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January 28, 1972

Political Committee
Partido Revolucionario de los Trabajadores
Montevideo, Uruguay

Dear Comrades,

In the December 13, 1971, issue of Intercontinental Press
I offered some comments on your election campaign, praising 1t as
a whole but criticizing what appeared to me to be some negative
aspects. These comments, of course, reflected the views of the
Political Committee of the Socialist Workers Party. I have been
asked to further explain the reasons for these views in hope of
removing any possible misunderstandings and of facilitating a
fruitful exchange of opinion.

From the discussions that various members of the SWP have
held with members of the PRT, it appears to us that the key dif-
ference lies in our judgments as to the nature of the Broad Front.
You saw it as an anti-imperialist movement in the main, whereas
to us it appeared to be a popular front.

Before considering the question in detail I should like to
reiterate that on all fundamental questions we consider your
approach to have been correct. You rejected the illusion that
there can be a peaceful electoral road to socialism. You rejected
supporting bourgeois governments, including varieties like those
headed by Allende in Chile and Torres in Bolivia. You recognized
the need for independence from all bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
currents. You stressed the imperative necessity of building a
Leninist-type party rooted in the mass movement.

The PRT deserves special recognition for its clear rejection
of the ultraleftism that has plagued the new generation of revolu-
tionists in Latin America. This firm stand has enabled you to
withstand the pressure from such formations as the Tupamaros.

Your rejection of ultraleftism also enabled you to avoid the

error to be seen on all sides in Latin America in which former
ultralefts capitulated overnight, shifting from guerrilla war

to support of the bourgeois government of General Velasco Alvarado
in Peru and of the current leading advocate of a peaceful road

to socialism, Salvador Allende.

Our common struggle against ultraleftism, which has been
the predominant problem faced by the Latin American vanguard for
the past decade, must now include its opposite, class collabora-
tionism. This political and ideological struggle requires the
clearest possible analysis of such formations as the Broad Front.

Let me take up first the nature of the struggle against
imperialism in the colonial and semicolonial countries.

In that area today, the national bourgeoisies will not con-
duct a consistent struggle against imperialism. Trotsky long ago
explained the reasons. First of all, if the working class and
peasantry are mobilized, they tend, in following their own class
interests, to break through the framework of capitalism. This
tendency has become an increasingly paramount feature of the poli-
tical scene. Secondly, the main class interests of the national
bourgeoisie are the same as those of the imperialists, and they
serve as their agents.
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Leadership in this struggle thus passes to the working class.
In any vigorous and massive struggle it can win the majority of
the peasantry and either bring in the lower middle classes or
neutralize them. In such a combat, the national bourgeoisie will
inevitably side with imperialism.

Trotsky taught us nonetheless that the national bourgeoisie
is capable of taking actions that are objectively anti-imperialist.
A recent example wcs the nationalization of the International '
Petroleum Company by the Peruvian government in 1969. While such
actions must be supported by the working class, they do not change
the fundamental nature of the regimes that undertake them. The
working class must not grant them an iota of political confidence.
The anti-imperialist actions, whatever their progressiveness in
and of themselves, remain within the orbit of continued imperialist
relations in which the national bourgeoisie seeks only a more
substantial position. This was proved to the hilt in the case of
the Mexican bourgeoisie, which undertook some rather spectacular
anti-imperialist actions in 1938.

At present, in bending to the pressures of the general upsurge
that has marked the colonial world since the end of World War II,
the national bourgeoisie has generally felt compelled to give
itself an anti-imperialist and even "socialist" coloration that is
particularly evident in its propaganda. The objective, of course,
is to confuse the masses and to contain the struggle they seek to
develop independently against imperialism.

This is often seen to a high degree during electoral campaigns.
However, when a national bourgeois party includes democratic and
anti-imperialist planks in its platform, this does not change
the fact that such a party remains an agency of imperialism. Of
course, it is possible that the need to appear anti-imperialist in
face of a mass upsurge can bring a national bourgeois formation
to endorse, or seem to endorse, mass actions against imperialism.
This has occurred in the past but has become rare in recent times
in correspondence with the bourgeoisie's increasing fear of the
masses. In these cases, actions must carefully be distinguished
from electoral promises.

It is perfectly permissible -- in fact, necessary —-- for a
Leninist-type party to endorse, participate in, or initiate an
action front against imperialism that includes petty-bourgeois
or national bourgeois formations so long as it does not give up its
political and organizational independence, including the right
to offer criticisms and to warn the workers on the basically
proimperialist nature of the national bourgeoisie and the need
for a socialist revolution to win the struggle against imperialism.

Thus the existence of an "anti-imperialist front" hinges on
actions that are undertaken and not on mere declarations, that is,
propagandistic assertions. Both the July 26 Movement in Cuba and
the National Liberation Front in Vietnam projected programs that
were confused and even dead wrong on many fundamental issues,
including the role of the national bourgeoisie, but they constituted
fronts that engaged in actions in the struggle against imperialism.

A popular front is different. This involves an effort by the
bourgeoisie, or part of it, to establish a coalition government
committed to maintaining capitalism with the support of the workers
and plebeian masses. In the colonial world this necessarily includes
continuation of imperialist domination. The essence of such a
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coalition is class collaborationism.

The problem of such class-collaborationist coalitions has
faced the socialist movement since the time of Eduard Bernstein
and before. Its practitioners have always soughv to give it attrac-~
tive guises. In the thirties, the Stalinists and Social Democrats
presented it as an "antifascist front." In China in 19%6 it was
offered as an "anti-Japanese national united front." In Ceylon in
19A4 it was ballyhooed as a "socialist front," as it is today in
Chile.

In China in 1935 both a class~collaborationist front and a
real anti-imperialist front existed at the same time. Insofar as
a concrete struggle was being conducted against Japanese imperial-
ism, it was perfectly correct and necessary -- as the Trotskyists
insisted —- for the Communist party to reach understandings with
the regime of Chiang Kai-shek concerning actions against the
imperialist invader on the battlefront and elsewhere. However, the
Stalinists engaged in something else that hampered the struggle
against imperialism. They pressed for a '"new democratic republic,"
a "joint dictatorship of several anti-imperialist classes," that
is, a coalition government in which the wori:zrs and peasants
would be tied to the national bourgeoisie.

The name "popular front" or "people's front" can be a source
of confusion. It was the "high-flown name," as Trotsky callesd it,
used by Thorez in 1934 when the French Stalinists set out to form
a bloc that would include the Radical party. They succeeded in
doing this in May 1935. Several months later at the Seventh World
Congress of the Comintern, the Stalinists pointed to this class-
collaborationist formation as a model. Trotsky said of the :congress:

"It is important if only for the fact that by legalizing the
opportunistic turn in France, it immeliately transplants it to the
rest of the world. We have a curious specimen of bureaucratic thinking
in that while granting, on paper at any rate, a liberal autonomy
to all sections, and while even issuing instructions to them to
do independent thinking and adapt themselves to their own national
conditions, the Congress, immediately thereupon, proclaimed that
all countries in the world, Fascist Germany as well as democratic
Norway, Great Britain as well as India, Greece as well as Caina,
are equally in need of the 'people's front,' and, wherever possible,
of a government of the people's front." ("The Stalinist Turn" in
Writings of Leon Trotsky (1935-36), p. 13.)

When Trotsky was still alive, our entire movement used the
term "popular front" or "people's front" in referring to the class-
collaborationist blocs between workers' parties and bourgeois parties
seeking governmental power at the time, such as those in Chile,
Brazil, China, India, etc. Actually there was little choice in
the matter. The term selected by Moscow was universally used in
the world press in those years. Trotsky himself, accordingly, used
the term in a sweeping way that included the popular front forma-
tions in the colonial world.

