INSPIRED PROPHETS AND IGNORANT ASSES

To address the working man without a strictly scientific idea and a
positive doctrine is to engage in an empty and dishonest preaching game,
which assumes an inspired prophet on the one hand, and nothing but
asses listening to him with gaping mouths on the other... Ignorance

has never yet helped anyone. K. Marx .
—
Tes~
4
i,

In September of 1973 the Philadelphia Workers Organizing Committee (PWOC) X
was forced to expel two of its former members for consistently and incorrigibly*r\ 3
advocating an opportunist line in our organization. We decided upon this course’ 4,
of action only after devoting fully eighteen months of our organization's atten- hmmx/
tion in trying to win over these individuals. Some twenty meetings, two study (f
programs, and many special programs were established precisely with this goal in
mind. When it became clear to us that these things would be of no avail, we
reluctantly decided that we had no other course but to expel them.

. 'The actual expulsion was not carried out hastily. A great deal of time was
spent in weighing the advantages and disadvantages of such a course of action.
On the one hand these individuals were dedicated, serious people who were willing
to take on difficult tasks for the organization. It was, of course, possible
. that we would eventually be able to win them over. On the other hand, during
~ their entire presence in our organization these individuals consistently opposed
' every attempt to advance and consolidate the PWOC. Every step forward that the
PWOC made in the 1% years of their membership had to be made by stepping over them.
The disruptive and harmful effects of such actions should be obvious. For if
there is one thing that the proletarian movement demands in order to advance, it
is unity! The weight, therefore, lay solidly on the side of the expulsion.

Nevertheless, as we have said, it was not an act that we carried out without
reluctance - reluctance which stemmed not only from hesitancy to admit our
failure with these individuals but also hesitancy to face the torrent of criti-
cism that we knew they would heap upon our heads. We knew that there are many
sworn enemies of Marxism who would positively relish this expulsion and who would
encourage the expelled to slander the PWOC and all that is positive in it. We
also knew that in all probability these individuals would degenerate into extreme
factionalism and objective anti-communism (and so they have), and we knew that
they would play to the backward elements in the movement. However, we realized
that not only the incipient communist movement but the cause of Marxism would
eventually be served by the expulsion. Not only would the PWOC make itself
stronger by purging itself of this opportunist element but also the entire move-~
ment would benefit by a principled discussion of the differences involved.

Little by little, the various currents of opportunism which dominate the views
of the expelled would be clarified and then defeated, not only locally but in the
entire movement. The cause of the proletariat would therefore be served.

It is with this perspective that we present our discussion of the expulsion
of two opportunists from the PWOC, We are not interested in presenting the
particular incidents around which the struggle was waged in the PWOC, nor in N
slandering the two individuals whom we were forced to expel. We do not think R
that either the particulars or the personalities involved are of much interest to oA
the movement, nor do we think they should be. But what is of interest (and
positively demands clarification) is principled discussion of the two lines that \J
clashed in the PWOC and a discussion of their essence. And it is for this that |
this paper is designed. It is only with the knowledge of the objective tasks of
the workers' movement that our actions in expelling these individuals become un- N
derstandable. It is only within the context of the broad and fundamental tasks Q\Q
of the workers' movement and its communist vanguard that the necessity of purging A
opportunism - of a rigorous, vigilan&, all-sided struggle against opportunism - \é; S
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becomes clear. It is only within such a context that real errors will stand
" in relief and false accusations will be exposed - that the two opposing view-
points manifest their real essence.

We will proceed first to an examination of the general tasks of the communist
movement, where we will set out our principled understanding of the nature of
these tasks. Then we will describe the nature of opportunism in this period and
its salient features. From there we will proceed to an examination of the
expelled's position paper "The Split in the PWOC". Showing this paper to be
devoid of expressed principle, we will examine another document which displays
' the essence of these individuals' opportunist views and we will proceed to
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expand this essence into the concrete forms that it took in the PWOC.

* * * * * *

7% The working class movement in the United States continues to develop and

expand. More and more workers are shaking off the deep sleep of the fifties

and becoming involved in sharpering struggles against imperialism. Daily the
forces arraycd against imperialism grow stronger. Students, intellectuals, far-
mers, national.liboration moveniznts, oppressed minorities are joining with the

,b?dletgriatiin the struggies against imperialism. But these forces, the prole-
....%ariat and its allies; are withcut revolutionary leadership, they have no politice
!;:él party through which they can speak and vhich will represent their interests
.. in the struggle againct irperialism. The movement has been left to develop spon-
wftaneously,;veering now. to. the right irto reformism and now to the 'left' into

frustrated adventurism. The proletariat's struggle is at bresent sporadic, dis-
organized and underdeveloped. The allies of the proletariat have been left to
themselves to determine the sub~tance and the durability of their alliance with
the working class. There is no political force which is capable of shaping,

_ broadening ard develoning the sporadic, segmented, and disorganized struggles of
the working class ond its allier into a durable and determined movement for.the

overthrow of irperialism. The furndame:tal feature of the movement is its attack

-on imperialis and cenitelis: exploitation; its chief defect is that this feature

remains submerged “n coontaneiiy, its conscious éspeét has yet to be developed.

' If,tﬁe fundamental thrust of the workers' movement is ever ﬁo be succéésful
in its great goal - the overthrow of rcnopoly capitaliem - it must have experienced

and trained leader-hip which will £uid> it through all the inevitable twists and

turns that the moveneat mast talze, twists and turns foisted upon it by the con-
tradictions izheret in caritalist production relations. It must have a deter-
mined and capnble leadershin which is farsighted and yet practical, principled

and yet capablie of: ccmprozise, dedicated and vet humane. This leadership must

be .capable of leadin:; the rovement through periods of advance and of retreat,

of inteuce revoluticuary activity and of sleow and peaceful development, changing
and adapting its tec'ics ton the material conditions extant at the time, never

losing sight cf its nltimste gcal. And In order to maximise its effect this leader-

. ship must be united in ideolegy, in program, in organization, and in tactics.

The concrete form £ sh unity mus: toke can be rone other than a political party =
a party of. the work:.ag clecs. foig party must be a vanguard party, a communist
party.

The principle oad fundamental task of all those who have the interests of
the proletariat at Leart is thercfore the construction of a revolutionary communist
party. How should this perty be formed? Should we not assemble all those inter-
ested in such a-development, elecct leadership, draft a constitution, rules, etc.
and begin to work? No, such a course would be incorrect; it would not reflect
the objective state of the working class movement. First, we do not have suffi=
cient cadre to form such a rerty, and vwhat cadre we do have are relatively inex=-
perienced. Secoad, if we are truly to be a vanguard party and a party of the
working class, we will have to demoastrote our ability to lead the working class,
We will have to have estallished organic lianks with the proletariat. But most
significantly, we lack the ideology to achieve even the first two things we have

identified above. For we .53t not only have cadre but they must be communist

- cadre - schooled in the knowledge and practice of Marxism-Leninism. Finally,

we must not only prove our ability to lead the working class, but to lead it
somewhere - namely towards soycislist revolution. Neither of these two things can

.. .be done without revclutionary ideology, which is formed on the basis of revolu-
- tionary theory. : '

Moreover, in order to maximise the effects of such a party, as we said above,
we must have unity on the critical guestions facing the working class movement,

At present that unity does not exist; there is a serious lack of clarity on the
fundamental questions facing the proletariat. While most 'communists' agree om

the thrust of this movement against imperialism, and many on the need for a van-~
guard party, the agreemsnt very often stops there. The level of agreement ex-
pressed here is an insufficient basis for ideological unity. For example, take

the question of the roal to power in the United States. Do we have unity on even
the basic features of the preletoriat's struggle for power? Certainly most of us
would agree on the necessity ‘of the dictatorship of the proletariat. All.of us
have also rejected the parlismentary reform approach of the CPUSA. But we do not
know the general featurcs of the revolutionary transition. In addition, we may
know that the working class needs allies, but that does not mean we have sufficieat
clarity on who these allies are and the substance of their alliance with the
proletariat. An additional example is the Trade Union Question. It is hard to
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imagine a questlon whlch is so central to the present state of the worders move=
ment, and yet many communlsts have yet to take the questlon up in a serious way.

Thls is not to say, that no progress is belng made on the ba51c questions facing
our movement.: A great number ‘of organlzatlons (among which the PWOC is but one)
are worklng hard to develop real- answers to these problems. While it would cer-
tainly be utopian to expect that we could have clear answers to each and every as-
pect of the basic questions, it is equally utopian to think that the present level
of understanding is a sufficient basis for any but a most tenuous ideological
unity. And itis upon 1deology which the foundation of our party will be layed.

. leen.,then, the ex1st1ng confusion in the left on these fundamenta1~ques-

" tions, it is' the position of the FWOC that a principle task of communists in

this period is to wage a theoretical struggle for the answers to the main tasks
facing the workers' movement. As Lenin wrote in 1900, "Before we can unite, and
in order that we may unite we must first draw firm and definite lines of demar-
cation. “Otherwise, our unity will be purely fictitious, it will conceal the pre-
vailing . confusion and hinder its radical elimination." (Italics added, Col. Wks.
Vol. IV, p. 354) That is, we as communists must draw sharp distinctions between
those lines which ‘tend to support and aid the development of the :coricrete applica=
- tion of Marxist-Leninist theory to the present situation, lines. which vill aid

in advancing the workers' movement, and those which tend towards opportunlsm (the
sacrifice of the long run interests of the proletariat to- the- petty ‘concerns of
the moment). The sharpest possible clash between the Marxist or proletarian
trend and the opportunist or bourgeois trend will contrlbute most to fhe develop-
ment of a revolutionary communist party. ; :

At present opportunism dominates the workers' movement. Thls is an 1rrefu-
table fact. Wherever spontaneity reigns, there reigns also opportun1°m, ‘the bour-
geois trend in the labor movement. Opportunism means the sacrifice ¢ the inter-
ests of the proletariat to the interests of the bourgeoisie because it means
sacrificing the overthrow of the bourgeoisie to temporary improvements in the
workers' indentured existence under capitalism. Opportunism means the sacrifice
of principle, of consciousness, to spontaneity. To defend opportunism is there-
fore to defend the domination of the workers by the bourgeoisie.

The revolutionary movement must be forged in an uncompromising struggle
against opportunism. Those, thenp, who stand for peace with opportunicm, for a one-
sided, academic, ''gentlemanly" struggle against it, and therefore "hinder its
radical elimination' objectively side with opportunism against Marxism. Regardless
of intentions, to preach unity with opportunism is to advocate opportunism over
and against Marxism. For as the bourgeoisie and the proletariat stand in anta-
gonistic contradiction to one another, so do their ideologies. There can be no
peace with the bourgeoisie which does not mean resignation of the proletariat to
bourgeois domination and there can be no peace with the bourgeois trend that does
not submit to bourgeois ideological domination.

