


bourgeois individualism, which is at the root of small group mentality
had to come out in a different form - the form of splittism. It was in
this way that the ideological influence of the "Gang of Four" appeared
in the RCL - in the splittist and anarchistic methods of struggle of
the Anti-League faction.

The reason put forward by the faction for attacking democratic
centralism was that struggle was being suppressed. Indeed a certain
type of struggle was suppressed - splittist and factionalist struggle.
In contrast to this proletarian struggle, struggle to reach unity at
a higher level in the interests of the working class, including the
right of comrades to criticise what they believe to be revisionist
errors in the interests of strengthening our fighting capacity, has
not been suppressed, and will not be.

In summing up the lessons of the struggle against the faction the
League has learnt some valuable lessons. Lenin's classic work One
Step Forward, Two Steps Back proved to be a major guide in drawing
these lessons from our experience. This was mainly because the two
Tine struggle was one between Bolshevism and Menshevism. It was a
question of pushing ahead with the reconstruction of the revolutionary
Communist Party, or going back to the old circles. The faction could
ROt lggrn the fundamental lesson taught by Lenin many years ago, when

e said:

"In its struggle for power the proletariat has no other weapon than
organtsation... the proletariat can become, and inevitably will become
an invinetble force only when its ideological unification by the prin-
eiples of Marxism is consolidated by the material unity of an organi-
sation which will weld millions of toilers into an army of the working
class...”" (Lenin One Step Forward, Two Steps Back Beijing Edition

PP 279-280)

The faction on the other hand always counterposed politics to organi-
sation insisting that because they opposed key iines and policies of the
League they had the right to place themselves above League discipline.
A number of examples o% this are given in the article on the Factien ip
this issue.

The faction's standpoint was a throwback to the days of the circles.
It is a stand which Lenin exposed many years ago as the class stand of
the petty-bourgeois intellectual:

"It is not the proletariat, but certain intellectuals in our party who
lack self-training in the spirit of organisation and discipline, in the
dpirit of hostility and contempt for anarchist phrasemongering”. (Lenir
One Step Forward, Two Steps Back Beijing Edition pp 245-246)

Again at the RSDLP Congress Lenin showed that the Menshevik attempt
to weaken the Party organisationally was just a prelude to the attempt
to impose incorrect lines on the Party. This was the case with the
faction. The lines of Redfern, later adopted by the faction were put
forward increasingly at a time when democratic centralist channels had
already been subverted to a certain extent. The faction knew that their
Tines would be more easily exposed if they fought for them through the
correct channels. Hence their constant appeals over the heads of the
Central Committee. In the case of the faction, as in the case of the
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Mensheviks, "opportunism in programme is naturally comnected with oppo-
rtunism in tactics and opportunism in organisation'.

The political Tine of the faction was indeed a left opportunist one.
In future issues of Revolution this line will be further exposed. But
the most clear exposure of their opportunism was the final reconcilia-~
tion of opponents and so-called "supporters" of the three worlds theory
"ALL the offended forgot their scores against each other, fell weeping

into each others arms, and raised the banner of "revolt against
Leninism”." {ibid p269).

The RCL has now spent time in summing up these lessons. The first
step was to firmly nail the splittism of the faction. But it is also
necessary to strengthen the League anu to rectify errors, especially
those promoted by the faction, and which led to their period of ascend-
ency. So it is also necessary to nail left opportunist idealism in
ideological and political line. It is through this process that the RCL
will emerge stronger and more tempered.



THE ANTI-LEAGUE FACTION
its history and main features

In January, the RCL expelled a tiny faction of three members for
forming themselves into a faction and attempting to split the organis-
ztion. This faction consisted of N Redfern, the former Secretary of the
RCL, P Dixon, a member of the Political Committee, and a rank-and-file
member. Shortly afterwards, they were joined by a second rank-and-file
member.

This grouplet has already exposed itself to the Marxist-Leninist
movement through publishing a pamphlet called Exposure and Defeat of
=72 RCLB's Social Chauvinism i¢ a Major Task in Party Building. (see
“lass Struggle Vol1.3 No.2). This pamphlet is published under the name

Communist Unity". ;

Throughout this pamphlet, they fail at any time to state clearly
their own political stand. Do they support the theory of the
three worlds as a new strategic line of the international communist
movement? Do they denounce China as revisionist? as an aggressor
zgainst Vietnam? or uphold China as a socialist state? Where do they
stand? They do not say. Many of the attacks on the RCL in the pamphlet
are based on attacks made by one or other of them when they were in the
RCL, but opposed by the others. On some they have shifted their position
since they were in the RCL. This constant shifting of position by them
is not new. As Lenin said, "You cannot cateh an opportunist with a
formula."”

