental to our transitional pro-
gram for the unions. From these we derive our understanding of how to
apply in struzgle partial and transitional demands as circumstances
dictate,

A, Jobs

The economic crisis has made jobs the most urzent need of the
working class, the most immediate problem for the unions, Can the
unions create jobs for their unemployed members? With 13 million
unemployed workers this is the big question every union member is ask-
inz., The union officialdom answers "No!" They say it is not the busi-
ness of unions to provide jobs, only to fight for better working condi-
ticns, higher wages, and shorter hours, Jobs must be provided by the
employers, they say.

This assumes the private ownership of industry and accepts the
proposition that production depends upon both capital and labor.

We dispute this, We say, "Yes! Unions can create jobs.,"

Unions can be the main economic and political instrument at
this moment for the creation of jobs. But in order to accomplish
this a serious struggle of the union ranks must startc for the demands
the union movement has long proclaimed as its zoals: the shorter work
day (the 30-hour work week with no reduction in ta:e-nome pay); full
cash compensation for all unerployed workers when jobs are unavailable;
a public works program for socially necessary projects (including con-
struction, operation, and maintenance on a non-profit basis of postal,
rail, radio-television-telephone communications systems, and all nec-
essary public health care and hospital services).

These demands presuppose that society as a whole is responsible
for the welfare of its members, and that government dis constituted to
fulfill this responsibility. This underlying assumption which fits
jnto most people's idea of political democracy 1s geldom acknowledged
and usually ignored by the capitalist politicians in our democratic

government,

The union movement, in the struggle to win these elementary
economic demands for the creation of jJjobs, will reassert some
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acknowledged entitlements: the right of every worier to a job, the
right to decent housing, the right to a clean and healthy environment,
These entitlements have all been formally embraced by the U,S, Congress
and incorporated in federal law, The trouble is the laws are not im-

plemented properly, if at all.

The serious struggle for the creation of jobs entails a broad
educational campaign conducted through the unions and all other avail-
able channels to reclaim these and other social entitlements upon
which all workers have a just claim,

These immediate and partial demands for shorter hours, unemploy-
ment compensation and public works projects must be addressed to both
the employers, where particular unions have collective bargaining
azreements, and to the federal government.

When such grandiose visions are projected at local union meetings
it all seems to many workers beyond their reach. They think it sounds
too good to be true, or possible., Perhaps only a few will at first
grasp the possibilities, and even they will question the practicality
of such demands as shorter hours and a big public woriks program in
these hard times. VWhere will the money come from?

B, Jobs liot War

i

All thinzs are possible through orzanization and solidarity with
the victims everywhere of capitalism's crimes, the mos® atroclous
beins war, The already sizable and growing antiwar movement in this
country and in Zurope has given the answer to the zuestion of money
for socizl needs, including Jjobs,

The popular slozan "Jobs Kot VWar" is concretized by the demand
"Out of E1 Salvador."” This connects the war criminals with human
suffering in this country, which is not limited to the Vietnam-style
slaughter of American soldiers, Wars waged by the ruling class of this
country are not only in Asia, the i7iddle Fast, and Ceniral America,
The most important and decisive one is waged here azainst the workins
class of this country. The drive of the employers and their government
to cut wages, raise prices, and lower the standard of living of worzers
and poor people is the present form the war they waze here at home
takes, They will not hesitate to use guns against strikers and dem-
onstrators here, the same as they shoot down workers and freedom
fizhters in other countries, if they think it necessary and possible.

The huge multi-billion dollar war budzet is more than adegquate
to finance badly needed public works programs in this country which,
if properly organized on a non-profit basis and directed for useful
production, would easily furnish work for all those presently unem-
ployed. But Conzress will need to revise the federal budget and re-

arrange the government's priorities,
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C. Folitical Action

A labor party will be an invaluable tool in the fight for these
demands of working people. But effective action can be undertaken
before such a party is created, and in the course ol such action the
need for labor’'s own party will become clearer to ever larger numbers
of workers,

There is little popular confidence in th: desire or the will of
either the Republican or Democratic party to try and bring about any
change, Both appear satisfied with the more or less even division of
labor between them in government. HKost workers see little difference
between them, But the effort of union committees to mobilize rublic
support and compel members of Congress to endorse and sponsor a specific
union prozram (as opposed to lobbyingz your senator or representative
to do something for you or your union) can be useful and educational,
It builds confidence in the ability of workers to find their own solu-
tions to social problems that often seem mysterious. And it educates
on the need to elect workers to public office because workers who
have their own plans about necessary legislation soon learn in discus-
sions with capitalist politicians that these legislators do not under-
stand what is being asked of them. It is much better to have a worker
in public office who can understand what workers need in these times,

This conclusion is different from the general acceptance by
most workers that a labor party would be a good thin:, Out of struggles
ané the effort of planninzg for much needed legislation comes the recoz-
nition “hat it can be enacted only with labor party representatives in
Congress, and this is one way the labor party can bezin to take form.