Since the fundamental task of communists in this period is an uncompromising
struggle for Marxism-Leninism which takes shape in the form of ideological
clashes with opportunism, one would expect that opportunism would most centrally
confront Marxism around theoretical questions. Opportunism in the present period
must objectively defend the existing confusion in the incipient communist move-
ment. That it cannot do so outright but must veil and cloak its attitudes by
advancing a 'soft' line on theoretical questions is hardly to the point. Oppor-
tunism will always cloak its real attitudes in numerous forms, accomricdating to
- whichever form it thinks will bring it the most allies. Opportunism will raise
-a howl at the 'dogmatism' and 'sectarianism' of all those who strive to carry
- out an all-sided struggle in defense of the essence of Marxism-Leninism. It will
play to all manners of bourgeois prejudice, all the bourgeois ideological currents
that presently have a deathyrip on the proletariat. Opportunism will picture the
atruggle for Marxism in all the Hitleresque images of the Second World War and
the Truman cold war mythology. Opportunism will even stoop to anti-communism in
order to win allies. And yet opportunism will express itself in the most innocent
of terms as a legitimate, yes communist, ideology. All this and more opportunism
will do to maintain hegemony for confusion over clarity.

Why does opportunism play to bourgeois and petty-bourgeois ideas and preju-
dices? Because opportunism cannot stand up to a discussion of principle. An
ideological trend which is based on the sacrifice of principle to the petty con-
cerns of the moment could hardly be expected to be stalwart in defense of principle.
An ideological trend whose first principle is no principles could hardly be expect-
ed to behave in a principled manner. Since at present fear, prejudice and ir-
rationality pervade the movement, one could hardly expect anything more from op-
portunlsm than playing these things over and against Marxism-Leninism. If oppor=-
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tunism is to be successful in hindering its own elimination from the movement it
must utilize all that is backward in the movement to defeat the positive, prin-
cipled and Marxist trend.

All this is not to say that opportunism will never yield to a discussion of
principle. True, it will not yield easily, but yield it will if the opportunity
demands it. Just as it masquerades as Marxism-Leninism, it will masquerade as a
Most principled trend. For the more sophisticated our movement becomes the
more sophisticated opportunism will have to beccme in order to maintain.its place
i the movement. The harder we struggle against it the mors dogged will it become
in its registance, in its attempts to confuse and gloss over the issues. This is
funddmiéntal to the nature of opportunism = it will accommodate itself to whatever
forms are necessary to mask its intentions (short,ofcourse, of the essence of
MarxisweLeninism). . ‘ :

An additional feature of opportunism in this period is that it dees not
show its essence as boldly as it does in other periods, a fact which makes it
easier for it to coexist with the Marxist trend in our rovement. This has both a
general and a particular side. First the particula- side. Given the narrowness
of our practical activity where so much is focused on the economic struggle and
our movement is so diffusc and ill-defined and our ta-ke are of such a basic
nature, a little opportunism may seem to be tolerable. After all, we are a very
young movement and all of us have a great deal to learn. In addition our practice
is hardly at the level where one can say conclusively that such and such is “oppor-
tunist". Shouldn't we allow more time to prove out our theories? After all we
are bound to make mistakes. There is, or course, aa elcment of truth to all this.
We have indeed a long way to go and must realize that we have much to learn. But
this fact makes the struggle against opportunigin all the more urgent, because the
narrowness of our practicec speaks of the dominance of orportunism over our movement.
Yes, our knowledge is narrow, the level of our practice is low and our movement
is ill-defined, but our tasks are expsaded; not @iminished by these facts - we
have all the more ground to cover, all the more opportuiisn to root out of our
movement. To argue that we have need of great care in the struggle against oppor-
tunism is one thing; but to argue that thc urgency of that struggle is diminished
thereby is something else: tailism - to tail after oux iiffuse end narrow
practice. ’ '

The more general aspect is that opportunisn alwaysc sliows itself léss in con-
flict with the Marxist trend in periods of slow and relatively peaceful develop-
ment of the movement. It cannot be denied that we are in such a period - that
our progress will be made mostly through 'evolutionary' riethods of struggle rather
than revolutionary methods. It is in times of revolution that opportunism really
reveals its service to the bourgeoisie. #Anyone who has studied the history of
the Bolshevik party knows that. But what they should also know, as was proven
in the German Social Democratic Party, is that to hold back the struggle against
opportunism until such a period is to effectively doom the revolution. If the
struggle against opportunism is not initiated in the very early days of the move-
ment and carried out continually through and after the revolution, there gan be
no revolution. A revolutionary situation, when it does develop, will be turned
into a massacre and the opportunists will be aiming their guns at the workers.

None of what we have said so far explains how certain individuals come to em-
brace opportunism, to nourish its presence in the workers' movement. How could
any individual who sincerely believes himself to be fighting for the cause of
the proletariat defend opportunism? The answer to this guestion comes from two
basic facts. First, the dominant ideas of any age are the ideas of its ruling
class. This is so.because the economic and social supreracy of the ruling class
gives it access to both the scientific knowledge of the era and the means of
communicating that knowledge. By virtu- of its economic dominance of the society
the ruling class determines not only what is to be investigated but what that
investigation should prove and what parts of it should be communicated to the
masses of oppressed aaud exploited. Secondly, in the modern era, the development

~~of the concentration and centralization of capital into monopolies has forced

many small independent producers (petty capitalists) into the working class by
driving them out of business. This segment of the petty-bourgeoisie becomes part
- of the proletariat economically but brings with it the ideology which reflected
their former social position. This petty-bourgeois ideology which is a product of
‘their former class status reflects the contradictory nature of that status. On
"the one hand the petty-hourge»isie is constantly being squeezed out by the larger
..-capitalists, but on the other it constantly wants to be accepted into the ranks
~of the capitalists themselves. This it can only do by bectming an exploiter of
labor power. Thus the petty-bourgeoisie has no independent ideology of its own
‘and constantly vacillates between the proletarian and the bourgeois standpoint.



It is the entrance of the petty-bourgeois element into the ranks of the proletariat
which provides the basis for the ideological waverings characteristic of opportun-
ism. .

In addition to the sector of the petty-bourgeoisie that is forced into the
working class by economic conseguences of monopolization, there is another segment
which deserts the petty=-bourgeoisie of its own choice. This segment is predomi-
nately intellectual and sees in the proletariat the only possibility for a decent
‘existence for mankind. And here again these individuals do not always leave be=
‘hind their petty-bourgeois ideology. It is this particular basis of petty=-bourgeois

- ideology in the proletarian movement that most concerns us here, for it is the
"new" left which most explicitly expressed these ideological waverings which have
been carried over into the present state of the movement. It is also the new left
which provides the main base for the incipient communist movement today (new
left should not be taken to exclude its Black leadership). Given' that this "new"
left was itself a product of the crisis of imperialism on the one hand, and the
bankruptcy of the existing revolutionary movement on the other, one could quite
naturally expect it to be dominated by petty-bourgeois leftist ideology. It was
generally contemptuous of theory, holding what it called "practice' up as the
sole arbiter of revolutionary activity. He who did the most "practice' was the

‘most’ revolutionary. It also held the petty-bourgeois anarchist position on organ=-
ization, being morally opposed to real centralism and leadership. An extremely
personalist and individualist approach to politics, holding that the primary
task of the left was the transfoimation of the individual into a ""revolutionary"

« %3 -with a capital R, was predominant. It held to frenzied conceptions of struggle
and made no systematic attempts to determine the difference between struggles
that were beneficial and those that were destructive. Struggle by definition was
good. All this is characteristic of the petty-bourgeois intellectual driven to
despair. . E ’

- It is this particular species of opportunism vhich provides a particular
- " danger in our movement today. Overall, of course, the main danger is the righu v
forms of opportunism, because they are more prevalent and widespread in the prole~
‘tarian movement. But in the segment of that movement which has now set for it-
self the task of building a new communist party, it is infantile leftism which
prevails. And this infantile leftism takes the particular form of carrying over
the dogma of the "new'" left.

That individuals must be perpetrators of opportunism in the workers' movement
'is obvious. But what is really unfortunate is that these perpetrators are quite
~oftén (and this is the case of our particular experience in PWOC) dedicated indiv-
dduals who are unconscious of their role. These individuals often do not realize
that they are allying themselves with opportunism and many times sincerely believe
that their ideology serves the working class. It is this sincere belief and their
ability to rationalize and deny their objective role which makes these individuals
" 80 difficult to transform. It is, in addition, much easier to defend and advance
this "new" left ideological dogma than to come to grips with the real and '
present tasks of the workers' movement. It is a great deal easier to advance the
old assumptions, than to take the time and energy to develop a theory which
more completely reflects the real conditions in the proletariat and its consequent
tasks. ' It is, of course, much easier to obtain "leadership'" in the movement by
playing to the rearguard trend. It is certainly easier to be an opportunist than
to set oneself squarely against the present spontaneity and diffuseness in our
movement .

This is not to say that as soon as one recognizes an opportunist in omne's
organization one must throw up one's kends and advocate his or her expulsion.
-~The organization's ability to tolerate advocates of opportunism depends on the
objective state of the movement and objective nature of the particular brand of
+o--opportunism that is being advanced. But whatever the particular circumstances im
which we find ourselves, opportunism itself cannot be tolerated. A vigorous and
“thorough struggle must be waged against it. And if after a period of intense
struggle the perpetrators of opportunism cannot be transformed, refuse to come to
grips with their opportunism in principle, they must be expelled. This is unfor-
tunate but absolutely necessary. Not to do so is to sacrifice the long run inter=-
ests of the proletariat in its struggle for clarity in its movements to the petty
concerns of generosity and goodwill towards a few mistaken individuals.

, ~-nr . To say that the fundamental task of the present period is the theoretical
struggle in defense of Marxism-Leninism is not to say that this struggle can be
carried: out abstractly in study groups, the theoretical journald, etc. Certainly
these: forms are ugeful and necessary vehicles for this struggle, but they are not
sufficient. For our real burning questions come not frem the writings of Marx,

k. I
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Engels, Lenin and Mao but from the class struggle in this perind in this country.

The revolutionary genuises of bygone eras have much to contribute to our knowledge
and to debunk their vital contributions is criminal. It is just that they can

- neither identify the central questions facing our movement nor can they answer

' these'questions. Both the identification of the centrel questions and their answers
rest upon our shoulders alone. These genuises can, of course, aid in the process
of identification and -answering but if we make mistakes it will not be because
they are wrong. It will be we who are in error and we must pay a great deal more

~attention not so much to what they wrote but to the methodology which they applied

to do what they did. We must pay a great deal more attention to devdloping the

“ Marxism-Leninism of our epoch and in our tima..