The style of work of the faction is thoroughly opportunist. They
sabotaged the proletarian democracy of the RCL in relations between
the centre and the districts, and they sabotaged it through making
orincipled struggle on the Central Committee impossible. Later, they
attacked the centralism of the RCL. Finally, after a major struggle
against Redfern's splittism, P Dixon helped to build a faction as a
final attack on the Democratic Centralism of the RCL with the clear
intention of splitting the organisation. They failed. They were
expelled. It is on the question of Democratic Centralism and all that
it entails, including conscientious criticism and self-criticism, and
seeking truth from facts that the major Tine of demarcation was drawn.
This in {tself was opposed by the faction, who characterise the RCL's
emphasis on these correct ideological principles as "the absurd
elevation of organisational and petty matters to the position of the
nighest principle." They metaphysically counterpose basic questions of
style of work and the strengthening of Democratic Centralism to
“ideological and political line". This is a total failure to grasp that
these questions are precisely fundamental questions of "ideological"
Tine, and that they are indispensible to any principled struggle to
reach political clarity and unity at a higher Tevel. It is not
surprising that their pamphiet shows no sign of greater political
clarity on their part.
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REPUDIATING BOURGEOIS FACTIONALISM
The faction was formed in December. In early January they produced

a  thoroughly splittist document "appealing" to the membership of the
RCL. In it they admit that they had been working together. In innocent
terms they add that they "did so openly but have been accused of
bourgeois factionalism." They had the vain hope, characteristic of their
contempt for rank-and-file comrades, that RCL members were too naive to
know that the issue of "openess" or "secrecy" was totally irrelevant,
and that either way they had flagrantly attacked Democratic Centralism
and had indeed established a bourgeois faction, This opportunist mask
of injured innocence, 1ike much of their statements was an out-and-out
fraud. P Dixon himself stated at a meeting of the Poltical Committee
in December: "My association with comrade Redfern {s an “f"" one, and I
know it is a factional one." Trotsky's factfon in the CPSU(B) was "open".
It makes not one bit of difference.

The+dr tiny clique had been meeting behind closed doors to plan
their strategy and tactics for overthrowing the 1ine and leadership of
the RCL, rather than working as individuals 1n thefr own units and
committees. The establishment of such a faction {s nothing less than
a declaration of causing a split. It is a demonstration that they had
thrown out of the window any idea of struggling over a period of time
for their line, whilst testing the 1ine of the RCL in practice, Such
factionalism has not been tolerated by any other communist organisation.
It was not tolerated by the RCL.

The faction complain in their pamhlet that thelr document was
suppressed. It was suppressed for one reason - to uphold the principles
of Democratic Centralism. The faction claims that the "real" reason
was to suppress political struggle. Yet three weeks later, the Central
Committee circulated a criticism of their document and the document
itself to the entire rank-and-file!

The faction set itself up as a separate organisatfon within the RCL.
Its utter hypocrisy is apparent when it berates the "bureaucratic
centralism" of the RCL for upholding the united face of leading
committees, and the principle of allowing those who hold a minority
view to "reserve their views" whilst struggling "in an orderly manner."
Yet simyltaneously, the Anti-League Faction "ﬁtrugﬁlnd for unity"
among themselves %something they refused to do with the vast majority
of RCL comrades) and where they could not agree they adopted the
“principle" of the united face of the faction, and avoided criticising
each other in the RCL! So, for example, they do not mention the "theory
of the three worlds" in either wawi: document they circulated in the
RCL, or in their publit pamphlet. Why? Because whilst they are indeed
united in their opposition to it, N Redfern poses as a solid supporter,
whilst P Dixon openly attacks it as revisionist, As P Dixon himself
said t6 the Central Committee at the beginning of December: "many
;:zunonts are put which thoroughly refute the theory of the three worlds

which do not make the final break with this opportunist thesis.
~ Such are the arguments of NR. But that does not matter a lot, at least
for the time being." Yet the faction attack the RCL for allowing
comrades to "reserve their views" when in a minority, instead of expel-
1ing them! But the faction will have their unity at all costs, even
on the basis of an opportunist compromise.