In arguing on this question, some of the comrades have contended
that at least one quotation shows Trotcky tc have teen of the
opinion that a popular front signifies solely a coalition between
the imperialist bourgeoisie and the workers of an advanced country.
From this, the argument goes that Trotsky did not bzlieve e popular
front could exist in the colonial world. As a consequence, it was
deduced by these comrades that the Broad Front in Uruguay could




o | O

not be properly classified as a popular front and to call it that
only confused matters.

Whatever the exact interpretation may be of the quotation
found in Trotsky's writings (it is in "For Committees of Action,
Not the People's Front" in Writings of Leon Trotsky (1935-36),
page 56), the truth is that he would not want us tTo place so much
weight on the interpretation of a single sentence in an article
dealing with the popular front in France. He would have asked us
why we did not taeke other things he wrote into consideration, why
we did not proceed to a concrete analysis of the Broad Front in
Uruguay, and why we did not seek to compare the Broad Front with
previous formations of a similar nature.

As an example of Trotsky's way of thinking on such questions,
his answer to a request to distinguish between the united front
and the popular front is of interest:

"Yes, we make concrete the difference between the two notions.
During 1917, all the politics of the Bolsheviks consisted in fighting
against the popular front -- not so called -- in favor of the
united front. The Russian bourgeois party, the Kadets —- it is from
the words Constitutional Demccrats which became abbreviated to
Kadets —-- remained as the only bourgeois party. All the bourgeois
parties merged with the Kadets in 1917. The Kadets were in an
alliance with the Social Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks. It
was named at that time the coalition, not popular front as now, but
coalition. We addressed the workers, and said to them: 'You must
ask of your leaders, the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries,
that they abandon their alliance with the bourgeoisie and that
they enter into an alliance with us, and the Bolshevik workers
are ready to fight with them together in a united front.' It was
our policy. Every worker by and by understood our policy. They
abandoned the Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries, and we
became a genuine party of the masses at the turning point." (The
Case of Leon Trotsky, p. 386.)

From this it is clear that Trotsky drew a straight line from
the class-collaborationist bloc called "the coalition” that sought
to derail the revolution in backward Russia and the "people's
fronts" initiated by Moscow throughout the world in the mid-thirties.

It is true that Trotsky did not write a great deal about the
specific problems of Latin America or about the differences that
might be found between popular front formations in the imperialist
countries and popular front formations in the colonial countries.
What mainly concerned him was their similarities because it is
precisely in these that the essence of the matter lies.

A few examples can be cited. In speaking of the decline of
popular front governments in the imperialist countries just before
the outbreak of World War II, Trotsky wrote:

"But in the colonial and semicolonial countries -~ not only
in China and India, but in Latin America -- the fraud of the
'people's fronts' still continues to paralyze the working masses,
converting them into cannon-fodder for the 'progressive'! bourgeoisie
and in this way creating an indigenous political basis for imperial-
ism." ("Manifesto of the Fourth International on the Imperialist
War and the Proletarian World Revolution" in Writings of Leon
Trotsky 1939-40, p. 39.)
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It should be carefully noted that Trotsky viewed the popular
front in the colonial and semicolonial countries as a vehicle
for creating a political basis for imperialism. This is a specific
aspect that ought to be explored. An illuminating paper might
be written on it based on the experience in various countries in
Latin America. Trotsky made his comment following the election of a
popular front government in Chile in December 1938 in which Allende
served as a minister. Some instructive lessons could be drawn from
a comparison of the program, composition, and course of the popular
front that was formed in Chile in 19%~ and the program, composition,
and course of the Broad Front formed in Uruguay in 1971.

Again in the alleged "special national situation" in Spain
which the POUM used to justify entering the people's front there,
Trotsky wrote:

"The Spanish bloc of the tops of the working class with the
left bourgeoisie does not include anything 'national' for it does
not differ in the least from the 'People's Front' in France,
Czechgslovakia, Brazil or China." (New Militant, February 15, 1936,
p‘ 30

Trotsky's concept is quite clear. He speaks rather sharply,
saying that "it does not differ in the least." He was pointing to
what was similar in the blocs —- their class-collaborationist
essence and their aim of duping the workers and diverting them
from independent struggle.

Trotsky's inclusion of the popular front in Brazil is of
particular relevance from the viewpoint of our own discussion.
The "National Liberation Alliance," formed in 1935, was proclaimed
by the Stalinists to be an anti-imperialist front. Their claims
sounded plausible since the front was organized under illegal
conditions. Yet Trotsky disregarded even that in light of the
concealed purpose of the bloc -- to create an indigenous political
base for imperialism.

I hope that this is sufficient to show that Trotsky made no
fundamental distinction between popular fronts in the imperialist
countries and in the colonial world. To him, as to all of us at
the time, they were class-collaborationist blocs, the essence of
which was far from new.

Now what about the Broad Front in Uruguay? To analyze its
nature, we must consider its program, its actions, its composition,
and its leadership.

The program of the Broad Front was adopted at a meeting held
February 5, 1971. The Broad Front took as its goal the formation
of a multiclass coalition, including the "progressive sectors" of
the bourgeoisie, on a common program. The objective of the coalition
was stated to be the establishment of a new government via the
electoral road. The projected government, according to the authors
of the program, would carry out a series of reforms of a democratic
and anti-imperialist nature. Later the Broad Front adopted an
electoral platform promising a long list of reforms. The essence
of the program and electoral platform was pure class collaborationism.

As to class composition, the Broad Front brought together
"workers; students; professors; priests; Protestant ministers;
small and middle producers; industrialists and businessmen;
civilians and members of the armed forces; intellectuals and



artists...."

In political composition, the Broad Front included Stalinists,
Social Democrats, various bourgeois and petty-bourgeois formations,
including the Christian Democratic party, and split-offs from
the Colorado and Blanco parties.

The leadership was placed in the hands of bourgeois elements,
loyally and energetically supported by the Stalinists, trained
since 1935 in the school of popular frontism.

As for its actions, the Broad Front was designed as an electoral
bloc. Although its program talked about "permanent political
activity" going beyond the 1971 election, the nature of this
"activity" was not specified. A primary objective of the Broad
Front was to instill or reinforce electoral illusions among the
masses. This required painting the participation of the Broad
Front in the bourgeois electoral process as an action of great.
moment, the manifestation of a movement of the people against
"the imperialist power" and against the domination "of the oligarchy
of middle men, bankers, and big landowners."

The campaign unquestionably aroused considerable enthusiasm.
Unfortunately a good part of this was based on illusions, on
confidence that something might be accomplished at the ballot
box, on false hopes of winning the election. The truth is that the
Broad Front was set up by a collection of petty-bourgeois leftists,
trade-union bureaucrats, Stalinist and Social Democratic reformists,
and bourgeois politicians on the make, who were dazzled by Allende's
success in Chile and thought it might be repeated in Uruguay.

They played for the stake of emerging as saviours of Uruguayan
capitalism in its hour of need. They deliberately established
the Broad Front not to struggle but to contain the struggle of
the masses by diverting them into the electoral arena. They did
not form an action front projecting specific actions requiring
specific agreements on the pa:c of thne parficipating organizations.

Of course it can be argued that the Broad Front was formed
in response to an upsurge, in response to the fact that the workers,
students, slum dwellers, and plebeian masses generally were inten-
sifying their struggles. Precisely. This has slways bteen the basis
for popular fronts of any scope. They are formed to co-opt the
mobilization of the masses, to advance the careers of reformists
and bureaucrats, and to maintain the status quo.