-- Theory, therefore, which is abstract, is not theory worthy of the name. The
“"only ‘theory which can truly be called '"communist" theory is theory which can
“‘directly ‘intervene in the workers' movement and guide its development. This is why
'Marxists have always held that practice is the criteriom of truth. In order for

theory to-be termed "truth'" it muct be confirmed in practice. This is not. to

say that any theory can be confirmed to the point that everyone will immediately

grasp it as truth. Reality is much too complex, and the minds of mankind much

too simple for such an eventuality. Theory can be confirmed in practice only by

drawing out the main_features of the development of the concrete situation and

examining the extent ‘to which the particular theory conforms with these features.
"“To be able to do so with any amount of certainty takec a great deal of experience.
But experience of this kind itself can only be obtained .in practice.:

The really critical weakness in our movement is not sc much the lack of

theory in general as it is ideology, real ideology. Our movement lacks. theory
which is capable of leafing the proletarian movement. It is not so much that we
have insufficient kn-wledge of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Mao as it is that we have
insufficient knowledge of how to apply what knowledge we have already acquired.
It is not so much that we lack theory, but that we “ave not given that theory a
living form -'we have yet to construct the real ideology vhich will serve as a
basis for a revolutionary communist party-

It is when the general principle which we have identified is made concrete
that we find the real test of our ability to really be "communists' in this period.
It is only when our practice shows that in understanding the primary task we have
not negated the secoadary tosks that we can be proven correct. When we say that
‘the primary task in the present period is the development of theoretical clarity
we are not saying that the secondary tasks are not important. When we. say that
the theoretical struggle is primary we do not mesn that it is not absolutely
essential that we pay attention to the task of developing capable cadre. It is
-~ indisputably true that real ideology can only take shape i the process of an all=-
“sided development of the class struggle. The ideological foundation of the party

can only be'layed by direct and active participation in the workers' movement,
by carrying ‘out real practical sSteps to fulfill not just the primary tasks but

- also’ the secondary ones.

The PWOC's practice speaks starkly and clearly for our understanding of how

to carry out the struggle for a vanguard party. First and foremost, what ‘ideology
we have 'developed has been molded in the crucible of the class struggle. Every
member of the FWOC participates actively in daily activity in different factories
in the city. Our entire structure was built around those forms which we felt
would most aid in the development of this activity. Our basic organizational
unit-i's:'the industrial club where individuals in each factory meet regularly to
diséuss their work. The very first question which we developed was the trade union
question, because it confronted us most centrally in our practical work. There
is nothing that has dominated the hictory of the PWOC so pervasively as our efforts
~to build a présence for ourselves as communiste in the workers' mass movement.

And it was our efforts in this endeavor which. taught us the critical need for the

development of real ideology = a concrete applicatioa of Marxism-Leninism to the
“situation which we faced in the factories.

Thus, the fundamental task of the present period is the struggle for "a
‘strictly scientific idea and a positive doctrine' and against "an empty and dis-
honest preaching game''. The essence of this struggle is the theoretical and
ideological struggle against opportunism. Does this mean the struggle for program,
organization and tactics are not important? Certainly not! It is just that the
cuttifig edge of the present movement is fundamentally théoretical. For it is
primarily theory which will serve as the bedrock foundation o program, tactics,
and osganization. It is only the correct grasp of Marxist-Leninist theory that
will show us the most rapid and orderly way to achieve a party. For as a great
revolutionary has taught, "without revolutionary theory, there can be no




revolutionary movement.'
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If we were to cease our argument at this point we would have done no great
service to those who want to come to an understanding of who was right and who
was wrong in the recent expulsion. True, we may have provided some clarity on
the PWOC's position on the fundamental tasks of the period, &nd in addition some
of our knowledge on the deleterious practice of opportunism. But we have failed
to provide an analysis of the split which would enable sincere individuals to
come to an understanding of the nature of the split. Our detractors have said
that we are miserable scalywags who have perpetrated horrors upon them. We say
that this is not the cass. They have listed examples which we say are distorted
and factional. Charges and counter-charges, where is the reader left to go?
Surely he or she must make some effort to form an opinion as to who is in the
main correct in this dispute (the circumstances, in fact, demand that this be done).
But. on what is the reader to base the decision? Both sides say that they are
'right and the other wrong. Both have contrary interpretations of events which are
of direct knowledge to them alone. On what can the decision be based? On personal
" knowledge of the people involved? On the eloquence of the argumentation? On
the grasp displayed in the two positions of Marxism and its finepoints? No, none
of these should provide the basis of his or her position. Any reader has the
~‘right to demand much more of the parties involved in this dispute.

The only way that any reader could hope to make a principled judgement of
“'which side is mainly correct is by knowledge of the positions that each side takes
in regard to the fundamental questions facing the communist movement. If this

is not provided there is no guide so that the reader can find his or her way
through the morass of charges and countercharges and come up with a proper under-
~standing of the real development of the split and real points at issue. . That is,
" without a concrete (and here the word is used in the Marxist sense) presentation
of the principles which guide the practice of the two sides in this dispute, no
‘one could make any sense of the muddle heretofore presented.

In addition, ‘a principled.exposition of the two lines in the organization
- which produced the split conforms most closely to the needs of the communist
movement at this time. We said above that it is extremely important that "'sharp
and definite lines of demarcation' be drawn between the Marxist trend and the
opportunist trend in our movement. The PWOC is an organization within that move-
ment which has had a split that developed into an expulsion. It is quite obvious
that the split was over differences of principle concerning the primary tasks

of such an organization in this period. The only way, therefore, to serve the

- communist movement, to advance its understanding, is to lay out the two conflicting
trends and "draw the lines of demarcation'" between the two.

Moreover, to present a treatment of serious differences which developed into
an expulsion in the abstract form of the "Split in the PWOC" (the expelled's paper
attacking the PWOC) is to do a positive disservice to our movement. In what sense
is our opponents' treatment abstract? First in that it mades no attempt whatever
to explain the context of an incident as it interprets it. It makes statements
as if to say "such and such is true'" and leaves it at that. There is no attempt
to treat the development of the split historically, no attempt to explain how the
particular example fits in with the general problem that they purport to prove,
no attempt to document their interpretation. But most importantly, they fail to
present any coherent treatment of their principled .approach to a particular
‘question - the principled approach which guided their practice and is implicit
in their interpretation. Not to do so and to present one's criticisms of an
. rorganization totally in negative terms (i.e. without offering a more correct
. approach) is to fall into anti-communist and prejudice. It's guite easy to list
criticisms and weaknesses of any organization and to identify problems that it
“hass. The point, however, is to identify the principles that guided the practice
of this organization and identify how they deviate from Marxism-Leninism. Then
one must set forward the correct approach. To do otherwise is to say to the
reader, ''see how foolish these 'communists' are' as if everyone was a communist
and- already understood the correct approach. To do as our detractors have done
is to play to the backward elements in our movement.

For example, take the following quote which sets out their entire argument
as to the main and dominant trend in the PWOC which they perceive to be in error:

Through the whole struggle with the majority, and with our own errors (2!)
we came to see that FWOC's majority had, from the beginning to end, ten=
ded in a sectarian girection. That is, they "elevated" certain prin-



ciples of Marxism=-Leninism to the level of dogma, so that, in an increas-
ing number of cases, the majority, and especially the kcadership of PWOC
had only to say '"this is a correct M-L position" to stifle discussion
and debate, or any collective decisions or how a position was to be
concretely applied. By taking the principles of Marx1°m-Len1nlsm out
of their historical concrete context and applyirg them mﬁchanlcally to
a current situation, sectarianism leads to dogmaticm and opportunlsm.
It leads to dogmatiem because in its attempt to come up with a neat, easy
formulation of a question, based on surfacc appearaices, FWOC often
takes one aspect of the situation, and treats thai aspect as if it were
the whole question. Thus, any consideration of other aspects or of
contradictions with even one aspect of a situation is made impossible.
Sectarianism leads to opportunism, becausc once the necd for a concrete

, examination ol concrete situatioans is denied it is easier, in the name

oAl of "theoretical clarity'" to apply the principles of Marxism~Leninism
. in a self-serving manner, not letting '"mere facts" get in the way. So (?)

it was that PUOC's majority consistently put their own narrow self-interest
as petty-bourgeois intellectuals and as a grouping within PWOC, ahead of
the needs and struggles of the worklng class, and the developlng com-
munist movemeat. (p. 3)

In the name of "theoretical clarity" and a selZ-serving" application of principles
which do not let '"mere facts" (we would like to know why 'mere facts' was put in
_‘quotation marks) get ia the way, allcw us to make come comments on the "theoretical
' 'clarlty" of thigs. fine statemeat. In the first place, elevating certain principles
to the level of dogma, removing them from their "concrete'" and '"historical" con=
text and applylng them mechanically "to a current situatica" is generally under-
stood to be dogmatism, not sectarianiem. Sectarianism is zommonly understood to

. beé characteristic of the-practice of a sect that puts the interests of its own

' 1little dogma ahead of the interests of the proletariat. It is therefore dogmatism
" which generally leads to sectarianism ond not as our former mcmbers state. In
addition, sectarianiem could hardly lead to opportunism since it ig a species of
opportunism. To say that cectarianism sm leads to opportunlum is tantamount to
'saylng "opportunism leads to opportuaism'. Sectar;anlsn in common Marxist parlance
is understood to be a "left" form of opportunicm, which cnerifices the proletariat's
interests to the interestcs of a gmall sect. The sacrifice of the proletariat's
interests to the interests of a cmall group is a chariactcristic feature of oppor-
tunism in general. Thus vhat we have here is a muddle -~ a theoretical ruddle.
Well, at least it hase one redceming virtue: it is a very 1mcommon theoretical
muddle !

Secondly, we would like to inquire of the author(s) of this document for
specific (dare we say "concrete')examples of our lapse into sectavinnism (or
dogmatism in common parlance). Just where, when, and on what questions did the
PWOC remove a principle from its concrete context and elevate it to the position
of a dogma? Where, when and how did we maintaoin that an cbsiracted prlnc1p1e
over-rode '"mere facts'?

Thirdly, since you maintain that the main and dominate trend in the EWOC
is sectarianism (or dogmatism?), will you be zo kiud as to show us in your treat=-
ment of the ''concrete' examples just how and why; zand where we manifested our
sectarianism (and what we should have done)? Incidentally, would you be so. .
klnd as to document your interpretations of these events?

Just a minute, now, maybe we are being a little harch, you tell us. After
all, we have picked out one little paragrapi in a paper of ten pages. Admittedly
the’ paragraph has a few weaknesses VYut maybe they are strengthened further on.
~ All right, we're convinced. Let's look at three other sections of the paper,
which break up this sectarian tendancy into three parts: 1) Methods of ideological
struggle and development; 2) Crltlclsm-self-crltlc18m, and 3) PWOC's separation
of practical and theoretical work.

Now, let's take each question one by one as they preccented them, and quote
their expressed positions on these questionc. The first guestion is '"Methods of
Ideological struggle and development". This is divided into two parts: part a)
""Ideological struggle'; part b) '""Ideological development''. Now part a) is presented
~in one long paragraph vhich makec no attempt whatever to set out a principled
position on the role ° ideological struggle is to play in the communist movement.
All it does is to make explicit criticisms of "errors'" made by the FWOC in this
area. Just how we fell dovn and what our theoretical errors were, the author
will not (or cannot) tell. One. does get some sense. of an implicit position by
“way of extrapolating from the different specific examples. But these positions
are not developed and amovit to such platitudes as "it is necessary to have inves-




tigation and struggle on either theoretical principles or their application' or
"struggles and differences should be turned into an education" and other such
statements on this level. Part b) yields more of the same with one significant
addition which we shall quote:

But in the future, when workers begin to enter communist organizations,
we will find that this (ideological development) will be an even greater
test of those groups' potential. For only the greatest attention to
giving workers tools of M-L theory and its application will insure that
the workers' class consciousness and experience in struggle and their (2)
links with the masses of workers will be used to their greatest extent,
not ignored because a few people in the group hold "monopoly'" (in
quotation marks, no less!!) on M-L theory, and use that 'monopoly"

to hold power.