4

&

THETEQCli2N5¥@ShTHEtOU;COME OF SPLITTIST ATTACKS
o ablishment of a faction was itself only the culminati
xwgéggzrﬁgl1:%;:;p§a$paign wageg by N Redfern. I{ was the ;gzs}gnogf :
ern' 0 change the Tine of the RCL, not th h ]
and principled struggle and criticism, b h bt of e
» but through the means of i
a personal war of extermination against the Chai c ReL, aod
the basis of demagogy Opportunisticall e, st oentay hie b . o
; ' y . r Y he. first directed hi i
ggd]ng;v:gZégét:SE?n;nt;ea;1t¥% ai the faction only admitted thzzg 3:ny
5 e Manifesto of the RCL itself. Hi
to sling more and more mud at an individ : TTLEToE e
1. It was a splitti
from the start. The RCL took a stand that i et
- The that the principled m
:;Eggg;efgi; ﬁgennﬁ11derrors,dnoﬁ comrades". He wentpon. Igtcggcg:d an
2 € denounced the Chairman as a "trait
ing class". He had no desire to struggle f s et e e
s Rl ) ggle for g]ar1ty and unity at a
thg g1 and thus strengthen the ideological and political line of
The first time he brought a maj iti i
. 5 Jor political difference to t
mittee in June 1978, he proposed that at the raxt Congress 2? gﬁgtggl

E?gggi;tSZﬁgiEgﬁeiEe:USEdbto disc#ss the form of the next Congress until
preg ons. €re begun. The real issue was N R i
1t at that time and continued to rai i o el
g R raise it. It was because he never
: i _Struggling consistently to win the Ce
gggggftiﬁ Eﬁeh;ZnEOS]glgpi but Tooked only to making a grasgrggmagogic
-and-tile. He denied that principled st i
means to reach unity and rejected unit tgher Tavel aiare 1iiE
T ) Y on a higher Tevel as th i
Inner-party struggle. He had no faith in th i el
B e oraggl g o, B h in the Cen@ral Committee at all.
. > Pportunistically shifted it iti
again. At that time, once the ini el
) t . y had made a definite decisi i
EE: gggzggiagggggtﬁhey :tt?gke$hthe concept of having aluaggegofzgl]gf
: ee at all. is was not a principled 1i
ation. They hqd always claymeq to support it gefore? It wageaO:eSeT?;g—

rank-and-file. They have the ri
k-2 i ght to hear the reasons behi
decisions that have been taken, and to struggle with the 1;:giﬁ2ecomrade

have the right but the dut

) ight Y to speak out on the most i i
cgmg1ttee in the RCL and argue their viewpoint. Througgtggglgggézgs
07 Uemocratic Centralism, theory becomes even more integrated with

3



i the rank-and
‘ i is is true also of general analysis, as_ i
3§?§tl§§irl?}§e their opinions ?as}ng-theTeggiﬁgazo$iazg§Uﬁ;lz angen \
i des including
i R f the picture. Through the process
one-sidedness and see only part of P g ﬁes e
tic Centralism the organisation eco >
o $§20$:gt10n's stand on Democratic Central}s? reglzciigﬁzgsof the
i fine-sounding appeal for i
R S d practice and see inner-party
individual. They seperate theory and p o S ol e
s a war to the death between abs@rac i :
z;;%ggli :or rank-and-file cozrades Ey cry;ggox:?taggga$CLNga2aa21§nzf
. il fern is allowed to make a p . No ra
f:?zego;iageReihgy think, can come to a ”Lorrect understquygga]a?gagzt?
criticisms 0% Central Committee decisions w1thgut his 1n]év1 goura 3
ship. Through their organisational Tpr1ncip1es .theyrwor)' enersong]
leading comrades to try to win "their" local unltg_a, F‘LTr ? TR
mountain strongholds. They would undermine co]lca@nvu.tentrz Lt
leadership. They would sabotage patient and Lonscueqtlogsts r:gg e ince
clarity and unity at a higher level on the Central Lomm1tT§e o
it with constant demagogic appeals to the rank~gnd»f{]T, \rginently
reduce the communist organisation to an irrelevant sect per
in internal warfare. ; i
coniggjﬁgsi:z:;fpromised, they would, in fﬁcfa_sabgta?gog?2;1ggsgz$lﬁt
cracy by expelling all comrades ho ing am ! i
::ZZ“ geggcisizn %as been reached,lzathgr ghigc;esgéngoﬁtge;}ged;;ocracy.
s the reality of ultra-democracy, Irge
Rgas:iggél{hzge{N Redfern sabotaged proletarian democracy in other ways
= :e;l&fern's splittism took other forms bezidesDunprintgf1ggn2$;??2;1
' j in his stand on Democratic t :
attacks and opportunist switches in ) i
threw issue after issue i
Once he had unleashed his campaign, he T a1 e
. At every meeting he had changed his min ) )
?glzzggaggtdem;nded {hat they be debated immediately. He mixed up major

issues wi th minor fssues and prevented progress on important struggles by

d criticisms of Ris stand on
many new secondary ones. He answere -

g::s?;ﬁg' ;?;h an attack about another, and_u§ed this to redz%eszhgttaCk
strugg]e’to a struggle between two personalities. This (g1e2 ekEd 23
inevitably partia]?y paralysed the centre, constantly side-trac

