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Note on sources

The documents published in these volumes have been collected from
the journals, internal bulletins and correspondence of the Trotskyist
movement over the period since 1951. The series is designed to
provide the basic documentation of the fight within the Fourth Inter-
national during that time. Editing of the text has been kept to a
minimum: footnotes and bracketed explanatory notes have been
added only for essential reference. In all other respects the documents
have been reproduced as they appeared in the sources indicated
below.

Each volume has a foreword introducing the reader to the main
developments covered in it, with a glossary of names and an index
provided as additional guides to the documents.

The sources for the documents used in this volume are as follows:

1, 2, 3. International Bulletin No.10 of the International Committee
of the Fourth International

4. International Bulietin No. 12 of the International Committee of the
Fourth International

S. Fourth International, Vol.2, Neo. 1, Summer 1965, p.34
6. Ibid., pp.17-30; pp.32-3

7. International Bulletin No. 14 of the International Committee of the
Fourth International






Foreword

The starting point of this fourth volume of documents of the
International Committee is the spurious ‘reunification’ in 1963 of the
Socialist Workers Party (USA) with the revisionists (Pabloites) who
had earlier split from the Fourth International in 1953. When the
SWP severed its association with the International Committee in
order to effect this ‘reunification’ (forming the so-called ‘United
Secretariat of the Fourth International’) they were warned that this
could only prepare the most disastrous betrayals. Above all, the
SWP’s cynical decision 10 forbid discussion on the political issues
which had earlier split the movement gave the surest indication of
their theoretical degeneration. According to them, the advantages of
unification were such as to override any such discussion. It did not
take long for the opposed positions to be verified. As the documents
here reprinted make abundantly clear, down to the smallest detail, the
unprincipled unification was directly responsible for the events in
Ceylon in July 1964 which are perhaps the most significant turning
point in the history of Trotskyism.

The Ceylonese section of the Pabloite ‘International’, the Lanka
Sama Samaja Party (LLSSP) had long been hailed as the most success-
ful of sections in achieving roots in the mass movement and a national
political identity. In July 1964, less than one year after the SWP’s
‘reunification’, the LSSP Jeaders accepted ministerial positions in the
bourgeois coalition government of Mrs. Bandaranaike. The great
matority of the LSSP at a special congress endorsed this action.

X
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Accordingly, this majority was expelled from the ‘United Sec-
retariat’. But this expulsion did not begin to answer the real questions:
what was the responsibility of the United Secretariat itself for the
betrayal?

Proof can be found in the documents below that the SWP and the
United Secretariat were directly responsibie for what happened in
Ceylon. The primary result of the agreement (by the SWP and the
Pabloites) not to discuss contentious matters was that the United
Secretariat, fully warned of the impending disaster in Ceylon, suppres-
sed any discussion of it because, they said, such discussion would be
‘divisive’!

Once more we see, however, that the refutation of a revisionist
position by objective developments did not turn the revisionists off
course. On the contrary, Mandel, Hansen, Frank and all the
revisionist leaders refused 1o face up to their responsibility for the
events in Ceylon, and in this way they walled off the cadres inside their
own parties from the lessons of the experience. The International
Committee, on the other hand, pointed out very sharply to the Ceylon
minority, now formed into the LSSP (Revolutionary), that it was not
sufficient to reject empirically the treacherous step taken by the
majority. Only if the entirely false conceptions of internationalism
which had nurtured the betrayal were understood and rejected could
the LSSP (R) possibly avoid the same fate.

The fact is that since 1964 the LSSP (R), refusing to break from the
Pabloite International, has become completely opportunist, as evi-
dence in the policies of its leader Bala Tampoe. The {nternational
Committee based itself on the handful of comrades who fought to start
from the international struggle against revisionism. It is from these
comrades that the present section of the IC in Ceylon, fighting in
every trade union and among the youth, has been built.

In this volume, the lessons of this experience are fully documented.
It becomes very clear that behind the Ceylon betrayal was a revision of
the essentials of dialectical materialism and of every basic Marxist
position, including the meaning of proletarian internationalism and
the independence of the revolutionary party. The Ceylon experience
indicated not just the depths to which revisionism had sunk, but first
and foremost the fact that imperialism was entering a new stage of its
historical crisis, marked by the fact that in one case it had to resort to
“Trotskyist’ revisionists in order to maintain the basis of its rule! For
the International Committee it was not therefore a matter of drawing
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‘theoretical” conclusions from the Ceylon betrayal, or merely contem-
plating its implicattons. What confronted the movement was the
danger that if the sections failed to set course for the building of
independent revolutionary parties, to win and train the new forces
which would be thrust forward by the new stage of the crisis, they
would fall victim to the ‘left’ perty bourgeoisie and thus end up
serving imperialism. These lessons from the struggle internationally
were basic to the turn of the Socialist Labour League, British section
of the International Committee, in 1964.