Of course no communist could disagree with this. It is part of the grade
school wisdom of the communist movement. That the workers must be schooled in
Marxist theory and practice is equivalent to saying that the workers must desire
and know how to make a revolution in order for there to be one.

As we move into the next section "criticism-self criticism" we find similar
contributions to theoretical clarity. Besides learning of further heinous
crimes on the part of the PWOC we have the following tidbit: .

This is a long way away from the Leninist conception of c-s-c- as a very
important component of insuring that work is carried out, and carried
out correctly, and that only in the context of constant and relentless
struggle and criticism can the masses have confidence that communists
have no interests other then the working class, and therefore no stake
in hiding their mistakes. (p.8) .

“7 Here again, no insight is contributed as to the role c-s-c should play in the
communist movement. Here again we have a revolutionary platitude. which is a
"long way from the Leninist conception' of principled ideological struggle.

Now, at last we come to the final section which is to put the finishing
touches on the exposure of the central weakness of the PWOC: sectarianism. Here
we are treated to a '"concrete' examination of the relationship of theory to
practice. A whole page boils down to this: separation of theory from practice
is bad. No great harm would be done to our movement if this author were to
attempt to monopolize his theory!!

This sums up the whole paper '"The Split in the PWOC" insofar as it makes
any attempt to present a principled discussion of the split (that became an
expulsion) in the PWOC. In our view it was not just fortuitous that our opponents
shyed away from any presentation of principle; a refusal to discuss any question
on a principled level was characteristic of their tendancy in the PWOC. Lenin
explains, somewhat posthumously: : s

 When we speak of fighting opportunism, we must never forget a character-
.istic feature of present-day opportunism in every sphere, namely, its
vagueness, amorphoseness, elusiveness. An opportunist by his very

nature, will always evade taking a clear and decisive stand, he will
always seek a middle course, he will always wriggle like a snake between
two mutually exclusive points of view and try to "agree' with both and

L SERSEE reduce his differences of opinion to petty ammendments, doubts, innocent
. ~and pious suggestions, and so on and so forth. (Col. Wks., Vol VII, p. 4O4)

There is, of course, an element of truth in this paper in spite of the fact
that this truth is mired in an attempt to play on the emotionalism and the pre-
vailing anti-communism of the movement. But that truth is neither profound nor

“enlightening. It is quite true that the PWOC has a long way to go in the develop~-
ment of theory, the development of ideological struggle, cadre, criticism=-self-
criticism, program, tactics, organization, etc. The PWOC has many weaknesses
that we have been struggling to overcome. But this fact we have never denied.

And contrary to the impressions that these comrades would like to perpetrate, they

‘were not expelled for their constant and relentless criticism of the leadership,
the organization, its cadre (excepting themselves, of course) and its established
tasks. Nor were they expelled for their dishonest and unprincipled struggles
and their continued disruption through factionalism of the organization's work.
Nor were they expelled for taking back with one hand the "unity'" they had given
with the other. These comrades were expelled for consistently and incorrigibly
advecating for over a year and a half an opportunist approach to the fundamental
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questions facing the communist movement, for maintaining these attltudes in spite
-of two study programs devised precisely with them in mind (one of which they
opportunely forgot to mention in their attack - the Unity Study Group, whose
central topic was the cssense of petty-bourgeois leftism and consisted of five
sessions of 2 to 3 hours each), for maintaining these positions in spite of
approximately 20 meetings that we had with them which in one way or another re-
volved around them and their mistakes, for maintaining these positions in spite

of a 22 page paper and numerous resolutions and other assorted documents explaining
their errors. And all this is a matter of record, a matter of hard, palpable,
documented fact.

It therefore remains for us to set forward a principled interpretation of
the theoretical differences on which the initial split and the subsequent expul-
sion were based. Because these expelléd comrades will not be so kind (in reality
-it is'not a matter of kindness, as opportunism is‘in principle opposed to dis=-
cussion of principle) as to set forward their positions for us, we will have to
do it for them. This we will do on the basis of quotations from documents written
by them immediately prior to and since the expulsion, =0 as rot to be prejudiced
‘against their "self-criticism". While it would be quite easy to expose them by
using the earlier documents beccause here their opportimism appears in more naked
form, we will procead as if their self-criticism was as thorough as they would
have us believe.

Before we begin our examination of the theoretical differences between the
two lines on the nature of the split and expulsion from the PWOC, we must em-

- phasize that it is only with great difficulty that one elicits any sense of prin-
ciple in the writings of our erstwhile members. TFirst becauce any mention of
principle by them is either of the platitude sort as shown above, or co vague and
ill-defined as to be nearly useless. Sacond, because they have never systematized
their ideas, always being willing to drop this cor tnat surface manifestation of
opportunism in favor of nidintaining opportunism 1tgelf. n the cour-~ of the
long and bitter struggle in the FWOC the expelled raiscd many attitvdes to a
particular question, wvhich we were able to demonstrate to them as incorrect.
These attitudes would then be dropped (and sometimes they would even deny that
they ever held them) only to appear in another form - more cophisticated oppor-
tunism, yes, but opportunism nevertheless. Everv attempt to comnect the various
incidents met with the characteristic response as exhibited in the very first
page of the "Split in the FWOC" paper: we would be accused of "driving the
minority ... into extreme forms'" of their tendancy, of Ymanipulating for faction=-
al purposes'' or, as written in a paper called "Four Questione'" (from which we will
‘hear more later on) '"of trying to build in order to destroy" their faction. All
of which manifested not only their paranoia but their utter reluctance to examine
the roots of their errors. (Needless to say, it was intensely frustrating to
have to wage essentially the same struggles over and over and over again.) And
finally, the main content of their activity in the PWOC was criticism of cadre,
the organization and its work. Their entire work in the PWOC produced only one
proposal of any substance: the much heralded "Trade Union Agitational Program'
“-(which we will Supply to anyone interested). This proposal was not a bad idea

in the abstract but lacked any foresight, definiteness or clarity; it is a mere
jumble of possible trade union demands to which no order was given whatsoever.
Given that the content of their practice in the PWOC was confined to criticism,
and unprincipled criticism at that, their "principles' were only expressed
negatively. And that it is extremely difficult to extract 'principles" from their
criticism can be seen by anyone who tries to do so in "The Split in the PWOC".
All this is, of course, characteristic of opvortunist 'vaguenese, amorphousness,
elusiveness', and, we might add, vacillation.

In spite of these facts, what we are able to extract from their various
writings will show, we think incontestably (except to an opportunist), that they
stood for a lack of clarity on theoretical questions, for practice to be the
-'guide to theory, for an individualistic and personalist approach to criticism,
for-organizational diffuseness, narrow practicalism, and general 1deologlcal
-confusion: While all this is certainly a mouthful, it amounts to saying that they
- stood for oppotunism and reconciliation between opportunism and Marxism: their

‘line (regardless of" 1ntent10ns) encouraged the PWOC to engage in "an empty and
dlshonest preachlng game". .

- We have said that the prlmary arena of struggle in the present period is
*'the theoretical struggle for Marxism, that the cutting edge of the proletarian
franguard'e struggle for a Marxlst-Lenlnlst party is first and foremost ideological.
“/We further maintain that to belittle this struggle, to narrcw it and dull its
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cutting edge is the main feature of opportunism in the present period. To argue
for the narrowing of our theoretical tasks is to defend opportunism - is to defend
the spontaneity in the movement against consciousness.

For our detractos' position on this question (the role of theory in the
present period) we will have to turn to a document aptly entitled "Four Questions".
The author (the leading ideologue of the expelled) in the very first paragraph
writes: '

The focus of this paper will be on which principles, and what concrete
struggles have served to advance the cause of '"party" or Marxist-Leninist
organizational ideas and practice (both internal and external) in PWOC,
and which have perpetuated '"circle" ideas and practice.

We see, therefore, that the author holds forth the promise of a principled treat-
ment of which ideas and principles have served to advance the cause of Marxism=-
Leninism in the PWOC. We cannot, then, be accused of taking unfair advantage of
a ba51cally "concrete'" presentation.

- The first question which the author purports to examine in a principled:
. fashion is '"the role of correct ideas in communist work", which roughly corresponds
‘to the role of theory and the tasks related to it in the present period. Our
author contributes the following: . i

The role of correct ideas in communist work is to illuminate practice,
to put empirical facts into the framework of Marxism-Leninism and thus
enable us to lead the struggle. With correct ideas (Marx1st—Len1nlst)
as our guide, we are able to determine:

1) what historical period are we (U.S. Proletariat) in, what tasks are
most demanding of solution, what errors are to be ant1c1pated, what
successes are to be expected.

2) What are the programmatic, tactical, and organizational forms approp=-
riate for this period of history, dangers and successes to be expected.

Fine. There is little anyone could disagree with here, appart from some inept
and potentially misleading phrasing (especially: ''to put empirical facts into the
framework of Marxism-Leninism'"). However, the essential point is stated - theory
is needed to guide our practice in this period. Oen would expect that the author
~ would proceed to at least outline the answers to the two questions he correctly
identifies. Instead, we have the following, entitled "Correct Ideas and Prole-
tarianization': "
Marxism understands ''personality" and ''politics'" to be both concrete
emanations from the basis of society - that is the objective economic
and historical state of things. '"Politics'" is the conscious reflection
of a particular individual or group's position in society and their at=-- '
tempt to formulate it. '"Personality traits" also reflect the objective
position and consciousness of the individual - qualities like "'discipline",
""'selfishness'', '"initiative', or even 'courage' and '"ability to lead" in
communist or proletarian are reflections of the extent to which correct
ideas actually lead the individual in his/her day-to-day actions. As
such, the question of '"proletarianization' becomes one which can guide
our evaluation of an individual's overall practice of Marxism-Leninism.

"Correct ideas come from practice'", '"correct ideas come from the masses'.
Are these statements a denial of the leading role of theory in communist
work? Noj theory is simply the condensed abstraction of earlier prac-
tice, of the experience of the masses in earlier times. But these two
dictums are counter to a narrow interpretation of the application of
correct ideas. For they say that principles or abstractions, in order to
lead our work, must be tested in practice, tested in mass struggle. In
this period of history, in a small circle like PWOC, our ability to test
the principles of Marxism-Leninism in practice (even internal practice) is
limited. Does this mean that we should not attempt to struggle out
orgadizational principles? No, foér we.must- proceed as best we can, and
can struggle out much- simply by trying to see what certain ideas and
principles would lead to in practice. I am simply saying that the theory-
practice dialectic, recognized by all Marxist-Leninists as the key to
developing correct ideas, leaves a lot to be desired in this period -

this in turn leads me to conclude that our line on the development of
correct ideas should be: The principles of Marxism-Leninism are the

basis of unity (combat ultra=-leftism); historical study of program and
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. tactics is of great importance; external practice is the key'‘to the devel=-
opment of program and tactics; developed program, tactics, and organiza-"
tional forms must be linked with developmet to prectice (combat sectar—
ianism).