8

|

struggle over the main issues and sowed confusion - as it was meant to do.

i "orderly manner'
this led to the demand to struggle in an "or
To 5:?Z;t:2]Zga1n replied that the Political Commlﬁtee and‘the Ceg?ra]
Committee were trying to "réduce; ghi Str:gg1ea;:in§itﬁ¥m ;is%ﬁ: L8
method of work. Inevitably this led to action again L
the position of Nation
First, in September, he was removed from the p 0 e
Wi he Political Committee, w
Secretary, then he was removed from t e Loy g g ey L X
refused to make a self-criticism for his spli T e
| ow main on the Central Committee and pu
:;fi:llggnggz :iﬁETTEH only after hehFoEgEd ﬁ fa%ﬁéogécillntgsii iﬁﬁﬁz
' ) f the RCL. Now
were supported by the membership o s, N0 UTe THERISS gEe
k the RCL for "suppressing political struggle”. No. "
ﬁnge;:::ﬁ who suppressed principled political struggle throggt 2;;e
&plittism, and the Central Committee after experiencing 1tN g S
time took.steps to suppress splittism whilst still giving e

4

-

was only at a Political Committee meeting in November 1978, at the same
time as P Dixon came out with an open attack on the theory of the three
worlds and on the People's Republic of China that he simultaneously and
opportunistically changed his line against splittism.

When the Central Committee, in December, had the gall to unanimous-
ly (apart from NR and PD) remove NR from the Political Committee,

the only time that they were unable to put their political line at any
meeting of their committees, but it was only their self-enforced
absence which prevented them from doing so. Even then P Dixon said,

"I uphold the Democratic Centralism of the RCL", and added, "I have
not vacillated on the question of Democratic Centralism." He went on:
"I am mentally prepared for a protracted struggle." Yet within days,
he had formed a faction with N Redfern and a rank-and-file member .
The scenario that the faction tried to paint (in its January document
"appealing" to the RCL rank-and-file) of the "minority" ie NR and PD
being suppressed by the "majority" for “nearly a year" is an out-and-
out lie. But, of course, "any means necessary" - including lies - are
acceptable in the "struggle against revisionism", and the RCL is dealing
with "petty matters" again!

The faction claims in its pamphlet that struggle over political Tine
is not permitted. We have seen what they are really covering up!
Political struggle continues in the RCL in an "orderly manner" - how
terrible! - at every level. The faction knows that just one example was
a document dealing with some aspects of the international class

when it was sent to the full membership for discussion, N Redfern's
main amendments were also circulated to enable comrades to draw a clear
Tine of demarcation with his left opportunist distortion of the theory

of the three worlds. This is how political struggle is "suppressed"
in the RCL! ‘

RENFERN'S BUREAUCRATIC LEADERSHIP

In a pathetic attempt to pose as the upholders of "democracy"
against "bureaucratic centralism" in order to push what was really
ultra-democracy, the faction claimed to the RCL membership in their
document: "We stand far a Central Committee which encourages lower
levels and the rank-and-file to use their heads...and question Central
Committee directives, lines and policies...(and) feel free to voice
their opinions." This is rich. No one can disagree with such a fine
statement. But coming from N Redfern it only produced a roar of
laughter. At the RCL Conference against splittism in March, rank-and-
file members, cell leaders, district and branch secretaries got up,
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and criticised. Democracy was objectively being suppressed. N Redfern's
response was a diatribe against the membership. Rather than looking for
the cause of the problem,he accused them wholesale of suffering from
"employee mentality". Secondly, it meant that comrades' grasp of theory
and RCL policy was weakened. Practice began again to grope in the dark.
Thirdly, experience was not properly summed up - again weakening the
integration of theory and practice. Fourthly, less and Tess time was
spent in working with the most advanced workers and revolutionary
intellectuals and thus bringing supporters into membership. The obvious
net result was that the development of practical activities was itself
held back in the long term. N Redfern's "practice, practice, practice"
Tine was sabotaging practice itself. When N Redfern accepted, with the
Central Committee, that the Tine of "practice is primary" was wrong,
and that practice should be guided by theory, he only accepted it in
the realm of ideas. His response was ludicrously idealist. He proclaimed
that the solution to the problem was to do even more practice, but to
do a great deal more "theoretical work" on top. He showed pis total
inability to integrate theory with practice by refusing to investigate
the actual situation by refusing to grasp that there are only 24 hours
in a day; and by his inability to see that all aspects of our work

need to be correctly and consciously balanced. What elementary facts we
have to spell out.