For four vears, the SLL had worked inside the Labour Party
Young Socialists, and had won full support for its policies and its
leadership inside that organisation. In 1964 the reformist bureaucracy
began a vicious campaign of administrative expulsions and other
measures to smash the youth movement. All the lessons of the Ceylon
experience — the stage reached by the crisis of imperialism, the faml
dangers from revisionism and liguidationism — shaped the SLL’s
decision to rally the youth around the banmer of building the
revolutionary party and founding a daily paper, and as the first step,
to sphit decisively from the Labour Party, as the only way of prevent-
ing its being decimated by the bureaucracy.

In this way, the lessons of the international struggle against
revisionism armed the IC sections to prepare in practice as well as in
theory for the accelerating crisis which broke through the surface in
1968 in France, in Czechoslovakia, and in the gold crisis of that year,
soon to be followed by the collapse of the whole Bretton Woods
system in August 1971. The fight against revisionism in the years
covered by this volume was conducted on the firm basis of this
orientation to the building of independent revolutionary parties.
When comrades study this and earlier volumes, they will be doing so
on that very same basis, the struggle in practice to build revolutionary
parties, sections of the Fourth International.

Today, the SWP confirms in practice, in a ‘negative’ way, the
theoretical lessons for which the International Committee has been
fighting. Just as the SWP in 1945 was compelled to expel (quite
rightly) the faction which had worked inside it on Pablo’s instruc-
tions, so in 1974, 20 years later, the SWP has now expelled 69
members of a faction working as ‘a party within a party’ on behalf on
the Mandel-Frank leadership of the ‘United Secretariat’ in Paris! The
fact is that this ‘United Secretariat’ is split from top to bottom, not
only in the United States but all over the world. Such splits were



XVI THE IC AGAINST LIQUIDATIONISM

inevitable on the quicksands basis of the 1963 reunification. On the
one side, petty-bourgeois adventurism typified by the Pabloite Ligue
Communiste in France and the Tariq Ali International Marxist Group
in Britain, and on the other the petty-bourgeois opportunism, dressed
up as ‘orthodoxy’, of the SWP. Any serious cadres left in these
organisations will find the path to Marxism only by turning to the
International Committee.

In 1971, the French Organisation Communiste Internationaliste
{OCI) split from the International Committee, and it is important that
the documents of that split be studied alongside those in this volume
(see ‘Fourth International’ Vol 7 No2, Winter 1971-72, Workers
Press 29/3/72 to 11/4/72 and ‘In Defence of Trotskyism’). What is vital
is that the OCI, rejecting dialectical materialism as the theory of
knowledge of Marxism and as the foundation of the training of the
revolutionary youth, arrived at essentially identical theoretical posi-
tions with these of the SWP.

Their split came at a much higher stage of the development of the
world crisis, and it was possible 1o educate a large cadre of youth and
workers on the basis of the theoretical lessons of the spiitin a number
of countries, forming entirely new sections of the IC and strengthen-
ing the existing parties. It is to the education of these comrades that

Their split came at a much highter stage of the development of the
world crists, and it was possible to educate a large cadre of vouth and
workers on the basis of the theoretical lessons of the split in a number
of countries, forming entirely new sections of the IC and strengthen-
ing the existing parties. It is to the education of these comrades that
the publication of this and the three previous volumes, covering the
period 1953-1973, is directed.



Chapter One

The principled standpoint
on unification

On the motion of the Socialist Labour League, in August 1962 the
International Committee proposed to the Pabloites the setting up of a
Parity Committee (a committee with equal representation from the
International Committee and the Pabloite International Secretariat)
to organize the international discussion, and this committee met on
September 2, 1962. The minutes published here (Document 1) show
that a firm framework was laid down which could have drawn the
whole world movement into discussion. The International Committee
fought at all times to make this framework operative, against the
attempts by the Pabloites and the Socialist Workers’ Party to cover
over the fundamental issues.
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DOCUMENT 1

Minutes of the First Meeting of the Parity
Committee, September 2, 1962

Present: 3 representatives from each side, plus one observer.

Chair: It was decided to have alternately a delegate of the IEC and of

the IC in the chair.

1. Aims of the Parity Committee

The IC representatives stated that they did not politically rep-
resent the SWP, but rather a definite political tendency in
continuity with the break made in 1953.

The IC and the IEC both presenied statements to the committee
which indicated the goal and the purpose of the parity commit-
tee as seen by both organizations. It was agreed to annexe these
statements to the minutes and to limit any joint resolution to
questions on which there is common agreement.