: ¥

We have subjected the reader to this long and disorganized quote because it
represents the closest that any member of the cxpelled minority tendancy got to
a statement of principle. And in it is couched subtle hints of the real position
that these individuals were struggling for in the PWOC, relating to our theoretical
tasks. These hints are expecially visible to those of us who were in the opposing
tendancy, as they manifested themselves more clearly in the practical activity
of these individuals in our organization. We will therefore draw out for the
reader the mistaken views of the author oa the relationship of theory to practice
in the present period (leaving cside the question of '"'proletarianization" for
subsequent treatment). : b fees TR

Given the objective confusion in our movement, and the predominant homage to
spontaneity, there is no error so serious as :o objectively deny theory its role
in developing the comrunist movement. As we have caid before, it is primarily
upon theory which the foundation of our new rovolutionary party will be layed,
-and it is primarily theory which will guide us to the most orderly aud effective

. method of constructing our future party. Without theory oz our guide we cannot

and will not be successful in this effort - to this the historical experience of
the working class will attest. Therefore, to narrow the role of theory is to
- doom the working claes to eternal subservience *o the bourgeoisic.

And it is precisely the narrowing of the role of theorv which the expelled
individuals urged on the FWOC and are still urging in the communist movement.
It was in addition the narrow undcrstanding of the importance of theory to the
practice of’ our movement that runs like aigclden thread tharough all the various
opportunist positions that these :ndividuals advanced in the PWOC and are still
advancing now that they have. beer placed outside it. But what really makes this
kink of opportunism so dangerous at present ig that the attitude of these indiv-
iduals finds so many supporters among those who claim that they are fighting to
found a communist party. /nd it is this which makes an examination of the expelled's
views on this question so important, in spite of the fact that they never set
“forward a systematic presentation of those views. So if it ccems to the reader
that we focus entirely oo much atteation ¢n these few paragraphs, we ask for
patience on your part. It is only thrcough sush &2 exemination thet we can really
draw out the central and guiding coaception ~: their brard of opportunism.

0
Let's take the first few sentences of th- last paracraph we quoted:

"Correct ideas come from practice", '"corroct ideas come from the masses".
Are these statements a denial of the leading role of theory in communist
work? No; thecry is the condensed abstraction of earlier practice, of
the experience of the masses in earlier times.

With this we are in whole-hearted agrecement, as lcng as one understonds that’ the
word "practice' and the word "experience" rcan a graat deal nore to the Marxist
than what is' commonly spoken of as the "practice! of an organization. When a
Marxist uses the work 'practice" in this context he mesns not only activity in
class struggle but-also in material production, sociai life, artistic and cultural
pursuits, etc., and then not only of the working class but of all former classes

- and of mankind in general prior to the origin of classes. We want to be clear
~ion this because we have reason to believe (as we shall show) that the author of
this piece does not understand this whean he uses the wor: "practice'.

Moving on to the next two sentences we have:

But these two dictums are couater to a narrow interpretation of the
application of correct ideas. For theyf§5§—€hat principles or abstrac=-
tions, in order to lead our work, must be tested in practice, tested

in mass struggle.

In general we would agree with what is being said here also. In spite of the fact
that the two quoted dictums say nothing about the application of correct ideas,
Just about their source, we are in agrecment with the author ikat correct ideas
-must be tested in practice. Marxists have always held, in common with with all
real materialists, that the proof of the pudding is practice. This is an indis-
putable truth - practice is the criterion of truth.

Thus we are so far in general agreement with this autho:. But as in the
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Marxist theory of knowledge, so with this particular paper: the relative truth
of the author's knowledge is shown in his practice. Here is the practice which
he advocates:

In this period of history, in a small circle like PWOC, our ability to
test the principles of Marxism-Leninism in practice (even internal prac-
tice) is limited. Does this mean that we should not attempt to struggle
our organizational principles?* No, for we must proceed as best we can,
and can struggle out much simply E?htrying to see what certain ideas
and principles would lead to in practice. I am simply saying that the
theory-practice dialectic, recognized by all Marxist-Leninists as the
key to developing correct ideas, leaves a lot to be desired in this
period (!!).

*(not that he identifies only organizational principles here)

Here we have the inversion of the generally correct relationship of theory to
practice identified by this author in the beginning of the paragraph. Here the
author implies that the "principles" of Marxism-Leninism have not only to be
capable of being tested in the present period, but also capable of being tested
by the PWOC itself. 1In addition, we find that our present principles have to be
derived from our present practice! This means in the former case throwing out
the window all the historical experience of the '"masses', and in the latter,
following after our practice. In a word, it means tailism.

Take the former assertion implied by this paragraph. If we were to maintain,
as the author objectively does (and this is expecially clear in his practice),
that we cannot hold a proposition up as "truth" or as a '"'principle" which we
cannot directly test in our admittedly narrow practice, then we might as well
forget about studying Capital, or for that matter any of Marx's works, or the
entire Bolshevik experience. How on earth can we "test" Capital, or the dictator-
ship of the proletariat? We cannot. But does this then mean that we cannot hold
Marx's Capital as truth, or the dictatorship of the proletariat as a principle of
our movement? True, we cannot '"test" either in our practice, as it is too nar-

'row and backward. But these things have teen tested over and over again in the
history of the class struggle. They have been demonstrated as truths for their
time and are predominantly true for our time also. Certainly we can affirm them
as truth in our movement in spite of the fact that we cannot presently '"test" them.

None of this is to say that this author urged that we disregard such well
established principles as these (they are part of his accepted dogma - dogma in
that his espousal of them is objectively contradicted by his practice on the re-
lationship of theory to practice). What we are trying to establish is that the
line that the author is expressing implicitly here, and practieed explicitly in
our organization, leads to such absurdities.

The latter assertion, ie. that our theory must be totally derived from our
present practice, is implied in his assertion around organizational principles.
He says, '"we must proceed as best we can and can struggle out much simply by trying
to see what certain ideas and principles would lead to in practice'". We must,
therefore, base our "principles" on what these would lead to in practice. And
if our practice is not advanced enough to test these principles then we should
not embrace them, because they have to be tested in ""practice'.  Many of the
principles of communist organization have already been tested, and have shown
themselves to be correct. If we have to wait until they can be retested in our
practice, then we will never make any progress in history. _——

Thus we see that this individual (and the same attitude pervades '"The Split
in the PWOC'", though more carefully submerged) takes a dogmatic position on the
relationship of theory to practice. Not only does theory have to come from prac-
tice, but it has to be entirely based on the present practice of the movement.
Not only does theory have to be tested in practice, but it has to be entirely
tested in our present practice. Therefore, in order to develop theory which will
guide our movement we will have to (if we follow the course suggested by this

author) begin anew and discard out of hand all the theory which has been previously
developed.

The tailism inherent in this author's views is further exhibited in his com=-
ments en the theory-practice dialectic in this period, and on the program he
presents. Saying that the theory-practice dialectic leaves a lot to be desired
in this period "leads" him to put forward a '"line'" on the development of correct
ideas in this period which also leaves a lot to be desired (and he criticizes us
for an abstract approach!). The line that he advances is the characteristic -
"dialectical" combination of grade school Marxism and rhetoric. But what is
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really noxious is that the argument that he is advancing on the basis of the
theory-practice dialectic leaving "a lot to be desired in this period" leads ob-
. Jectively to a narrowing of our theoretical tasks. In the first place, the theory=-

practice dialectic leaves no more to be desired in this period than in any other.
In reality, it is a great deal more advanced than it has ever been in the history
of mankind. What revolutionary movement in the entire history of the world has
had as much to draw upon as we have presently? Lenin did not have the Bolshevik
revolution to draw on, Mao did not have the Chinese revolution to learn from, and
‘Ho Chi Minh did not even live to see victory over the greatest imperialist power
known to man. Our reVolutionaryiheritage in this country is incredibly rich, if
we are only willing to make use of it.

There is, of course, an element of truth in the statement that the narrow=-
ness of the PWOC leads to a weakness in our ability to test certain theories in
practice. But this element of truth is neither enlightening nor profound. Cer-
tainly our narrow practical activity puts objective limits on our ability to
develop theory, but this puts no constraints upon our theoretical tasks. Quite
the contrary, it enlarges them. . Our practice is indeed narrow, but it is not
S0 narrow as our theoretical_understanding. The narrowness of our practice is
in fact a function of our theoretical weaknesses. For it is only theoretical
‘knowledge which can lead to a qualitative leap in the development of our practice,
to a real broadening and deepening of the workers' mass movement. The narrowness
which prevails in our movement doubles the urgency of our theoretical tasks!

To argue, as this individual does, that the narrowness of our practical
activity entails a narrowing of our theoretical tasks is to defend the backward-
ness in our movement, to argue for confusion over and against clarity, for the
" prevailing opportunism over and against Marxism-Leninism. The more confusion and
spontaneity prevail, the greater the urgency for the deVelopment of the theory
which alone can lead us forward and advance the movement as a whole. To argue
against the objective urgency of our theoretical tasks ‘is to argue for the pre=-
‘vailing confusion and therefore for continued supremacy of the bourgeoisie.

If our readers think we are trying to build too much: from this paragraph,

- we would like to remind them of the characteristics of opportunism in this period.
First, opportunism will defend spontaneity, confusion and backwardness, by arguing
‘against consciousness, clarity and the vanguard trend in ‘the movement. Secondly,
-opportunism will show itself most clearly in confrontation with 'the theoretical
tasks of our movement. Thirdly, opportunism always takes the form of ""agreeing'
with Marxism but adding ammenments which argue against its essence. Opportunism
advances its antagonism to Marxism-Leninism behind such phrases as "I am simply
saying', so as to appear innocent. What the author is "simply saying' is that
‘theory should tail practice,and that is precisely the essence of the opportunist
view. : ~

To identify the essence of a trend, however, is not to identify its forms
or manifestation. And it was not in the form of a straighforward confrontation
over the relationship of theory to practice in this period that the PWOC was
"split into factions which made an eventual expulsion necessary. The confronta-
~ tion between the two trends in the PWOC was in all essentials determined by the
differing views on the role ~f theory in our movement. It is indeed their mistaken
views on the relationship of theory to practice which forced us to expel them.
However, if they had held these views abstractly and their activity in the PWOC
had not been 50 completely determined by these views, we would not have expelled
them, they would have been tolerated. What forced the expultion was not an _
.academic dispute over the relationship of theory to practice, or any other ques-
tion, but their consistent application of their mistaken views in such a way as
to force every step forward that the organization took in their 1% years of
membership into a step over them. Every advance that the PWOC made had to be .
made over their more or less insistent opposition. It was, then, not so much
‘their incorrect views on the relationship of theory to practice which forced ‘
us to expel them as it was their consistent application of these views to prac-
tical problems facing the PWOC.