In Uruguay the break with the two-party system is an indicator
of the deep economic and social crisis racking the country and of
the growing radicalization of the masses. The rejection of the two
0ld parties is a sign of rising political consciousness among the
masses. These are welcome developments. But it was the tendency to
break from the two-party system that provided an opening for
deployment of the Broad Front as an instrument of the national
bourgeoisie and of imperialism. Real progress will begin when
the masses break from the capitalist two-party system. That would
mean rejection of a capitalist three-party or multiple-party
system. This is what will give realify To the slogan of the revolu-
tionary socialists calling for independent political action.

This brings me to the inconsistencies or ambiguities in the
position taken by the PRT toward the Broad Front. You called on
the Broad Front to undertake actions going beyond the electoral
arena. This was correct from several points of view. Here I will
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note only that it followed logically from your Jjudgnent that it
was an anti-imperialist front. The urgings of the PRT met with
no response, since the leaders of the Broad Front held a quite
different view of its nature and its purpose.

The PRT at the same time proceeded as if the Broad Front were
not an anti-imperialist front but could possibly be converted into
one —- moreover one that would follow a line of independent political
action. To achieve this would require wresting the leadership of
the Broad Front from the hands of its bourgeois backers and their
agents and placing it in the hands of leaders of the workers committed
to independent political action. An appropriate slogan for this
would have been "Throw out the bourgeois elements!"”

The feasibility of such an attempt can be questioned, inasmuch
as the founders of the Broad Front made sure —-- as is always the
case in such formations -- to keep a vight grip on the organiza-
tional machinery, and they were acutely alert o possible challenges
from the left. To advance the slogan of throwing out the bourgeois
elements would, however, have proved advantageous as part of the
propagandistic efforts to expose the real nature of the Broad
Front.

Nevertheless the PRT did not raise a slogan of this nature.
No doubt that was because of the assumption that the Broad Front
was an anti-imperialist front.

A further inconsistency was that in a certain way the PRT
acted as if the Broad Front were a popular front. We noted with
satisfaction that you leveled sharp attacks against the bourgeois
leadership. You exposed the diversionary aims that motivated the
formation of the Broad Front. In opposition to thre program of the
Broad Front calling for a coalition government, you called for a
government of the workers and plebeian masses, that is, a government
of the working class, the slum dwellers, and poor sectors of the
petty bourgeoisie.

Yet, in contradiction to this, the PRT held that the national
bourgeois candidates of the popular front were anti-imperialist
and that "the electoral victory of the Broad Front would unques-
tionably create a more favorable situation in the interest of the
working class."

The truth is that such a situation would prove highly ephemeral
without the development of the working class's own independent
mass struggle. And if the electoral victory were gained at the cost
of that independent struggle, this would signify a disaster! Against
any and all electoral blocs with the national bourgeoisie, the
workers must develop their own independent struggle. This brings
democratic gains for the masses and setbacks for imperialism as
by-products.

The fact is that the anti-imperialist propaganda of the
bourgeois candidates of the Broad Front amounted to a cruel hoax.
Had these candidates won the election and been permitted to take
office they would have conceded reforms only under heavy mass
pressure, while they carried out their real task of derailing the
mass movement.

Although the quotation is rather long, Trotsky's projection
of what could happen in the case of India is worth considering
in connection with this.
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"The Stalinists cover up their policy of servitude to British,
French and U.S.A. imperialism with the formula of 'People's Front'.
What a mockery of the people!'People's Front' is only a new name
for that old policy, the gist of which lies in class collaboration,
in a coalition between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. In
every such coalition, the leadership invariably turns out to be
in the hands of the right-wing, that is, in the hands of the
propertied class. The Indian bourgeoisie, as has already been stated,
wants a peaceful horse trade and not a struggle. Coalition with the
bourgeoisie leads to the proletariat's abregating the revolutionary
struggle against imperialism. The policy of coalition implies marking
time on one spot, temporizing, cherishing false hopes, engaging in
hollow maneuvers and intrigues. As a result of this policy dis-
illusionment inevitably sets in among the working masses, while
the peasants turn their backs on the proletariat, and fall into
apathy. The German revolution, the Austrian revolution, the Chinese
revolution and the Spanish revolution have all perished as a result
of the policy of coalition.... The self-same danger also menaces
the Indian revolution where the Stalinists, under the guise of
'People's Front', are putting across a policy of subordinating the
proletariat to the bourgeoisie. This signifies, in action, a rejec-
tion of the revolutionary agrarian program, a rejection of arming the
workers, a rejection of the struggle for power, a rejection of
revolution.

"In the event that the Indian bourgeoisie finds itself compelled
to take even the tiniest step on the road of struggle against the
arbitrary rule of Great Britain, the proletariat will naturally
support such a step. But they will support it with their own
methods: mass meetings, bold slogans, strikes, demonstrations and
more decisive combat actions, depending on the relationship of
forces and the circumstances. Precisely to do this must the prole-
tariat have its hands free. Complete independence from the bour-
geoisie is indispensable to the proletariat, above all in order to
exert influence on the peasantry, the predominant mass of India's
population. Only the proletariat is capable of advancing a bold,
revolutionary agrarian program, of rousing and rallying tens of
millions of peasants and leading them in struggle against the native
oppressors and British imperialism. The alliance of workers and poor
peasants is the only honest, reliable alliance that can assure the
final victory of the Indian revolution."” ("An Open Letter to the
Workers of India" in Writings of Leon Trotsky (1938-39), p. 38.)

In still another way, the PRT proceeded as if the Broad
Front were a popular front. Against the slate of Broad Front
candidates committed to class collaborationism and the objective
of putting a coalition government in office, the PRT proposed
a slate of worker candidates under the control of workers' organiza-
tions. The logic of this, naturally, was to run an alternative
slate in opposition to the slate nominated by the class-collabora-
tionist leaders of the Broad Front.

The PRT did considerable along this course, actually putting
up a slate of worker candidates. Precisely here, however, the
ambiguities of the PRT's electoral campaign became most clearly
expressed. The slate of worker candidates for which the PRT cam-
paigned was headed by the three top bourgeois candidates of the
Broad Front.

I appreciate that the comrades of the PRT found it very
distasteful to include these bourgeois candidates on their slate
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and that they did so only because it was the price demanded of them
by the organizers of the Broad Front if they wanted their permission
to continue to work within the front. In short, the PRT considered

it to be a tactical matter and felt that the price was not too high.

The determination of the PRT to take advantage of every
possible opening and to avoid a sectarian or dogmatic attitude that
could result in isolation from the masses is completely within
the spirit of Trotskyism. However, on the particular decision to
accept the terms laid down by the organizers of the Broad Front,

I would like to advance three considerations:

1. It has been argued by way of analogy that Trotsky favored
the tactic of the Chinese Communists entering the Kuomintang and
that in the first stage of this experience he was opposed to them
leaving. If the tactic was proper in relation to the Kuomintang
why not in relation to the Broad Front?