Class conscious workers must continuously explain the urgent need
for a labor party, and wherever the opportunity arises they should help
organize committees to run local labor party candidates for office.

D, Slidinz Scale of Wages and Sliding Scale oI Hours

The "slidinz scale of wages and sliding scale of hours" concepi,
introduced in 1938 by Trotsky in the Transitional Prosgram, should be
review2d in lisht of the post-World War II experience in the unions,
An attempt was made to adapt this general idea to the needs of the
class-collaboration methods of the union bureaucracy. Trotsky's con-
cept is suited only to class strugzle methods, It has nothing to do
with the "clever" stratezy of most union negotiators who sought to use
it as a way to get waze guarantees that the employers could afford,

It is the exact opposite, a demand based on what workers need in a
period of economic collapse when they are being deprived of their most
elementary rights, the right to work and to have their "crust of
bread," The demand is relevant precisely when the economic crisis
threatens workins-class living standards,

Full employment and decent living conditions are the essen?ial
class-strucgle demands under this concept., Wwages seared to rising
prices and shorter hours adjusted to the total worl force are the
means to create jobs and maintain an adeguate livinz standard for the
workinz class., This has nothing to do with what the employers can afford.
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If the employers cannot afford to operate the industrial machine,
or vital segments of it, then the workers and their orzanizations must
find other ways to manage the production of goods for the needs of
society.

E, Open the Books

Business interests are adept at hiding profits and pleading poverty
when returns on invested capital are high, Today, however, some falter-
ing corporate giants are anxious to demonstrate how close they are to
the brink of bankruptcy. They plead for financial assistance from the
government in the form o< direct subsidies and low-interest loans, And
from the unions in the form of wage cuts, This is what Chrysler Cor-
poration did successfully in 1979, thus protecting the multi-million
dollar investments of the corporation's stockholders. The workers at
Chrysler gave up millions of dollars in lost jobs and low wages, In
this instance the books were opened partially to save the corporation.

The transitional demand to open the books of the corporations is
closely associated with the sliding-scale-of-wages-and-hours concept.
Its purpose is not to find ways to salvage bankrupt corporations, but
to expose the "dusiness secrets" that lead to bankruptcy and to prepare
the workers to take conirol of these industries and orerate them for
the needs of society, not the profit of a few stociiholders, It then
becomes, when properly used to mobilize and educate masses of workers,
what Trotsky called "a school for planned economy."

™ +

F, Union 3Self-Defense

The prozram of transitional demands, especially suited to the
needs of the unions under conditions of economic crisls and social
instability, warns azainst complacency. The rulinz class will not
easily or gquietly concede to workers' control of industiry in the
expectation that this will ease social tension and improve the economny,
Guite the contrary. History teaches that the rulers always increase
repression, usinc both legal and extra-legal methods, as the crisis
deepens and the class struzcle intensifies, The brutal crushing of the
1981 PATCO strike and the subseguent outlawing of the air traffic con-
trollers' union by the Reagan administration is a warning.

The government's anti-union arsenal of seldom used statutes,
court precedents, and administrative decrees was trained against FATCO.
It was all lezal. Not a single "friend of labor"™ in the U.S. Congress
raised the slightest objection.

When these little known legal weapons are deemed insufficient
they are supplemented with gangs of trained strikebreakers, company
guards, armed thugs, and native fascist types. Usually these extra-

o

lezzl attacks are orzanized in cooperation with the police and the FZI.
Reids of this kind were conducted against the civil rights movement,

and acainst Black nationalists in the 1960s, Iore recently anti-racist
demonstrations and isolated radical protesters have been the victims,

L1



The great class battles of the 1930s that created the CIC movement
came under zttack from professional strikebreakers and fascist gangs.
The strikers at that time learned how to protect themselves azainst
these attacks by organizing union defense squads, Workers' organiza-
tions in the coming class battles will need defense siuads for protec-
tion against the police, the national guard, and other armed thugs, as
in the past.