In the next section of this paper we will take up the most saligent forms or
- manifestations of their incorrect views in the FWOC, and show how these views
pervaded their proposals and arguments, and how they objectively block the
development of communist organization in this period. First we will take up

- their attitude to organizational consolidation in terms of its political'content
in this period. '

In the initial period of their participation in the PWOC, the expelled
.opposed the formal aspects of communist organizational .consolidation. Division
of labor, centralism, subordination of minority to majority were all held to be
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functionally elitist. For many months the organization struggled over these
things in principle, discussing the objective necessity of division of labor,
‘centralism and especially of the subordination of the minority to the majority.
Finally we began to make progress and those who were eventually expelled came to
understand that we were correct to urge the implementation of these things on

the PWOC. The minority in the organization realized that their positions had
indeed been incorrect. They were self-critical of their struggle in defense of
objectively anarchist and ultra-democratic positions. This is the self-criticism
that appears in the "Split in the PWOC".

But that they had not understood the essence of their opportunist error on
these questions is also exhibited in their paper. On the very first page, by
way of criticism of the majority tendancy of our organization, they display the
real essence of their opposition to organizational consolidation. What they
opposed was not so much the principles - division of labor, centralism, subor=
dination of minority to majority - but the use to which those forms would be put.
Here is their criticism of our '"sectarian'course of struggle:

This course was to win the majority of the group to a rejection of our

0 criticisms through polarizing the group, driving the minority (3 people

‘ at that time) into extreme forms of the tendancy which we had represented
in the group, (thus trying to force the minority to consolidate as a
clearly defined faction, which we had not done up until that time) con-
solidating the majority against the minority (not for a clearly defined
program, except rejection of the minority's positions) and then applying
organizational sanctions (organizational repudiation of our positions,
expulsion) to deal with the minority.

If one removes the paranoid distortions (e.g. we do not believe that these indiv-
iduals really feel that they were so foolish as to allow us to drive them 'to
extreme forms'" which they did not really agree with) which are characteristic of
~ those who play to petty-bourgeois sympathies, one can see here that these indiv-
iduals stand opposed to organizational consolidation against. opportunism.

It is true that we did try to consolidate a majority of the organization
against their opportunist line and that we did force them to define themselves
as a principled faction. But this was done only after they had shown that they
were willing to go to the point of factionalism in pursuit of their incorrect
ideas. It was not until they had actually engaged in several extremely divisive
factional maneuvers that we found ourselves forced to consolidate a majority in
defense of the Marxist trend in the PWOC. There are two incidents worthy of men-
tion, where the minority exhibited their factionalism.

In the initial incident the minority tried to block the entrance of a new
member into the PWOC because they felt that she would side against their trend.
However, since they were a minority trend in the organization and realized that
the organization would never accept the fact that this applicant should be
denied membership because she would tend to side with the majority trend, they
Iaised the specious argument that she did not "have sufficient woman's conscious-
ness'', hoping to split the organization along sexual lines and intimidate the
males into passivity. Thus an innocent woman (she had no knowledge of the inter=--
nal division in our organization) became a pawn in the minority's factional power
play (a fact that they admitted in writing some eight months later).

The second incident where our minority exhibited factionalism was at a con-
ference the PWOC attended. After the initial day of the conference it was clear
that things were not going too well. We called a meeting of PWOC members to
discuss what action we should take to rectify the situation. A course was suggested,
fully discussed, and adopted without dissent. And yet the very next day our
minority, all of whom participated in the meeting the night before, lead a
struggle in the conference in the direct opposite direction than the one decided

upon, consciously (this too was admitted Iater violating organizational dis-
cipline. .

It was only after these and similar incidents that we attempted to consoli-
date a majority in opposition to the minority faction in the PWOC. It was only
after the minority had demonstrated quite sharply that they were willing to
carry their incorrect ideas to the point of factionalism that the ma jority was
‘forced to consolidate the Marxist trend in opposition to their trend. This is
not .to say that the Marxist trend should not have been consolidated sooner;
it was just that in these particular circumstances it was consolidated after the
~ consolidation of the opportunist trend.

The first step in the process of the consolidation of the majority of the
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Marxist elements in the PWOC was an attempt to discuss the differences, which the
minority had taken to the point of factionalism, as differences in principle.

.~ This attempt met with the characteristic response as exhibited in the '"Split in
the PWOC", where we are accused of trying to drive them into extreme forms of
their tendancy, and also in "Four Questions'", where we were accused of trying

to "build in order to destroy" their faction. Every attempt to force these
individuals into a discussion of principle was called '"theoretical difference
~hunting'" and "manipulation" or making sure ''that struggle is always on a 'high
theoretical plane', where ... (we) can confuse and mysteéfy ... (our) opposition"
(The Split p. 4). It was not until some six months after these incidents and
related struggles that these minority individuals would admit to any differences
in principle at all.

It was only after continued failings to force these individuals onto prin-
-.cipled ground that we began to really consolidate the majority and the organiza-
tion. As our demands for principled discussion of the differences in the PWOC
were rejected every single time, we began to take the necessary steps to force
clarification of the principled differences and to draw "sharp and clear lines
of demarcation" between Marxism and their brand of (admitted) opportunism. Yes,
- we began to take every possible step to force the minority out into the open, to
force them to state honestly and openly the real principles that guided their
factional activity. And in order to achieve this we had to make use of education=-
al and organizational (the bane of all opportunists) forms. We strived to carry
out an all-sided struggle against opportunism in principle, and to force our
minority to admit that their opportunism in principle was responsible for their
factional behavior. We attempted to follow Lasalle's prophetic words to Marx:
"Party struggles lend a party strength and vitality; the greatest proof of a
party's weakness is its diffuseness and the blurring of clear demarcations; a
party becomes stronger by purging itself.

Yes, we did try to purge the PWOC of the tendancy which they represented.
But we made every effort to purge them of their opportunism in order to reunify
the PWOC. Our main goal was to drive opportunism out of the FWOC, but we never=-
theless tried to win these mistaken individuals over to aiding us in this effort.
It was only when, after repeated attempts, we failed to win these individuals
over, that we realized that we would have to expel them if we were to truly
succeed in freeing ourselves of their brand of opportunism.

What is really galling, though, about the presentation in the "Split in the
PWOC" is that we can be accused of sectarianism by those who admit that they.
held an incorrect tendency. We are being accused of sectarianism because we
carried out an all-sided struggle against admitted opportunism. This can be
nothing but a defense of "diffuseness and the blurring of clear demarcations',
.a defense of the tolerance of opportunism!

This, themn, raises a larger and more fundamental question to those of us
who are trying hard to build communist organizations in this period. The question
is, is it sectarian to consolidate a line in this period and to demand that the
entire organization carry out that line, test it in practice. In the paper
"Four Questions'' and implicitly in the "Split in the PWOC" the author(s)’ holds
that it is in fact sectarian. We disagree.

The PWOC holds that no theoretical advances can be made in this period if
they are not consolidated into a line. After a sufficient amount of study,
discussion it is absolutely critical that the results of this acticity - theory -
be consolidated into a line in order that it may be tested. This means that the
theory becomes the organization's position on the concrete situation or aspects
of that situation, and conscious attempts are made by the organization as a
whole (including those who may disagree with the line developed by the majority)
to test that line in its practice, insofar as it is possible. We cannot afford
to adopt the attitude that because our practical activity is narrow we should a)low
the minority in the organization to dissent from the majority's views and to
test their opposing view. One of the basic principles of Leninist organization
is centralism - which is based on the subordination of the minority to the majo-
rity. Centralism is not just a principle to be applied to one or selective
aspects of an organization's work; it must be applied to all areas of our work,
including our theoretical work. This means that theory, when sufficiently devel-
oped, must become a line that is tested by the entire organization. It means, in
addition, that a sufficient period of time has to be devoted to the testing of
this theory, and that during this period of time the theory itself is not open
to. questlon. It becomes open to question again only if it is consciously decided
by the organization to reopen the question. This is the Marxist theory of cen-
tralism on ideological questions.
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If we do not right at this moment adopt this attitude, we as communists will
make no progress to our §351 of §—§§vaiutionary party guided by the most advanced
theory. What theory that is developed will remain abs?fact, in the heads of
individuals, and will not be subjected to the criterion of truth. There will
be no collective practice which will enable us to evaluate and draw lines of
demarcation between "an empty and dishonest preaching game" and real Marxist-
Leninist theory of our time.

How would this work in practice in this period? First, we must recognize
that some yuestions are more central. to our work than others, and we must focus
upon them. Secondly, we must recognize that there is a great deal that we have
to learn and we will of necessity make errors. But this is not an argument
against rigorous implementation of centralism to theoretical questions; it is

just an argument for careful implementation of this centralixm. Thirdly, we must
spend sufficient time in developing that theory. But once we have sufficiently
taken into consideration these questions we are ready to consolidate a line.

For example, let us suppose that we have studied the trade union question and the
majority of those in the organization feel that our line must be the revolution=-
ization of the existing unions. This, then, becomes the line of the organization
and it is to be tested in practice. During the period of time designated for

its testing there is no further discussion of the correctness of the line unless
the majority of the organization deci<os that the line is an open question again.
Eventually the line is tested, and its grip on the organization is more or less
secure. The organization has thereby taken a step forward; it has come to a
collective understanding of the generally correct approach to the trade union
question; it has advanced its ability to lead the cless struggle.

For example, in the PWOC we have &nnual retreats which chart the course of
our organization for the coming year. Before those retreats the entire organi-
zation is engaged in a discussion of the comirg year's activity, on the basis
of reports from the Executive Committee. The retrcat is an open forum for dis-
cussion, ammendment, opposition, etc. After this discussion the majority of the
organization endorses a line for the coming year. That line becomes the organi-
zation's line and every member is bound to put it into practice. Then, immediately
prior to the next retreat the line again becomes open for discussion. But during
the year and before the open period, the line itself is not open to discussion.
Discussion is focused on the method of implementation of the line and the prac-
tice of the organization in carrying out that line. If eny member of the organ-
ization seeks revision of the line, he or she would have to present the reasons
for doing so to the organization and ask that the discussion be opened. The
@ajority of the organization can cecide to do so at any time. If, however, this
individual's request is rejected, he would have to await the regularly scheduled
open period before raising his woints for discussion. In this period any indiv-
idual is free to present his or her views.

Our discussion of the consolidation of a line is intentionally schematic.
The process never happens in quite this way, for reality is much too complex.*
Practice can never show something to be 'truth' completely to the satisfaction
of all involved. What does happen, though, is that reality more or less confirms
the correctness of one or another approach; it more or less sides with one line
or another. While we must demand that a line be tested, it would be utopian
to demand that it be tested to the degree that it is convincing for all involved.
The necessities of our objective tasks demand that we proceed faster than this
would allow; we must base ourselves on the judgement of a majority. The majority
may, of course, be wrong, but democratic centralism teaches us that a majority
in an organization of reasonably homogeneous political attitudes is more often
correct than the minority.