Trotsky's real views on this question are, unfortunately, not
well known. The following quotation from a letter that Trotsky wrote
to Max Shachtman on December 10, 1930, makes clear what his stand
was:

"You are quite right when you point out that the Russian
Opposition, as late as the first half of 1927, did not demand
openly the withdrawal from the Kuo Min Tang. I believe, however,
that I have already commented on this fact publicly somewhere. I
personally was from the very beginning, that is, from 1923, resolutely
opposed to the Communist party joining the Kuo Min Tang, as well
as against the acceptance of the Kuo Min Tang into the 'Kuomintern'.
Radek was always with Zinoviev against me. The younger members of
the Opposition of 1923 were with me almost to a man. Rakovsky was
in Paris and not sufficiently informed. Up to 1926, I always voted
independently in the Political Bureau on this question, against
all the others. In 1925, simultaneously with the theses oa the
Eastern Chinese Railway which I have quoted in the Opposition press,
I once more presented the formal proposal that the Communist party
leave the Kuo Min Tang instantly. This was unanimously rejected and
contributed a great deal to the baiting later on. In 1925 and 1927,
I had uninterrupted conflicts with the Zinovievists on this question.
Two or three times, the matter stood at the breaking point. Our
center consisted of approximately equal numbers from both of the
allied tendencies, for it was after all only a bloc. At the voting,
the position of the 1923 Opposition was betrayed by Radek, out of
principle, and by Piatakov, out of unprincipledness. Our faction
(1923) [the faction formed in 1923% that made a bloc with the
Zinovievists in 1926 -- JH] was furious about it, demanded that
Radek and Piatakov be recalled from the center. But since it was a
question of splitting with the Zinovievists, it was the general
decision that I must submit publicly in this question and acquaint
the Opposition in writing with my standpoint. And that is how it
happened that the demand was put up by us so late, in spite of the
fact that the Political Burecau and the Plenum of the Central Commit-
tee always contrasted my view with the official view of the Opposi-
tion. Now I can say with certainty that I made a mistake by sub-
mitting formally in this question. In any case, this mistake became
quite clear only by the further evolution of the Zinovievists. At
that time, the split with them appeared to the overwhelming majority
of our faction as absolutely fatal. Thus, the manifesto [of the
International Left Opposition on the Chinese question, issued late
in 1930] in no way contradicts the facts when it contends that the
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Russian Opposition, the real one, was against the Communist party
joining the Kuo Min Tang. Out of the thousands of imprisoned, exiled,
etc., hardly a single one was with Radek in this question. This fact
too I have referred to in many letters, namely, that the great
majority of the capitulators were not sure and firm in the Chinese
and the Anglo-Russian questions. That is very characteristic!..."
(Problems of the Chinese Revolution, 1932 edition, p. 19.)

2. When the organizers of the Broad Front laid down their anti-
democratic proscription against any of the participants in the forma-
tion running an independent slate offering workers' candidates as
an alternative to the top three bourgeois candidates, I anticipated
that the PRT would surely denounce this stricture -- which was
intended to muzzle and block any independent currents in the Broad
Front —-- and find a way to challenge the decree in a dramatic way,
publicly refusing to obey it. Naturally, I could not visualize
from a distance what tactical steps might be required to dramatize
rejection of the decree. It was a considerable disappointment to
learn that the PRT took the opposite course of merely protesting it
and then abiding by it.

Was this a case of tactical considerations determining politics
and even theoretical appreciation of the true nature of the Brozad
Front? In any case I think an error was committed that can prove
costly, particularly if it goes unrecognized. Placing the names of
Seregni, Crottogni, and Villar on the ballot of the PRT outweighed
the verbal criticisms leveled against the three, for including them
on the ballot was a way of telling the workers that it was correct
to vote for these bourgeois candidates. In short, it was an action
that signified political confidence in them and their campaign
propaganda.

2. Rejection of a class-collaborationist electoral bloc with
the bourgeoisie does not necessarily mean isolation from the masses.
So long as the cadres of the PRT participate in the unions and other
organizations of the working class, remain with the workers in the
plants, and participate in their day-to-day struggles, they cannot
be isolated.

If the cadres of the PRT gain a solid reputation as militants,
their political opinions will be listened to with respect, even if
what they say clashes with enthusiasms of the moment that are based
on illusions fostered by the betrayers of the working class.

The main current task facing the PRT is to recruit potential
cadres. In this the utmost clarity is required on all programmatic
questions, above all on the class collaborationism that served as
cement for the Broad Front.

To summarize: When the Broad Front was formed, it was completely
correct for Trotskyists to say, "Yes, we will participate in all
actions of a democratic or anti-imperialist nature." In saying this,
however, it was just as imperative to say, "No, we will not partici-
pate in any electoral bloc designed to advance the interests of
bourgeois candidates.”

Our criticism is based on the failure to make this differen-
tiation clear.

Let me repeat that we are fully in agreement with your deter-
mination to explore and take advantage of all possible openings.
This includes your persistence in seeking discussions before the
ranks of the Broad Front and in making specific proposals to the



[
Broad Front.

We also consider the intensity of your effort during the
campaign to be a model. Particularly notable was the way you got

out literature and improved your newspaper both in frequency, size,
and appearance.

Comradely yours,
s/Joseph Hansen



28/1/12
Comité Polftico
Partido Revolucionario de los Trabajadores
Montevideo, Uruguay

Queridos camaradas,
En la ediciédn del 13/12/71 de Intercontinental Press hice algunos co-

mentarios sobre vuestra campafia electoral, alabandola de conjunto pero cris
ticando algunosaspectos que considere negativos. Logicamente, estos comen—
tarios reflejan el punto de vista del comité politico del SWP. Se me ha que
fundamente algunos de estos comentarios con el fin de aclarar cualquier po-
sible malentendido y facilitar un fructifero cambio de opiniones.

De las discusiones que algunos miembros del SWP han sostenido con los
miembros del PRT surge que la diferencia clave estd en la caracterizaciédn
del Frente Amplio. Ustedes lo vieron como un frente antiimperialista y nosg*
tros como un frents popular.

' Antes de entrar en detalle guiero reiterar que en lo fundamental con=-
sideramos _gue vuestra manera de tratar el problema es correcta.Ustedes re~
chazaron la ilusién de que pueda haber un camino pacifico y electoral al so
cialismo. No han apoyado gobiernos burgueses, incluyendo variantes como la
que encabeza Allende en Chile y Torres en Bolivia. Reconocieron la necesidad
de mantenerse indpendientes de toda variante burguesa o pequefia burguesa.
Subrayaron la imperiosa necesidad de construlr un partido leninista enraizg
do-en el movimiento de masas,

El PRT merece especial reconocimiento por la claridad con que rechazo
al ultraizquierdismo que ha sido una plaga para la nueva generacidn de revg
lucionarios en América Latina. Esta firme posicién les ha permitido aguantar
la presién de grupos como los Tupamaros. Al mismo tiempo, vuestro rechazo al
ultraizquierdismo les ha permitido evitar el error que se observa en todas
partes en Latinoamerica, donds ex ultraizquierdistas han capitulado del dia
a la noche, de la guerra de guerrillas al apoyo al gobiernos hurgués de Ve-
lasco Alvarado en Perd, y del principal impulsor de la via pacifica al socia
lismo, Salvador Allende.

Nuestra lucha comun contra el ultraiquierdismo, gue ha sido el princi
pral problema que enfrento la vanguardia latinoamericana en la decada pasada,
debe ahora incluir el problema opuesto, el colaboracionismo de clases. Esta
lucha politica e ideoldgica regquiere¢ un andlisis lo mis claro posible DE FOR

Permitaseme¢ tocar, en primer termino, la naturaleza de la lucha contra
el imperialismo en los paises coloniales y semicoloniales.