Defense of the unions and other working-class or_anizations today
must consist primarily of ideological preparation, i.e., the development
and testing of programmatic solutions to the present crisis under exist-
inc conditions, 3ut part of this preparation, the main purpose being
to advance the level of class consciousness within the ranks of the
unions and increase the size and influence of the revolutionary current,
is to warn against the inevitable violence of the employers' agents and
to educate on the need for organized self-defense,

V'

Stratesry and Tactics

Our experience in industry over the past five years has demonstrated
the validity of the Leninist method of work in the unions, but in a
negzative way. Lenin taught that revolutionists must work together as
a fraction in order to help their shopmates build unions, devise sirately
and tactics to raise wagzes and shorten the hours of work, and in this
way advance the class strugzle and raise the consciousness of the
workers, In strugsles of this kind the education of the mass of worxers
besins, e can and must attempt to influence and win over individuals
today, and groups of workers tomorrow, to our full revolutionary pro-
gram. But in order to do this work effectively we must show that our
general socialist prosram can provide correct answers Zor the immediate
tasks of the class struggle, at all levels and in all its forms.

In unions where our comrades have worked in the past few years
+they have established fractions, but these fractions found little time
for union building and job-related problems, They were led to believe
that such activity has no educational value either for themselves or
for their shopmates, Instead they sought to educats others around them
on "the big issues" such as the Iranian revolution, "Cuban socialism,"”
the worlrers and farmers government in Nicaragua, the war in =1 Salvador,
the predatory nature of U.S. imperialism, and the superiority of planned
economy in the Soviet Union. These and other developments throughout
the world are important to workers in this country and we should discuss
them in the plants and explain them in the pages of The Militant.

411 these developments are current and reported daily in the
capitalist press, .orkers form opinions about them and can be influ-
enced in their political judgments by us. They are more inelined to
pay attention to what we have to say on subjects of this kind when they
know us well and have confidence in us because of our demonstrated
ability to help solve factory-level problems on the job and in the
union. One result of our failure to try and help solve factory-level
problems is our failure to reeruit workers., Another result is our own
lack of experience in the class struggle at this level.
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e often take note of the changinz composition of the work force,
the startling advances in industrial technology, and the radicalizing
effects of the deepening eccnomic crisis, But we have not yet in any
actions that we have initiated or participated in tried to relate any
of this to strikes against the employers or struggles within the
unions against the bureaucracy.

If we expect to lead workers in struggle and in this way become
an influential political factor in the international working-class
movement, then we must enter the labor movement of this country with
our own program and contest for leadership here with the other political
tendencies, namely the Social Democrats and the Stalinists, This
means that we will need to learn the ropes &n union politics, become
active in ranl and file caucuses, and contend with our political
opponents in these arenas.

Social democrats of all varieties are to one extent or another
immersed in the union bureaucracy. They have a more or less common
acreement on the goals of the official AFL-CIO "recovery program. "
Issue No. 1 this year of the Federationist, the official AFL-CIO
monthly mazazine, was devoted entirely to a labor sponsored program
for economic recovery and the creation of jobs., It explains the need
for public works projects, low interest rates, high tariffs, home-
ownership assistance, a debt moratorium for small business, stricter
tax laws against gorporaté wealth, and the need to close loopholes for
the rich in the present tex structure. It is a pro-ram to rescue the
capit=li~t system, and is addressed more to the campaizn sirategists
of the Democratic Party than to the labor movement. This does not
mean, however, that these issues are of no interest to members of the
unions ané to other workers,

In all issues that arise within the unions the social democracy
will be involved, and worker representatives of the rival wings of the
social democratic political current will often be in opposing caucuses.
SWP members should participate in these caucus formztions whenever
circumstances permit, This is where the most politically conscious
strata of the union membership usually meets to consider and formulate
union policy which then must be submitted to full membership meetinzs
for further debate and decision.

The Stalinist political current has more resources in the unions
in terms of experience, members, orzanizational siructure, and finances
than 211 other organized sectors of the radical movement combined,
excluding the Social Democrats of course. Even though the unions
appear to be dominated by social democratic ideolozy, the 3talinists
are making their bid to win back some of their lost organizational

influence. Ideologically they are not far removed from the Social
Democrats.