We have said that to require that our theory be entirely tested in our
present practice and entirely produced by our Lresent practice is to advocate
tailism. But now we have urged that this theory, if it is to be ideology, must
be consolidated into a ling precisely so that it may be subjected to practice as
the criterion of its truth. The contradiction here is only apparent. That this
‘ils 80 can be seen as soon as one takes up a concrete question. Take the trade
union question, for example. In the precess of developing theory on the trade
union question, we draw our knowledge partly from the Present situation and
partly from the historical experience of the proletariat. The theory then comes
from both our present practice and from theoretical abstractions of earlier
times. These two components are woven together in the ideology that one develops.
Now this ideology must, of course, be tested if we are to confirm it as not only
true for others But true for us in our time. But it can neither be tested com-
prehensively, nor, as we said above, to the satisfaction of everyone. The most
that can be expected is that it will be more or less confirmed, more or less
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tested. And since some aspects of amy question, especially the most immediate,
are more capable of confirmation than other, the testing will necessarily be
-uneven. It is of course also possible that any ideology will contain both cor-
rect and incorrect components. But here again, we have no argument against the
-consolidation of a line, just an argument for a certain degree of cautiom. And
here again, when that caution is translated into the position that only theory
capable of absolutely positive confirmation in our present practice is to be
developed, one slips into tailism. While we communists certainly risk falling
into error by trying to preceed our practice, we also "risk" advancing to the
proletarian revolution.

We have gone into all this because it is necessary in order to contrast our
position with that of the expelled. The expelled never argued (except implicitly)
against the principles we are advancing here. What they did was to argue against
their implimentation. In the early period this took the form of arguing against
centralism, division of labor, subordination of minority to majority. When this

more crude opportunism was negated, it took the form of charging that we had
 been sectarian in struggling so rigorously with their admittedly incorrect views.
It was not so much the forms or principles themselves that they objected to, as
it was our filling these forms with political content - ie. organizationally
struggling against opportunism.

Incidentally, this explains not only the sectarian charge, but also the final
position that they advanced in our organization before they were expelled. They
told us that while we felt that their opportunist views were the source of fac-
tionalism, disruption and the split in our organization, and they argued that
our "sectarian'' methods of struggle (consolidating the struggle against oppor-
tunisml_were the root of the problem, that there was no reason for us to expel
them. In spite of the fact that they would be bound to struggle against our
"sectarian" attitudes to ideological struggle, they promised that they would
keep quiet for a few months. What they offered us was peace between two principledly
opposed groups, one of which called for a rigorous struggle against"opportunism
and the other which called for peace between opportunism and Marxism. And all
this under the threat of disruption of our trade union work! The position that
they advanced in this last month of the internal struggle was that peace with
their opportunism in the PWOC would be less disruptive to our work than
public struggle against this opportunism outside the PWOC.

Objectively, the expelled oppose the consolidation of communist organiza-
tion in this period. While after their '"self-criticism" they no longer opposed
this consolidation on the crude level of opposing democratic centralism, division
of labor, discipline and the like, they continued to oppose the critical component
of organizational consolidation - ideological unity. They agreed with the forms
of communist organization but could not accept the essense. In the "Four Ques-
tions'" the opportunist author holds that the low level of development of our
movement entails "'special solutions''. One of these special solutions, he argues,
(in this paper implicitly and in his practice explicitly) is to not require
ideological unity. Now, ideological unity around real ideology (the Marxism-
~ Leninism of our time) is the critical component of the consolidation of communist
organization in this period. For if there is one thing that separates the com-
munist trend from the bourgeois trend, it is not so much that it practices dem-
ocratic centralism, etc., but that its ideology is distinct. To argue, as the
expelled do, that ideological unity can wait, is to oppose any real consolidation
in this period. To argue that it is sectarian, as do our expelled opportunists,
to demand ideological unity against opportunism, and that it is sectarian to
impliment this demand in all-sided struggle, is to set oneself against the con-
solidation of Marxism-Leninism in this period.

Given that these particular opportunists opposed the really critical conso-
lidation of a Marxist-Leninist ideology in our organization, it was quite natural
that the central point of clash between our trend and theirs would be on this
question. This proves not only that the clash came out over practical questions
but also demonstrates the really destructive nature of their tendency. Because
these individuals opposed the consolidation of Marxism-Leninism in our time,
they objectively blocked every attempt that the Marxist trend in our organization
tried to make in order to advance the PWOC. It was their opposition to an all-
sided consolidation of the force; of Marxism that really made these individuals
intolerable in the PWOC. (Note: While in their paper '"The Split in the PWOC"
these opportunists mention the words '"ideological struggle'" repeatedly, there is
not one instance where the words '"ideological unity' appear.)

Their opposition to implementation of ideological unity is integrally bound
up with their attitude to the relationship of theory to practice in this period.
In the latter instance they make use of the narrowness of our practice to debunk
our theoretical tasks. Practice becomes the guide to all theory in this period.
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Since practice is the guide to theory and theory serves as the basis of ideolog-
ical unity, then practice also takes the. place of ideological unity. What ideo-
logy we do need, the opportunists objectively argue, will be produced by our
practice. Given that our practice is so narrow and diffuse, one could expect

that its ideological product would be narrow and diffuse also. If one accepted
such an idea one would certainly be justified in calling the PWOC sectarian for
demanding an all-sided struggle against admitted opportunism. If one accepts

that we need only the ideological rigor demanded by our present practice at its
low level of development, then certainly it would be sectarian to expel those

.who oppose advancing that ideology to a higher level. If practice is to be

the guide to theory - and therefore to the consolidation of communist organization =-
then the ideology of Marxism-Leninism and the ideology of opportunism can coexist,
for practice will point the way. If one believes practice to be the guide to
theory, one really has no need for ideology at all!!!

Three more issues of the split and eventual expulsion are worthy of note,
all of which demonstrate and corroborate our analysis. They are: our practice
of the theory-practice dialectic, "proletarianization', and criticism=-self
criticism. We will take them one at a time.

The expelled held in their paper "The Split in the PWOC'" that we devoted
little attention to linking theory to practice and that we strived to "preserve
the purity of our politics" by isolating our theory from the day-to-day leader-
ship of the mass struggles. As they are stated here, thsse two propositions are
false - they are fabrications to cover opposition in principle to our line on the
relationship of theory to practice in this period. ‘

What is true, however, about their criticisms they will not dare to expose
for it. would do more to expose them than us. Tt is true that we attempted to
develop "pure" politics, and refused in certain cases to link theory to practice
as they understand that. It is, however, a truth which they attempt to turn
into. its opposite because of their objective inversion of the correct relationship
of theory to practice. It is true in the following sense: We consistently em-
phasized that we must address the working class with a "scientific idea and a
positive doctrine' which had been purified to the extent possible from bourgeois
ideology. We did demand that before we made attempts to '"link theory to practice"
we must develop the theory which we would be attempting to' link to practice. We
refused to pretend in our mass work that we knew something that we did- hot in
fact really know. This is why we rejected the "trade Union Agitational Program',
the only substantive proposal made by these opportunists ir. 18 months of member-
ship in PWOC. We rejected it, not because it wes'a bad-idea in the' abstract,
nor because it was so poorly defined and disorganized. The fact that it read
somewhat like the list of begats in the Bible only menifested its weakness. We
refused to present the workers with a "Trade Union Agitational Program'" which
would not be truly programatic and would not represent any scientific knowledge
on our part. And we were not at that time capable of developing one which would
. have really filled our needs in this regard, because what we needed was not a
program in the formal written sense, but a programmatic sense of how to approach
our trade union work. This programmatic sense was being developed at that time
in our organization through the draftding of a Trade Union Position Paper, monthly
meetings (at the very least) of industrial clubs whose purpose from their incep-
tion was carrying out our shop work, and Quarterly trade union work reviews which
were intirely devoted to discussing tactical work in the various shops. .

It is in this sense that we refused to "engage in an empty and dishonest
preaching game'' that we were then and are still striving to presenve the "purity"
of the PWOC's politics - not in the sense that we were not actively involved in
leading mass struggles in our work places. It was in reality our demands for a
real living scientific doctrine that our expelled minority opposed. Their op-
position was not based merely on a question of standards; it is integrally related
to their attitude toward the tasks of the period. If we have no need of theory
.~ to guide our practice, and our practice is too narrow to really test our theory,

then the point becomes not the quality .of our work but the quantity. If there is
no need for a '"positive doctrine', then any '"Trade Union Agitational Program"
will be as good as any other; it makes no difference whether it is correct or
incorrect or that it have no programmatic sense whatsoever. The point is, from
this perspective, to have an AGITATIONAL program; to demand an agitational PROGRAM
is to be "afraid of subjecting one's theory to practice'. If there is no need
for a real theoretical understanding of the present period based on real scien-
tific investigation, then, of course, one can claim the "knowledge" capable of
filling "out, even generally, the question of what historical stage the world of
U.S. struggle is at' (The Split , p. 9). If one does not recognize the real
theoretical weakness in our movement (and historically in the entire history of
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- the left in this country) and consequently the urgency of the development of the
Marxist-Leninist theory of our time, then one would certainly see the practice

of the PWOC as overly theoretical when in fact historically the opposite i the
case. If one feels that our practical tasks are our only tasks, then there is

no functional difference between "a scientific idea and a positive doctrine" and
"an empty and dishonest preaching game'. (Note: the PWOC is on the verge of pub~ -
lishing its Trade Union Program, which sets forward not only our theoretical
attitude to the trade unions but also our program for the present period.)

The second issue which exposes the anti-theoretical bias of the expelled is
 the '"proletarianization' one. In the "Split in the PWOC" our opportunists
 criticize us (and it is the very first criticism under "PWOC's Separation of
Theoretical and Practical Work') for "almost entirely ignoring the question of
how to integrate its cadre with the masses'". This criticism was raised in the
"Four Questions' and their attitude is exhibited in the long mishmash which we

- already quoted. Whenever the relationship of theory to practice comes up for

the expelled, it always boils down to the question of how to achieve '"the ideolo-
gical and personal transformation of cadre" (Four Questions, p.4). ., It would seem
from their repeated raising of this question that they must feel that it is a
central question in our movement, though characteristically they have never

said as much.

We in the PWOC do not see the '"question of how to integrate ... cadre with
the masses" as a central question in this period. First, because we make no.
separation between the PWOC from the workers movement. We feel that we are an
integral part of this movement in the city of Philadelphia. The problem, as we
see it, is how to develop a communist current in the workers' movement. Secondly,
we see that our ability to create such a current is not centered upon our ability
to "transform ourselves as individuals" but on our ability to develop a political
line which will enable us to provide real communist leadership (not just the .
form but essence of this leadership) to the spontaneous mass struggles that the
workers are presently engaged in. To us the question comes down to this: how
“do we develop organic links between the communist movement and the mass workers'

movement, and on what basis? What will be most critical towards .answering this
" question will not be our ability to transform ourselves (into perfect "proleta-
' rians'", we assume) but our political line. One's political line is primarily
 dependent upon one's ideology, whichhas as its foundation - here it is again -~
theory.