En osas dreas _actuaslmente las burguesias nacionales no llevaran a cabo
una_lucha consecuente contra el imperialismo. Las razones de esto fueron ex-
plicadas hace muehos afios por Trotsky. Primero, si el proletariado y los cam
pesinos se movilizan, tienden, al seguir sus propios intereses de clases, a
romper la estructura del capitalismo. Esta tendencia se ha convertido en un
elenmento principalisimo en la escena politica. Segundo, lce Bgincipales inte
reses de clase de ‘1a burguesia nacional son los mismo que los de LOS INPERIA
LISTAS, y les sirven de agentes.

Asf, la direcoidn de esta lucha pasa 4 la clase obrera. En cualquier
lucha vigorosa y masiva puede ganar a la mayoria del campesinado y ganar o
neutralizar a la ba2Jja clase media. En ese combate, la burguesia nacional ine
vitablemente se aliara al imperialismo.

) De todos modos Trotsky nos ensefia que la burguesia nacional es capasz
de llevar a ca2bo acciones que son objetivamente antiimperialistas. Un e jem-
Ple reciente fue la nacionalizacipn de la International Petdoleum Company por
el yobierno peruano ¢ 1969. Tales acciones deben ser apoyadas por la clase
obrera, pero no c: mbian el earacter fundamental del regimen que las lleva a
cabo. La clase obrera no debe darles una pizca de confianza politica. Las ag
titudes antiimperialistas, por més preogresivas que sean, permanecen en la 8r
bita de las relaciones imperialistas, y la burguesia nacional sélo busca una
pdsicidén més substancial. La prueba la tenesos en el caso la burguesia meji-
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canas que‘tomo algunas medidas antiimperialistas en 1938,

Aotualmente, ala presidn de alza general en el mundo colonial, que se
inicid al f£in de 1la 2da. guerra mundisal, la burguesia nacional se ha visto
obligada a darse un tinte antiimperialista y hasta "socialista", que es es
pecialmente evidente en su propaganda. Su objetivo, desde luego, es confun-
dir a las masas y contener la lucha que estas llevan a cabo contra el impe-—
rialismo. ) '

Esto se hace muy notable durante las campafias electorales. Sin emdbar-—
40y cuando un partido nacional-burgués pone elementos antiimperialista en su
plataforma politica, esto no cambia ¢l hecho de que sea un agente del impe-
rialismo. Por supuesto que la necesidad dé adoptar una fachads antiimperia-
lista ante un alza de masas, puede llevar a una organizacidn nacional~burgue
82 a apoyar en les hechos o en apariencia lasg movilizaciones de masas contra
el imperialismo, pero esto se ha hecho.cada vez mids infrecuente por el cre-
ciente temor que siente la burguesia por las maszs. En estos casos hay que
distinguir cuidadosamente las medidas de las promesas electorales.

BEs perfectamente permisible -mis aun, nedesario,—- que el partido le-
ninista apoye, participe, o inicie frentes antiimperialistas péra la accién,
con organizaciones pequefio-burguesas o nacional-burguesas, mientras no piser
da su independencia politica y organizativa, e incluso el derecho de hacer
crfticas y de sefialarle a los trabajadores el caracter esencialmente proim-
berialista de la burguesia nacional, y de la necesidad de hacer la revolu-
cién socialista para ganar la lucha contra el imperialismo.

Asf, la existencia de un "frernte antiimperinlista" se basa ean la
accidén y no en la mera propa_:mnda. Tants ¢l movimiento 26 de Julio en Cuba,
coxo el PLN on Vietnam elaboraron programas confusos y aun equivocsdos res-—
pecto de ciertos ejes fundamentales, incluyendo el rol de la burguesia nacio
nal, pero eran frentes para la accidn en la lucha antiimperialista.

Un frente popular es distinto. Involilucra un esfuerzo por partec de la
burguesia para formar un gobisrno de coalicidn para mantener el capitalismo
con el apoyo del proletariado y las masas plebeyas. Enel mundo colonial, esto
Ntcesariamente implica una coantinuacidédn de la combinacidn imperialiste. La
csencia dé tal coalicidn es el colaboracionismo de clase.

El movimiento socialista ha enfrentado el problema de este tipo de coa
liciones desde la época do Eduard Bernstein. Los que la practican ha trata=-
do de dmrle atractivas fachadas. En 1la déczda del 30 los stalinistzs.y so-
cizldemocratas lo presentaban cowo un frente antifascista. En China en-1936
fuy presentado como un "frente unico nacional antijapones". Bn Ceilan en 1964
lo llamaron "frente socialista' al igual que hoy en Chile.

En China, en 1936 coexistian un frente de colaboracidén de clases y un
erdadero frente antiimperialista. En la medida que se estaba llevando a ca-
bo una lucha contra el imperialismo Japones, era correcto -como sefialaban. los
trotskystas— que el PC llegara a acuerdos ocon el regimen de Chiang Kai-Shek

para actuar contra el invasor imperialista en el frente de batalla y otras
pertess . Pero el stalinisno hizo algyo mds, que impidio 1la lucha conira el
imperialismo. Ellos advocaban una "nueva replblica democrztioa", una "dicta-~
dura oconjunta de distintas clases antiimperialistas", es decir, un gobierno
de coalicién en el que los obreros y cmmpesino estuvieron atados 2 la burgue

sia nescional.
El nombre "frente popular" puede ser Tuente de con usidn. fue o1 nom-

bre "de alto wvuelo" =~como decia Trotsky~- usado por Thorez en 1934 duando el
stalinismo francéé traté = formar un bloque que incluyera al partido radi-
cal. Bl bloque se formb en 1935. Pocos meses mds tarde, en le Tmo Congreso
Mundial del Comintern, los stalinistas seflalaron este frente de col ~boracidn
d¢ clases como un modelo. De este congreso dijo Trotsky:

"Es importante, aunqus mas no sea por el hecho de gue al legalizar es-
te viraje oportunista, inmediatamente lo trasplanta al resto del mundo. Te-
nemnos aqui un curioso ejemplo del pensamiento burocritico que, al mismo tiem
po que concede, por lo menos en los papeles, una autonomia liberal a todas
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lre secciones, y mientras les da instrucciones de mantener su independencia
d¢ ponsamiento y de adaptarse a las condiciones locales, el congreso pro-
clané que todos los paises; desde la Alemania Fascista hasta la demoocrdti-
ca Noruega, tanto Gran Bretafia como la India, Grecia y China, todos por i-
sual necesitan un frente popular y, donde sea posible, un gobierno de -ege
frente." ("Bl viraje stalinista" en Escritos de Leon Trotsky (1935-36),9.13)

BEn vida de Trotsky todo nuestro movimiento utilizaba el termino
"frente popular para referirse a los bloques de colaboracidén de clases.entre
partidos obreros 'y partidos burgueses gue buscaban el poder gubernaﬁental en
esa época, como Chile, Brasil, China, la India, etc. BEn realidad,. poco habia
para elegir. El termino, acufiado por Moscd era usado por la prensa muadial.

El hismo Trotsky utilizo el termino en forma general para incluir las formg
ciones simil res que se daban en el resto del mundo colonial.

Al discutir 1la cuestion algunos camarades arguyen -que hay por lo me-
nos una cita de Trotsky donde se¢ desprende que la idea que tenia Troitsky de
fronte popular era la de coalicidén enitre una burguesia imperialista con los
obreros de un pais avanzado. De ahf que, segin este argumento, Troisky pensa
ra que un frente popular no pudiera formarsc en un pais colonial, de hai tam
bien que los camaradas uruguayos consideraran que el Frente Amplio no era
un frente popular, y llamarlo asf{ solo servia para confundir. :

Cualquiera s=a la interpretacidn exactz de la cita (que se encuentra
en "Por comites de accidn; no frentes populrres, escritos de L.T. (1935~36),
la verdad es que el no querria gque le dieramos t-nto peso a una frase en un
articulo que versa sobre el frente popular franeéds. Nos hubiera preguntnodo '
porque no tuvimos en cuenta otras cosas que escribid, porque no hicimos un
anédlisis concreto del Frente Amplio uruguayo, y pcr que no lo comparamos con
otras formaciones similares.