The failure of the union bureaucracy to mobilize the union men-
bership presents a situation that the CF officialdom considers its
bigges% opportunity since the end of World vwar II, The basic prozsranm
of the Stalinists includes the demands for a massive public WOTrZS
program, amendments 1o the Fgir Labor Stgndards Act maiing the 6-hour
day the law of the land, affirmative action measures (pby unions
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and the gOV”““"°nt) to overcome the racist and discriminatory irpact
of the economic crisis, immediate cash benefits for all thosQ for whom
jobs are unavailable, full health benefits for the lenzth of unemploy-
ment for all unembloyed workers, a national educational and vocational
llteraca campaizn to train the youth, and other similar demands to
raise the workinz-class standard of living,

The stronzest appeal in the CP campaisn is direczed to the youth,
and to women and minority workers, Iilost of the demanis formulated by
the Stalinists were presented as an action program Tor the party's new
youth organization, the Young Communist League, at its founding con-
vention in Cleveland on ‘ay :ay this year,

These demands and expressed gzozls of the CP in the unions are
drafted in such a way as to attract the attention and support of mili-
tants, The Stalinists usually try to organize their own "progressive
caucus" wherever they have z union fract1on, but often they are in a
common caucnhs with social democrats who are trying to unseat an en-
trenched union bureaucrat,

I7ost union caucuses are broader than the orzanized political ten-
oenc1es, but they all fluctuate widely in size and Su“blllty This is
in part a reflectvov of the present level and extent o7 workins-class

radicalization., The radical movement in the U.5, today is in many
respects amorphous The nagorl—” of people who consider themselves

radicals or revolutloh_vts in the sense that they have lost con-luenc

in the rulinz class and its zovernment to solve the Lrovclems of t

society are as yet uncommitted, They have no orﬂanlpa~101al affi 119tion
or loyalty. They have had little political experience and less pulitical
education, But they are symmetheiic to socialists and communists withous
tryinz to make a very clear distinction., 7Their main objection to
Stalinist politics is not its opportunism and class-COL;aDorationism,
which are also the main characteristics of 3Socizl Democracy, but its
identity with the bureaucratic dictatorship in the Soviet Union.

The radical milieu is expandin~ within the union mover :nt and
includes worlers at man; different le*els of social consciousness and
political develo»ment, This is where the ideolozical struzsle for
leadership bezins, The initial forces for the ?ubure class- stru=zle
left wing will be recruited here, They will be tempered in the class
battles between the unions and the institutions of the employers, in-
cluding the capitalist political parties and government asencies,

Now is the time to make the turn to sustained, methodical political

work in the union movement with the a2im of winninz the vancuard and
transforning the unions into class-struszle orzanizations.
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APPEAT, OF EXPULSION

New York City
April 13, 1984
National Committee, SWP

Dear Comrades:

I appeal to you against my expulsion for "disloyalty" by the Politi-
cal Committee on Jan. 4. I ask you to reverse the PC action and re-
instate me to membership with full rights to participate in the com-
ing preconvention discussion. If you sustain my appeal, I urge you
to also reinstate the many other members who were expelled on the
same basis that I was expelled. I don't make that a precondition
for my appeal, but it obviously would be inconsistent to reinstate
one or some of us without reinstating others who are egually inno-
cent of the PC's "disloyalty" and “"splitters" charges.

It is a difficult thing for the NC to reverse an action of the PC,
which is your subcommittee. That is why it happens so rarely. But
sometimes such a reversal is advisable, even necessary. I think
this is one of those unusual occasions. ‘

Unusual steps are justified by crisis situations, and the party cer-
tainly is in a crisis now. The morale of the members has been badly
shaken by developments in the party since the 1981 comvention. The
size of the party is aroumd half of what it was in 1977; the decline
since the 1981 convention has been close to 30 percent, and the hem-
orrhaging did not stop with the January purge--members are still be-
ing expelled or pressured to resign because of real or potential po-
litical differences. Several branches built with such difficulty in
the last decade are being dissolved. FMany sympathizers or active
supporters are aghast at the purges. Our influence in other move-
ments is at its lowest point since the early 1960s. The SwP has
never been so isolated in the Fourth International.

The PC, and the smaller "central leadership team" that dominates it,
deny that the party is in crisis, but even they concede it has many
problems today. And the cause of these problems (or crisis)¥ Accor-
ding to the central leadership team, they (or it) are the result of

a disloyal secret faction that conducted a split operation against
the party. But this is a fairy tale. There was no secret faction:
there were different oppositional tendencies in the party, and two

of them formed an opposition bloc in the NC at the May 1983 NC plen-
um. The central leadership team designated them a faction although
they said they were a bloc of tendencies and not a faction. But what
was "secret" about them? They announced their bloc openly, presented
you with their platform in writing, and asked you to inform the party
members about their formation and platform. The central leadership
team persuaded you to deny this reasonable reguest and--even worse--
to decree that the members could not be informed in plenum reports of
the very existence of the Opposition Bloc. So the only thing "secret”
about it was your action to prevent the members from knowing that it
had come into being in accord with the party's organizational norme.
It was neither a faction (as defined by the central leadership team)
nor secret.