Concentrating resources on the industrial working class.

The faction also attacked in their January document, the RCL's policy
of concentrating its practical work at the present time on the working
class. He demanded that the RCL Tead the political struggles of all
classes and strata in Britain. What proud revolutionary phrases! The
RCL is still a small organisation with scarce resources. It is an
jmmediate practical question to decide where we concentrate these scarce
resources. When these elementary points were made, the faction's reply
was to avoid the awful reality of the world and say "stop bleating, and -
get on with it!" The faction's demand that the RCL leads all struggles
of all classes and strata betrays another aspect of their idealist out-
look. Leadership is based on knowledge of seeking truth from facts: it
is based on investigation of the particular contradictions; it is based
on grasping the present level of the masses; it is based on learning
from the masses. Only those who thoroughly reject the mass 1ine (despite
their protestations to the contrary) as the scientific method of
leadership can demand that the RCL leads all struggles, even if that
Teadership was confined only to articles in our political paper

Class Struggle. No wonder N Redfern could only say "You lead workers by
leading them."

THE FACTION'S LIES ON RCL "ECONOMISM"

In the same manner the faction attacks the RCL for working "only in
individual factories." Of course the RCL does not work in all factories.
It could not!: The faction goes on with the 1ie that the RCL is only
interested in economic issues. They know that nearly all factory
bulletins produced Tocally by RCL units have not only given a lead
(it is another lie that the RCL gives no leadership) in economic
struggles, and in the struggle to turn the unions into fighting class
organisations but have also carried agitational material on the
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oppression of national minorities in Britain; on the nature of the
Labour Party, and the British imperialist state; on the struggle in
Zimbabwe; on the two superpowers, and the struggle against hegemonism;
on Kampuchea; on China's counter-attack against Vietnam's aggression: on
Polish workers' struggles and the struggle for workers' trade unions in
the USSR; on the Concordat, unemployment, technology etc, etc, etc.
"Seeking truth from tacts" is certainly not one of the faction's strong
points! The factory work of the RCL is precisely carried out with the
aim of building communist, not economist ceTTs in the factories in order
to ensure that the future party builds deep roots in the only really
revolutionary class - the proletariat.

In fact the attack on the industrial work of the RCL is an attack on
the general aim of ensuring that the revolutionary Communist Party will
be a party organised primarily on factory branches. How the faction has
retreated into revisionism. To them the factory is no longer where the
workers are brought together in large numbers, where they are actually
exploited and where they learn to unite. For them the factories are
primarily places where workers have been split up by the bourgeoisie.

These examples ( and there are many more of them) show what a
dangerous thing the left idealism of the faction was. Pushed mainly
through Redfern's leadership it threatened to spread confusion and
demoralisation throughout the RCL. It is certainly not better fo be
"left" than right.

LEARN FROM NEGATIVE EXAMPLES

The faction have given the Marxist-Leninist movement a lesson by
negative example. They have rejected Democratic Centralism, the organ-
isational principle of communism through which the proletarian organis-
ation strives to integrate theory with practice, and to strengthen its
collective and unified leadership. They have rejected principled and
protracted struggle over major questions as the means to reach unity.
They have rejected criticism and self-criticism as the indispensible
motor that ensures that Democratic Centralism operates correctly. They
have rejected the method of thorough investigation and seeking truth
from facts. They have rejected the mass Tine as the scientific method of
leadership.

A11 this they have replaced with a petit-bourgeois concept that
truth is grasped in the course of a war to the death between abstract
ideas and personalities. In such a stand, Democratic Centralism loses
any real purpose and is replaced by a combination of ultra-democracy and
bureaucracy., To such people, the task of communists becomes only to
take those abstract ideas which have won out in the demagogic battle for
supremacy to the working class with the cry of "this is the way -
follow me."

This was the essence of the two-line struggle in the RCL. It was over
such "petty matters" as style of work and organisational principle.
This struggle was directed against splittism and the petit-bourgeois
left idealism of the Anti-League Faction. In essence it was a question
of whether to build a Bolshevik or a Menshevik organisation.