Para ejemplificar la forma en'que Trotsky investigaba tales cuestio-
nes nos interesa citar un pasaje dondc establece la diferencia entrs frente
dnico y frente popular. )

"Si, hay una difercncia concreta entre frente dGnico y frente popular,
Durante 1917 1la politica.de los bolcheviques ¢onsistia en luchar contra el
frente .popular ~que en esa 8poca tenia otro nombre- en favor del frente dGni~
cos El partido burgués ruso, los Kadetes era el fnico partido burguds que que
daba. Los demds partidos burgueses se dunfioron con los Kadetes en 1917, Los
Kadetes hicieron alianza con los Socialistas Revolucionarios.y los menchevi-
ques. En esa época no se¢ lo llamaba frente popular como alora, sino coalicidn.
Nos dirigimos a los trabajadores diciendoless pidanle a vuestros dirigentes
S.Ry y menches que abandonen su alianza con la burguesia y que entrea en aliap
za con nosotros, los obreros bolches estan listos para peleor con ellos en
un frente nico. Era nuestra politica. 41 fin todos los obrercs entendieron
nuestra politica. Abandonaron a los menches y a los s.r. y en el momento cri
tico nos convertimos en un verdadero partido de masas." (El caso, de L.Trots=
ky pdé. 386)«

' De aqui queda claro que Trotsky tr228 un claro paralelo entre el blo
que de colaboracidén de clases llamado la coalicidén que queria -descarrilar la
~revolucidén en la Rusia atrasada y los frentes populesres iniciados por Moscd
en todo el mundo a partir de la década del 30.

BEs cierto que Trotsky no escribid mucho sobre los prodblemas especifi-
cos de Latinoamérica ni sobre las diferencias entre los frentes populares de
paises imperialista y coloniales. Lo que nés le importd fueron las semejanzas,
porque es precisamente en estas donde reside la esencia de la cuestidn.

Podemos citar algunos ejemplo. Al hablar de la declinacidn de los go-
biernos de frentes populares ¢n los paises imperialistas poco antes del comien
zo de la 2da. Guerra Mundial, Trotsky escribid:

»ﬁPero en los paises coloniales y semicoléniales -no solo en India y China sino
tanbién en América Latina- el fraude de los frentes populares sigue paralizan
do a las masas obreras, convirtiendolas en carne de canon para la burguesia
"progresista cremndo asi una base politica indigena para el imperialismo.

(BEscritos de L.T. 1939-40, p.39)
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Es de notar que Trotsky veia al frente popular en el mundo colonial
como un vehiculo para la oreacidn de la base polftica del imperialismo. Bs
este un aspecto especifico que deberia ser explorado. Un interesante documen
to podrfa escribirse sobre ol tems, basado en la experiencia de¢ distintos pai
ses latinoamericanos. Trotsky hizo su comentario luego de la slsccidén de un
gobierno de frente popular en Chile en diciembre del 38, eon que Allende fue
ministro. Podrian sacarse buenas ensefianzas de una comparacidn del programa
composieddi y dindmica del frente popular chileno de 1936 y el prograna,
composicidn y dindmica del frente amplio uruguayo de 1971.

Con respecto a la "situacidbn nacional especial" de Espafia; argumento
usado por el POUM para justificar la entrado al frente popular. "El dbloque
espafiol de la clase obrera con la burguesia de izquierda no tiene nada de
nacional porque no tiense diferencia alguna con el frente popular en Francia,
Checoslovaquia, Brasil o China" (New Militant, 15/2/36, pig.3)

El concepto de Trotsky es muy claro. Habla en tono irritado, dicien-
do "no hay diferencia alguna". Estaba sefialando lo gue los blogques tienen de
similar su esencia de colaboracidn de clases ¥y su objetivo de engailiar a los
trebajadores y separarlos de la lucha independiente.

La inciusidn que hace Trotsky del frente popular brasifiefio es de es-
pceial importgneia pra nuestra discusidén. La Adianza de Liberacién Nacional,
formada en 1935, fue proclamada por los stalinistas como frente antiimperia-
listas Al principio esto parecia plausible ya que el frente fue orgenizado
en condiciones ilegales. Pero Trotsky no tuvo eso en cuenta a la luz del pro
pésito oculto del blogue, crearle al imperialismo una base politica indfgena.

Espero que esto baste para demostrar que Trotsky no hizo distingos fun
damentales entre los frentes populares de paises imperialistas y los del mun-
do colonial. Para él y para todos nosotros eran blogues de colaboracidén de
clases, ouya esencia distaba de ser nueva.

Y qué hay del Frunte Amplio Uruguayo? Para analizarlo debemos tener en
cuenta su programa, sus acciones, su composicidn ¥y su direccidn.

El programa del F.A. fue adoptado en un mitin el 5/2/71. Su meta fue
la formacidén de una coalicidén multidlasista, incluyendo "sectores progresis
tas" de la burguesia, scobre la base un progrema comim. Su objetivo fue ol es
teblgeimiento de un nuevo gobierno por via elctoral. El gobisrno, segin los
2u%orus, llevaria a cabo una serie de reformas democrdticas y antiimperialig
%as. Luego ol F.A. adoptd una plataforma electoral con una larga listz de re
-formas. La esencia del progrnma y 1a platnforma era pura colabornrcidn de cla
S@8,.

BEn cuanto a composicidn de clase el F.A. juntd "odbreros; estudiantes,
profesores, curas,; ministros protestantes, productoes pequefios y medianos,
industriales, civiles, militares, intetectuales y artistas..."

La direccidn cayd en manos de elementos burgueses, leal y enérgicsmente
apoyados por los stalinistas quo desde 1935 se vienen entrenando en la es~
cuela de frentismo popular.

En cuanto a sus acciones, el F.A. fue concebido como blogue electoral
Aungue su programa- hadblaba de "actividad permanente' mis allid de¢ las elec-
ciones del 71 sin especificar la naturaleza de esa "actividad". Un objeti-
vo primordial del F.A. fue el inculcar o reforzar las ilusiones elcocctorales
on las masas. Esto requirid pintar la participacién del F.A. en el proceso
eloctoral burgués cowo aceidn de gran momento, la manifestacién del movimien
to del pueblo contra "el poder imperialista" y contra la dominacidn de "la
oligarqui de intermediarios, banqueros y grandes terratenientes".

Es indudable que la czmpafia despertd gran entusiasmo. Desgraciadamente
nucho de este entusiasmo se basdéd en la ilusidn, en la esperanza de conseguir
2lgo en las urnas, en la falsa esperanza de gronar la eleccidén. La verdad e¢s
gue el F.A. fue hoecho por una sarta de izquierdistas p.b., reformistas, sta
linistas y socialdem8cratas, burécratas sindicales y polfticos burgueses que,
enceguesidos por el éxito de Allende en Chile pensaban que se podia repetir
la experiencia en Uruguay. : \
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Se jugaron a aparecer como los salvadores del capitaliemo uruguayo en
su hora peligrosa. Deliberadamente khicieron del F.A. no parg luchar sino pa
ra contener la lucha de las masas desviandola a la arena electoral. No for-

mpron un frente de accidn con acciones especfficas gue reguirieran acuerdos
espoocfficos por parte de las organizaciones participantes. Puede argumentar
es

se que el F.A. se formd en respuesta a un alza, al hecho de que obreros,
‘tudiantes, habitantes de villas miseria y masas plebeyas en general, inten-
sificaban la lucha. Precisamente esta siempre ha sido la base de los fren-
tes populares. Be forman para cooptar la movilizacidén de masas, adelantar
la oarrera de burforatas y reformistas y mantener el etatus gquo.