Equally fictional are the charges about disloyalty and a split opera-
tion. The central leadership team began to abuse the whole concept
of loyalty/disloyalty in 1980. Some of you who were on the PC then
will recall that I protested against this at plenums in 1980 and 1981,
when I was still on the Nc. After a temporary retreat, the central
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leadership team has resumed these abuses, making the mere holding

of political differences with the team the eguivalent of disloyalty
to the party. I feel embarrassed at the thought of having to prove
my loyalty to the party--my record speaks for itself. If I was a
loyal member up to the 1981 convention, when the nominating commis-
sion tried to force me into accepting reelection to the NC against
my wishes, when did I become disloyal? And why? When Stalin ac-
cused the Cld Bolsheviks of having become agents of the Nazis, Trot-
sky replied that such a thing was impossible for lifelong revolu-
tionists psychologically as well as politically. I think a similar
statement would be applicable to the many founders of the SWP who
have been purged in recent months. Call them what you wish--behind
the :imes, outdated, too rigid, resistant to change, senile, etc,--
but the last thing they can rightly be accused of is disloyalty to
their party. I hope that the party members and a majority of the KC
will recognlze this charge as fraudulenty not only in my case, not
only in the case of other founding members, but of all those who
were expelled because they refused to "repudiate" things allegedly
said or not said at the California state convention. You know very
well that if the same demand had been presented to all the members
of the party, not just oppositionists or critics of the central
leadership team but many other loyal members, including supporters
of the team, would in self-respect have done the same thing we did--
that is, refuse to repudiate other members on the basis of inade-
guate information. That was why only oppositionists or critics,
real or presumed, were asked to answer the fatal repudiation guery.

There was a split operation, but not on the part of oppositioniste.
The central leadershlp team began talking about a split the day after
the last convention in August 1981, In September 1981, two of its
representatives, Ken Shilman and Mac warren, told Les Evans in Minne-
sota, who was then a supporter of the majority grc¢ p, that the lead-
ership in New York expected the party membership (then near 1300) to
be thinned down to 850 before the next convention. This was a re-
markably accurate forecast, which most of you present members of the
NC must have heard at the time. The reason it was accurate was that
the central leadership team has been busy ever since trying to make
it accurate by driving people out of the party. Another name for
such an operation is "split."

The reason why the central leadership team organized a split is per-
fectly obvious. Prior to the 1981 convention it decided that the
SWP should distance itself from Trotskyism, permanent revolution,
political revolution, etc., because these and related programmatic
concepts were unacceptable to the Castroist currents to whom the
team thought the party should orient and adapt. Instead of present-
ing this fateful proposal to the party in the 1981 preconvention
period, so that the members could consider, discuss and decide it,
the central leadership team kept it from the membership and even
from the NC before the convention, where a large number of NC mem-
bers were not reelected merely because they could not be counted on
to go along with the new anti-Trotskyism orientation. It was not
until after the convention that the central leadership team began
to implement the new orientation, taking one step at a time while
vehemently denying any new orientation was intended. The first open
step was at an expanded FC meetlng two days after the convention
when it was decided to organize "Lenin classes" whose main purpose
was to lay the basis for downgrading Trotsky, Trotskylsm and the FI.
Two months later came the first Doug Jenness article in the ISR pub-
licly signalling the repudiation of Trotskyism and permanent “revolu-
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tion, which Jack Barnes made explicit 14 months later in his speech
to the YSA convention at the end of 1982,

It was inevitable that changes of such scope and depth, made piece-
meal without any discussion or decision by the party, would create
indignation or consternation in the party and demands that they be
discussed. But the central leadership team did not want them dis-
cussed--it wanted to change the party's positions without a discus-
sion because it feared that it could not get the membership's con-
sent through a democratic discussion. The same lack of selt-confi-
dence and mistrust of the membership led the central leadercship to
decide that opponents of the new undiscussed orientation had to be
discredited and ousted before the next preconvention discussion per-
iod would open in the spring of 1983,