But here again, what really was harmful about the attitude of the expelled
around this question was not their explicit position that we should focus on
this, but the kind of focus they advanced in practice. Their focus was purely
and entirely a stylistic one. What was important to them was not our ability
to provide communist leadership to the working class (that is, leadership which
moves the workers toward communism), but where people lived, how much they social-
ized with "workers', and whether they lived a "proletarian" life style. Need=-
less to say, nobody in the PWOC lives in the suburbs, owns two cars and a swim-
ming pool.

This, however, was only the initial position that the expelled had on this
question. We were able to convince them that to focus upon these things was in-
correct. So they dropped this focus in favor of what they called '"contact work"
(how many people you could contact in one week), or whether people should be al-
lowed to take vacations, and so on. The focus was still purely quantitative and
formal, skirting around the real issues. And when such a focus is advanced over
and against the focus on political line you have a real problem. Because here
again, the importance of politics and ideology is belittled in favor of purely
formal questions. Obviously to one who has no concern for theory, it makes no
difference what kind of leadership we provide the working class, and one kind
‘'of leadership is as good as another.

Finally we .come to criticism-self criticism. Here again one finds the same
disregard for real political questions. Reading the "Split in the PWOC" we find
that the PWOC's weakness was that it did not develop any forms for regular criti-
cism-self criticism (which is untrue), that we failed to carry out assignments’
on time, thatwhile we would criticize our work, we failed to identify "WHO WAS
. PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE'. Again, we must admit that there is a certain truth
here. We truly did not develop the kind of forms for criticism- self criticism
-that they desired. In "Four Question" the author suggested that we criticize two
people every month, until we had run through the entire organization, and then
. begin anew; further, it was suggested that we schedule the criticism-self-
criticism session of the leadership body twice a year instead of the once which
we aktready had. The forms that we had developed (which were developed for political
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reasons) like the Annual Retreat (to evaluate our work) and the Quarterly Shop
Reviews they opportunely ignore. It is also true that certain assignments were
‘not carried out, but it is not true that individuals were not criticized .for
their failings in this regard. We did not Jump down an individual's throat for
such an occasional offence, however. It is true, too, that the ma2in focus of
the criticism sessions that we did. have was not on "WHO was responsible" but on
‘what the error was and why it was made. In short, our focus was political and
collective, and not personal and individual.

This is not to say that we did not and do not criticize individuals when
necessary. We have done a fair amount of this type of criticism. Certainly it
is important to criticize individuals when they are responsible for errors. But
as with any other communist tool, we in the PWOC are more interested in the politics
involved than the personalities of individuals. For the PWOC,criticism-self-
criticism is a political tool, which has primarily a collective focus and secon-
darily an individual focus. The collective focus is to correct the organization's
line and to check its implementation of its line. (The fact that the expelled
do not even mention this aspect of criticism-self-criticism is evidence of their
individualistic approach). .That is, it is every bit as much the practice of
criticism-self-criticism vhen it focuses on the mistekes of -an entire organization
or collective unit within the organization. This aspect of the use of criticism
is, in fact, primary and determines the character of the individual aspect. For
vlwhen we criticize an individual, we focus not on his/her rersonality, but upon
" "his/her political practice and implementation of the organizatica's lire. Here
again, ideology is key.

. The ideological approach of the expelled to criticism-self-criticisn is
also exposed in the "Four Questions' paper. Our opportunist here writes that
criticism-self-criticism "is merely (!) the application of ideological struggle
and principles to an individual's practice' (our emphasis, p. 10). Heré'the
author states explicitly his understanding of the use of criticism-self-criticism
in the characteristic opportunist phraseology. VWhat our author-is '"terely saying"
is that for him criticism is focused on the individual and dces not ‘Havera col=-
lective focus. This is because our author sees no ne=d for a lire in this period,
and therefore criticism could not play a role in correcting the rolitical prac-

.- tice of an organization's line. .

In addition, the writer exhibits his "practice is the guide to theory" ap-
proach. While he presumably thinks there is such a thing as corrcct and incor-
rect criticism, he argues: -

I think that there is very little way to soparate "proper! and "improper'
criticism-at the outset ... Therefore, the group must, by and large,
Judge criticism on the basis of whether they are correct or incorrect

as a whole; except in extreme cases, only struggle will reveal whether
or not there is a basis for a criticism.  (his cnphasis, Four Questions,
Pe-11). :

Here again theory becomes some accessory after the fact to practice. The only
way to separate correct from incorrect criticism, the autho: argues, is to take
each criticism separately and STRUGGLE, STRUGGLE, STRUGGLE, with cach concrete
criticism. We should, then, allow a free for all for criticism, and Judge

each criticism on the basis of concrete struggle over it. If the struggle proves
productive the criticism is eorrect; if not, it is invorrect. Aad each new
criticism is to be dealt with in the same way. One must bogin anew,; with each
particular criticism.

* * * * * * *

We have seen that those expelled from our organization opposed the 'consistent
application of Marxism-Leninism to the situation facing the PWOC: .. They ‘belittled
theory and rour theoretical tasks, objectively holding that Marxiem-Leninism could
not be applied in the present period. They opposed. systematic and rigorous
struggle against admitted opportunism, objectively defending opportunism's right
to peaceful coexistence with Marxism. They opposed a scientific approach to the
tasks of the PWOC, encouraging us to assume that we vers ''inspired prophets" and
the workers were nothing but "ignorant asses". Ang they not only opposed the
development of a scienticif approach, but also advanced an individualistic one
in its place. In essence, given the state of our movement, these individuals
opposed the development of the PWOC into a communist organizatica.

It is with such an understanding that we approach their attacks on the EWOC.
Where they are not engaged in slander and touch upon true weaknesses in our
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organization, it was precisely their ideology and their activity in our organiza-
tion which served as the greatest impediment to rectifying these weaknesses. At
every critical juncture, when the organization took a step forward and became more
capable of fulfilling its tasks, they opposed that step. Every attempt on the
part of our organization to achieve a systematic rectification of our failings
found them in opposition. And yet these individuals now turn around and throw
these weaknesses in our faces, when it was they, themselves, who opposed any real
solutions!

This, then, is how we understand their attacks. Where they mean by the charge
of sectarianism dogmatism, we were dogmatic in that we argued that a central task
in this period was the development of the Marxism-Leninism of our time. We were
dogmatic in demanding that this theory be developed in sharp struggle against the
opportunist currents in our movement. In addition, we were dogmatic in demanding
real positive scientific knowledge as a basis for action. B

Where they mean by sectarian real sectarianism, we were sectarian in taking
positive steps to implement our ideology in our organization. We were sectarian
because we not only held that we had theoretical tasks but actually took steps
to see that these tasks were carried out. In addition (and this is a real killer!),
we were sectarian in implementing an all-sided struggle (using organizational
measures, no less) against an admittedly opportunist trend!

We "failed to link theory to practice' because we failed.(true enoughl) to
focus entirely upon our practical tasks, relegating the ideclogical and theoretical
ones to a secondary status. Here also, they mean that we failed to address the
. workers from the standpoint of ignorance. Finally, we failed to take up what
they had projected as our central task: the making of perfect proletarian, com-

munist personalities.

Our failings with regard to criticism-self-criticism can be understood in
that we failed to adopt their perspective of making the individual primary and
politics secondary, that we failed to adopt their individualistic approach to
criticism.

Given our understanding of the ideology of these individuals, we were not
surprised that they would try to conceal their opportunism in principle behind
an attack on the PWCC. We understand that their criticisms are a smokescreen
for their tenacious opposition to the construction of communist organization in
this period. We understand that what they are really opposing is the practice
of Marxism-Leninism, especially as applied to the PWOC. And it was precisely
this which made their continued participation in the PWOC intolerable.

But what was striking about the paper '"The Split in the PWOC'" was the lengths
to which they were willing to go in order to advance their opposition to the
‘concrete development of Marxism-Leninism in our time. In the first place, they
were willing to win adherents to their cause on the basis of anti-communism. By
picturing theory, ideology, communist organization, etc. in terms reminiscent
of the cold war anti-Stalin propaganda, they cannot help but aid the anti-com-
munist currents in our movement. These individuals know full well that the PWOC
is not dominated by fanatics, and demonic individuals, and yet they picture us
as such. These individuals know that they were not manipulated and whipped into
a frenzy, and yet they would give that impression. They know full well that
every member of the PWOC is directly involved in day-to-day work in the working
- class, and yet they would picture us as ivory-tower intellectuals. What' purpose
can such distortion play, other than to fawn at the feet of anti-communism?

Secondly, the expelled opportunists' approach to the split is factional. It
is wrong, as these individuals have done, to shake your finger at something,
saying ''see how foolish these communists-are' without presenting your principles
and 'setting out a more correct approach. Not to do so is to criticize individuals
and to assume that those who are listening know the correct approach and under-
stand your principles. All those who are listening, however, nay not be coming
from a communist and principled understanding. To argue as they do is to seek
support from anti-communists. e ‘ -

But what is really outrageous about this little paper is that it pretends
to be the founding call for a new organization. While this founding call makes
no presentation of principles whatsoever, it has as its one unifying prinbiple
opposition to the PWOC. This is factional behavior at its worst, as explained
below: ’

When attempts are made to form a separate organization which is to have
no ideological and political physiognamy, it is THE WORST fosi of
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factionalism.
(emphasis in original, Lenin, Col. Wks. vol. XX, p. 342)

We urge these individuals to cease playing to anti-communism, to cease this
""worst form" of factionalism. We urge them to define their principles and develop
their organization on the basis of these principles alone. For to continue to
attempt to build an organization with the two unifying principles being func-
tional anti-communism and antagonism to the PWOC will lead these individuals up
a blind ally. They will only bring dishonor upon themselves.

As for the PWOC itself, we will continue along the course that we have
charted. While we have many weaknesses in every area of our organization and
its work, we will continue to hold that only the application of the principles
of Marxism-Leninism right here and now will serve to rectify these weaknesses.
We will continue to carry out an all-sided struggle against all forms of oppor-
tunism in our movement and in our organization. Knowing that opportunism will
become more sophisticated and more clever, we are confident that it will be
defeated if it is not underestimated. Therefore, we are more convinced than
ever of the need to apply Marxism-Leninism now, to our work and to our opportunists.
And so we say to these individuals: Opportunists and fellow travelers, we will
continue to advance even if it means thrusting you aside. So let go of our
shirttails, you shall not hold us back!

(Note: We have expressed here our present understanding of the fundamental
differences which led to the expulsion of these individuals. Needless to say,
we did not come to such an understanding out of the blue; it evolved, as did
some of our organizational forms, in the course of the struggle against these
particular opportunists. It itself was a product of the struggle against oppor=-
tunism in the PWOC. It is also true that we have written here what was not said
to the expelled 1 "so0 complete or comprehensive a form. Nevertheless, it was
all said in one form or another. Certainly, it would have been preferable to
have had the struggle take the form of a principled exchange of the different
viewpoints. But the expelled made this functionally impossible. It was not
until August 1973, a month before the expulsion, that our opportunists even
presented anything close to a systematic exposition of their views. This was
the "Four Questions' piece and we had to require (through an organizational
directive) that it be written. Then, however, all attempts to discuss this
paper proved futile as they refused to aid us in our attempts to extricate

them from opportunism's spider web.)

PWOC March 1, 1974
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