En Uruguay la rupture del sistema bipartidista es un indice de la pro
“funda crisis econdmica y social y de la oreciente radicalizacién de las ma-
sase El rechazo a los 2 viejos partidos es un signo de la creciente concienc
ola politica de las masas. Este desarrollo es muy favorable, Pero fue la ten
dencia a romper con el bipartidiemo lo que le dié al F.A. la apertura como
“para constituirse en instrumento de la burguecsfa nacional y el progreso real
.8e dard cuando las masas rompan con el sistema bipartidista capitalista. Es-
"%to significarfa el rechazo del sistema iri y multipartidista capitalista.
Esto le dard realidad si la consigna socialista revolucionaria de aceién po
lftica independicente.
_ Y asi llegamos 2 las inconsistencias o ambiguedades del PRT respecto
-del F.A. Uds., llamaron a que el F.A, llevara a cabo acciones més alld del
" ferreno electoral. Esto es correcto desde varios puntos de vista. Aquf eolo
sefialaré que surgia l6gicamente de vuesira caracterizacidn del F.A. como
Trente antiimperialista. Los 11amados“de} PRT no produjeron respuesta alguna
Ya que la direccién del F.A. tenfa otra visién de la naturalezas y propéei-
tos del Pl

Al mismo tiempo el PRT siguid ‘la linea ocomo si el F.A. no fuera un

frente antiimperialista pero podfa llegar a serlo e incluso a llevar adelan
te una linea politica indepepdiente. Conseguir este significarfa arrancar la
direccidén del F.A, a los agentes de la durguesia y ponerla en manos de diri-
gentes oWreros que coincidieran con la linea de accidn polftica independien
te, La oconsigna seria Fuera los elementos burgueses! Se puede cuéstionar 1la
viabilidad de ese intento desde el momento en que los fundadores del TF.A.
Se aseguraron -~-oomo siempre ocubre en tales ocagsos—~ de tener bien agarrado
el aparato erganizativo'y estar preparados ante los posibles atagues de la
izguierda,I mpulsar la consigna de echar 2 los burgueses del R.A. hubiera
aywdado a los efectos propagandisticos de senalar la verdadera naturaleza

del PF.A.

Asf y todo el PRT no levantd esta consigna. Sin duda eso se debil a
la caracterizacidén de que el F.hA. ¢s un frente antiimperialista. '

Otra inconsistencia fue gque el PRT actud en cierta forma como si el
FA fuera un frente popular. Fue satisfaccidn para nosotros ver vuestros a-
gudos ataques a la direccidn burguesas Uds.. denunciaron los distintos objeti
vos que motivaron la formacién del FA. BEn oposicién al programa del FA que

"1llamaba a . la formacidn de un gobierno de coalieidn, uds llamaban a la forma-
cibén de un gobierno de los obreros y las masas plebeyas, es decir, un gobier
no de los obreros, los habitantes de villas miseria y los séctorvs més pobres
de la peguefia burguesia.

Pero en contradiccidn con estos el PRT sostuvo que los candidatos na-—
cional ..burgueses del FA eran antiimperialistas y que "el triunfo electoral
del PA orearia indudadblemente una situacidén més favorable para los interesew
de la clase obrera',. '

‘La verdad es que tal situacidén serfd sumamente efimera sin el desarro—
1lo de una lucha independiente de la propia clase obrera., Y si el costo de
la victorfa electoral fuera la perdida de la independencia, serfa un desas-
tre! Contra todos los bloques electorales de la burguesfa nacional los tra-
bajadores deben desarrollar su propia lucha independiente. Esto le trae beng
ficios democriticos a las masas y, colateralmente, es un paso atras para el
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imperialismo.

El hecho real es que la propaganda antiimperialista de los candidatos
burgueses del FA resultd una faesa cruel. 8i hubicran llegado el poder, hu-
bieran dado concesiones solamente bajo. fuerte presidn de las masas, mien-
tros llevaban a cabo su verdadero objetivo de descarrilar el movimiento de
masns.

Aungque es una cita un poco larga, vale la pena considerar lo que dice
Trotsky sobre la India porque tiene que ver con este problema:

"Los stalinistas encubren su politica de servilismo a los imperialis-—
mos inglés, france$§ y norteamericano con su fdrmula de frente popular. Que
burla para el puedblo! Frente popular es un nusvo nombre para una vieja poli
tica, cuya esencia es la celaboracidén de clases en una coalicidn entre el
proletariado y la burguesia. En toda co licidn semejante, el poder cae inva
riablemente en manos del ala derecha, es decir, de la clase poseedora. La
burguesia hindd, como ya se ha dicho; quiere un intercambio pacifico, no iu
cha. Coalicidn con la burguesia significa pare el proletariado el abandono
de la lucha contra.gl imperialismo. La poiftica de coalicidn implieca quedar
se en un lugar, contemporizar, guardar falsas esperanzas, dedicarse a nanlo,
bres e intrigas. Como resultado de esta politica, la desilusidn seapodera de
las masas trabajadoras, mientras los campesinos le dan la espalda al prole-
tariado y c2en en la apatfa. Las revoiuciones alemana, austriaca, china, es-
pafida, todas han fracasado gracias a la politica de coalicidn. Bl mismo peli
&ro acecha la revolucidn hindd, donde los stalinistas, bajo el disfraz de
frente popular, leargan una politica de subordinar el proletariado a la bur-
guesfa. Bn los hechos esto significa rechazo del programa a.rario revolucio-
nario, rechazo del armamento del proletariado, rechazo de la lucha por el
poder, rechazo de la revolucidn.

. Si la burguesia hindd se ve obligada a dar el mis minimo paso en el
camino de la lucha contra el reinado arbitrario de Indaterra, los trabajado-
res logicamente apoyaran ese DPusoO. Pero lo apoyaran con sus propios métodos:
mitines de masas, audaces consignas, buelgesy; demostraciones y accidnes de
"combate mds decididas, teniendo en cuenta la relacidn de fuerzas y las ocirc
cunstancias. Pero para hacer esto el proleteriado debe tener las manos 1li-
bros. La completa independencia con respecto a la burguesia es indispensa-
ble para el proletariado, sobre todo para poder ejercer influencia sobre el
campesinado, la masa predomiman te da poblacidn hindd. Solo el proletariado
¢s capaz de levantar un audaz programa de revolucidn agraria, de llevar a de
cenas de millones de campesginos a la lucha contra sus opresores nativo y el
imperialismo britdnico. La alianza de obreros y campesinos pobres es la tUnica
alianza honesta y valedera, capaz de asegurar la victoria de la revolucidn
hindd". (Carta abierta d los trabajadores hindues" de escritos de LT (1938~
395 pe38)

Hay otro aspecto en el que el PRT se condujo como si el #A fueras un
frente popular. Contra el prograra de los candidatos del FA que advocan la
colaboracidn de clases y la institucidn de un gobierno de coalicidn, el PRT
propuso candidatos obreros controlado por las organizaciones obreras., Logi-
camente esto estaba dirigido a presentar una alternativa a la direcciédn cola
boracionista de clases del FA.