So when Frank Lovell asked the November 1981 NC meeting, shortly
after the first Jenness article, to open a literary discussion in
the party about Leniniem and ite relation to Trotskyism, he was ma-
ligned as an opponent of the study of Lenin and his motion was de-
feated. The very idea of a discussion was denounced as a ruse to
reopen questions decided at the convention, although the Leninism
dispute had not even been mentioned at the convention. when Lovell
and Steve Eloom pne month. later set up the Fourth Internationalist
Caucus in the NC, again calling for a literary discussion of Lenin-
ism and Trotskyism, they asked the PC to make their five-point plat-
form available to the members; the PC rejected this as a trick to
"reopen the party internal discussion bulletin," which they had not
even mentioned. (The falsity of this claim was exposed nine months
later when the PC did circulate the F.I.C. platform to the members
without reopening any internal discussion bulletin.) When Lovell
dared to show the F.I.C. platform to a member who asked him about
it, the NC plenum of February-iiarch 1982 ruled that he and other KC
oppositionists had "forfeited" their membership in the party, and
adopted a series of 27 motions establishing "new norms" that would
make it easier to expel oppositionists or critics. From then on the
internal situation deteriorated drastically month by month and ex-
pulsions became commonplace. That is the origin of the party crisis
--it was created by the central leaderchip team, not by a nonexistent
secret faction.

Whenever critics of the new orientation tried to say anything at
branch or district meetings, they were declared out of order and were
told, repeatedly, that they would have a chance to present their
views at the "proper" time--when the preconvention discussion would
bec bpened in the spring of 1983, But the central leadership team had
no intention of letting oppositionists discuss the new orientation in
1983, or any other time. It voted down the Opposition Bloc motion to
have the convention in August 1983, two years after the previous con-
vention. Then it voted in Zugust 1983 to postpone the convention for
a full year, to August 1984, and simultaneously ousted all four oppo-
sitionists in the NC from both the NC and the party on the flimsiest
of charges (cynically accusing them of conducting a split operation).
The central leadership team had hoped that the ouster of the four NC
members would provoke a split, which could be blamed on the opposi-
tionists. When that didn't happen, it was forced to resort to the
clumsy and transparent mass purge at the beginning of 1984. Bad as
that looked to the members of the SWP and other sections of the FI,
it was considered necessary by the central leadership team, which

was determined to get rid of all oppositionists before your plenum
this month opened the preconvention discussion.
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That brings us to the present situation, which is absolutely unprece-
dented in the long history of our party. Never before has our KC
opened a preconvention discussion after expelling all members known
to have or suspected of having differences with the leadership. What
kind of discussion can it be when the remaining members are all acute-
ly aware of what happened to those who were going to defend political
positions the party has had since its inception? Such a discussion
cannot impart genuine authority to any leaders elected by such a
process, and it can only discredit the party in the eyes of revolu-
tionary workers everywhere,

How can you get the party out of the impasse to which the central
leadership team has led it? There is only one way, the one proposed
by the Fourth Internationalist Tendency in its March 26 letter to
you (reprinted in Bulletin in Defense of Marxism No. 5, April 1984):
Reinstate the members expelled for political reasons since the last
convention if they pledge to abide by the decisions of the convention
and let them participate in the preconvention discussion on the same
basis as other members. This alone will make a real discussion pos-
sible; this alone will enable the party membership to hear all sides
of the dispute over the central leadership team's new orientation
away from Trotskyism and to pass judgment on it in a democratic and
definitive way; this alone can lead the party out of its present
crisis. If we oppositionists actually are splitters and disloyal,
that will be demonstrated to the members in the discussion, and you
will be able to expel us again after that with their approval. If
on the other hand the discussion disproves the charges against us by
the central leadership team, that too would benefit the party.

It will be difficult for you to make such a move, as I said earlier.
But you can do it without necessarily passing judgment on the FC or
the central teadership team. All you have to decide and say is: "It
would be in the best interests of the party to have a democratic dis-
cussion of all the issues confronting us, but that isn't possible
when the defenders of the positions challenged by the central leader-
ship team are excluded from the discussion. Therefore, in the best
interests of the party, and without prejudice to charges that the
central leadership team may want to bring against oppositionists at
the end of the political discussion culminating in the convention,

we hereby grant the appeals of members expelled since the last con-
vention who agree to abide by the decisions of the convention and of
the leadership it elects, and reinstate them to membership at once

so that they can participate fully in the preconvention discussion
and other work of the party."”

I think the party members would support such a move by you with en-

thusiasm and gratitude. I think it would also have a healthy impact
on those expellees whose unjust expulsions have had disorienting or

demoralizing effects on them.

Comradely,

/3/*6205’%‘./

George Breitman
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