El PRT hizo mucho en ese sentido, llegando a2 levantar una lista de can
didatos obreros. Precisamente es aqui donde mejor se expres-n las ambigueda-
des de la campafia elettoral del PRT. La lista de candidatos obreros del PRT
es8taba encabezada por los 3 candidatos burgueses del F.A. -

Estoy seguro de que les debe haber resultado desagradable al PRT colo~-
car estos candidatos -burgueses a la cabeza de su lista y que lo hicieron sola
mente porque era el precio a pagar para poder seguir trabajando dentro del
FA. En fin, el PRT considerd que era un problema tdctico y que el precio no
era demasiado alto.

La decisidén del PRT de aprovechar la més minima apertura y evitar cual
quier actitud dogmética o sectaria gque pudiera resultar en el aislamiento de
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las masas entra perfectamente en el espiritu del trotskismo. Sin embargo, en
lo que se refiere a su decisidn de acpetar lascoondiciones impuest&s por la
direcoibén del FA quisiers hacer tres consideraciones:
l.~ Se dice que Trotsky estada en favor de la tdctica de los chinos de en-—
trar en el Kuomintang y que en la primer etapa estaba en contra de gue salip.
ran del mismo. Si la tdctica era correcta en relacidn al Kuomintang, porque
no en relacién al F.A.? Desgraciadamente no se conocen bien las posiciones de
Trotsky a este respecto, La cita siguiente, extraida de una carta a Shacht-
man el 10/12/30 aclaran su posicién. ) _

"Tigne ud. razbn cuando sefiala que la Oposicidn Rusa hasta mediados
de 1927 no llamaba a salir del Kuomintang. Creos; sin embargo; que ya hs he=—
cho algdn comentario pdblioco sobre esto en alguna parte. Personalmente yo me
opuse desde el comienzo; es decir desde 1923, que el PC entrara en el Kuomin
tang ¥y que se aceptra la entrada de este en el Comitern., ‘adek y Zinoviev
siempre se me opusieron. Los miembro mds jévenes de la Oposicidn en 1923 es.
taban casi todos conmigo. Rakovsky estaba en Paris y no estaba bien informa-
do. Hasta 1926 yo siempre vote en el buro politico en contra de los demas,
en lo que se referia a esta cuestion. Bn 1925, junto con lasTesis sobre el
Ferrocarril Oriental Chino que aparecieron en la prensa de la oposicidn, una
. vez mas presente la propuesta formal del que el PC abandonara el Kuomintang.
Esto fue rechazando ‘unanimemente y dio lugar a provocacionew mds adelante.
Entre el 25 y el 27 tuve conflictos ininterrumpidos con los zinovievistas en
torno a esta cuestion. Dos o tres veces estuvimos a punto de romper. En nues
tro centro habfa méds o menos la misma cantidad de representantes de cada ten
dencia aliada, ya que, despuéds de todo; no era nada mas que un blogue. En la
votacidn la posicién de la Oposicidn de 1923 fue traicionada por Radek por
un problema de principio y por Piatakov por indisciplina. Nuestra faccidn
(1923) (1la facoidén formada en 1923 que hizo bloque con los zinovievistas en
1926) + estaba furiosa y exigio que Radek y Piatakov se retiraran del centro.
Pero ya que era un problema de romper con los zinovievistas la decisidn ge-—
neral fue que tediera publicamente en esta cuestidd.. y que hiciera conocer
& la Oposicién mi posicidn por escrito. T es por eso que la demanda salid
tan tarde pese a que el buro politico y“el Plenario del CC siempre sontrasia
ban mi .pinién con la posicidén oficial do la Oposicidn. A.ora puedo dscir
con certeza que cometi un error al ceder formalmente en esta cuestidn. De to
dos modos este error se vid claro a la luz de la posterior evolucidén del zi-.
novievismo. En esa épocs a la mayorfia de nuestra faccidn le parecia que el
rompimiento con ellos seria fatal. Asi, el manifiesto (de la Oposicidn de
Izquierda Internacional sobre la cuestidén China, fines de 1930) de ninguna
manera contradice a la realidad cuando dice que 1la Oposicidn rusa la verdadg
ray; estaba en contra de que el PC entrara en el Kuomintang. De los miles de
encarcelados, exilados, e%c, casi ninguno estuvo de acuerdo con Radek. Tam-—
bién me he referido, en cartas al hecho que la gran mayorfa de los capitula-
dorves no estaban muy firmes y seguros en su posicidn acerca de las cuestio-
nes China y Anglo Rusa. Eso es muy caracteristicol! (Prcblemas de la Rev. Cii
na, 1932, pig.1l9) » .
2.~ Cuando los organizadores del PA establecieron su antidemocritica prowerip
cién aontra cualguiera que ofreciera una lista de alternativa a ios 3 candida
burguesesy yo pense que el PRT denunciaria esta prohibicidén destinada a aca-
llar aualquier corriente independiente en el FA, que buscaria la forma de
Qesafiar dramaticamente el deoreto negdndose publicamente a obedecerlo, Natu
ralmente, yo a distancia no puedo dar la variante tdctica. Fue una desilueidn
cuando supimos que el PRT simplemente protestd la medida y luego la acepté.

Fue este un caso en gue lgs consideraciozes tdcticas determinaron la po
l1itica e incluso la apreciacidn tedrica del caracter del FA? Sea cowo fuere,
ya pienso gque se cometid un error que puede resultar caro si no se love. Il
colocar los nombres de Seregni, Crottogni y Villar en la boleta del PRT tuvo

+ Nota de Hansen
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més peso que las criticas .verbales gue uds les dirigieron, porque incluir-
108 en la boleta era una manera de decirle a los trabajadores que ora correg
to votar a estos .candidatos burgueses. Era una accidn que significaba darles
confieanza politica a ellos y a su propaganda. o
3¢~ Rechazo de un blogue electoral de colabopacién de clases no significa aig
larse de las masas., Mientras los cuadros del PRT participen en sindicatos y
otras organizaciones obreras, permanezcan con los obreros en las fébricas y
participen en su lucha diaria, no pueden queodar aislados. Si los cuadros del
PRT se hacen una buena reputaoién como militentes, sus opiniones serdn escu
chadas con respeto, aungue lo que digan choque con los entusiasmos del mo-
mento provocados por las ilusiones creadas por leos traidores a la clase o-
brera.

La principal tarea que enfrenta ahora el PRT es la captacién de los
gque seran futuros cuadros. Para esto se requiere gran claridad en todas las
cuestiones progremiticas, sobre ‘todo el colmboracionismo de clases que sir-
vid para formar al FA.

En resumen: cuando se rformd el FA fue correcto que los trotskystas di
Jeron: si participaremos en toda accidn de tipo democrdAtica y antiimperia-
lista. Al decir esto; era igualmente importante decir: "No, no partiparemos
en bloques electorales que levanten los intereses de candidatos burgueses.
Nuestra crftica se basa en que uds. no hacen esta diferencia.

Pormitaseme repetir que estamos completamente de¢ acuerdo con vuestra
politica de explorar y aprovechar todas las aperturas posibles. Ssto inclu-
ye vuestra persistencia al buscar la discusidn en la base del FA y al hacer
le propuestas especificas al FA.

Consideramos que la intensidad de vuestro esfuerzo durantve la cappaiia
fue ejemplar. Muy notable la forma en que sacaron literatura y mejoraron el
periddico en frecuencia, tamafic y aspecto.

Saludos Ffraternales

J. Hansen