2. Organization of the Discusston

Agreed that a special common apparatus was not practicable at
this stage. Each side should be responsible for publication of its
documents. A rubber stamp will be manufactured and put on
the copies circulated for international discussion. The Parity
Committee will supervise the distribution of this material.

It was agreed that so far as possible a common list of addresses
should be compiled. In the case of addresses which could not be
exchanged, further discussion will arrange distribution
methods. Dispatch should be from a common centre, with joint
financial responsibility.
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It was agreed that where oral discussion can supplement the
written discussion, this should be arranged at an early meeting
of the Parity Committee.

By common agreement, it is also noted that both parties should
strive to keep the discussion and the polemics internai, but that

at this stage, no definite undertaking can be given in that
respect.

Arrangements for translation will be made by the two sides.
Measures will be taken to prevent duplication.

A communique recording the decisions of this first mecting
would be issued in mid-September after consultations in Lon-
don. This consultation would also {ix the numbers of documents
to be prepared.

The documents to be first presented are:

From the IEC: Theses of the VI Congress on
The Colonial Revolution
International Economic Perspectives

From the IC: Resolution, World Prospect for Socialism
Two other documents given agreement by
the parties concerned.

The first dispatch will be from the Committee’s next meeting on
Qctober 15 in London.

3. Joint Activity

(i) Campaign for rehabilitation of Trotsky, etc. It was agreed
to prepare a balance-sheet of activity so far on this question and
on this basis lay the groundwork for a joint statement and
campaign at the next major development in the Stalinist crisis.

(ii) The Angotan revolution, It was agreed to engage in a joint

propaganda campaign on the Angolan national movement.
Exchange of material to begin immediately.
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Motion Agreed as the Meeting on September 2

1. All national sections affiliated to the IEC and the IC are invited to
participate in an international discussion to explore the possibilities of
regroupment of the Fourth International.

The BLA (Posadas tendency) will be invited to participate in the
discussion.

If it is unanimously agreed by the members of the Parity Commit-
tee, other organizations can be invited to participate in the discussion.

2. The Parity Committee will meet once a month to examine reports
on the discussion from the participating organizations and to organize
joint activity internationally and in those countries where two or more
tendencies exist. All organizations will be encouraged to develop the
maximum practical activity during the course of the discussion and to
submit experiences of such activity for international discussion.

3. The Parity Committee calls for the ending of factional splits
within the participating sections while the international discussion is

proceeding.

4. Itis recognized that all tendencies have the right to organize such
congresses or meetings as they might think necessary for the purpose
of their political activity, within the statutory framework of their
respective organizations.

Proposals Submitted by the International Commitiee of the Fourth Inter-
national to the September 2 Meeting

1. All national sections affiliated 10 the IS, IC or LA-Bureau
(Posadas group) are invited to participate in an international discus-
sion to assist in the reorganization of the Fourth International.

If it is unanimously agreed by the members of the Parity Commit-
tee, other organizations can be invited to participate in the discussion.

2. These sections would have full rights to submit any material they
thought necessary for such a discussion, and it shail be the duty of the
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Parity Committee to circulate ali such material received for discussion
throughout the international movement.

3. The Parity Committee should meet once a month o examine
reports on the discussion from the participating organizations and to
organize joint activity internationally and in those countries where
two or more tendencies exist. All organizations should be encouraged
to develop the maximum practical activity during the course of the
discussion and to submit experiences of such activity for interunational
discussion.

4. The Parity Committee calls for the ending of factional splits
within the participating sections while the international discuaaion is
proceeding,

5. The Parity Committee agrees to work for the calling of a prelimi-
nary international congress during the summer of 1964, The purpose
of this congress would be to establish the political policies and the
relationship of forces between the various tendencies so that discus-
sion can then proceed towards a definitive solution of the international
crisis.

6. Irisrecognized that all tendencies have the right to organize such
congresses or meetings as they might think necessary for the purpose
of their political activity.

August 25, 1962

Resolution Submitted by the IEC to the September 2 Meeting

1. The 23rd Plenum welcomes the reopening of the negotiations for
the reunification with the organizations of the International Commit-
tee in execution of the resolutions voted at the 4th, 5th and 6th World
Congress which declared that unity is possible and desirable.

2. It decides to participate in a parity committee with the Interna-
tional Committee in order to promote the reunification process. The
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delegation of the IEC at the parity committee will be appointed by the
IS and will act under its control,

3. This delegation will produce before the committee the docu-
ments of the 6th World Congress and possibly some other political
documents elaborated by the IS.

4. TheIS will send a report at the beginning of the negotiations for
the reunification to the leaderships of the sections. These leaderships
will also be informed about each new step inside the parity committee.

5. The 23rd Plenum will re-examine the whole problem of the
reunification in the light of the first experience of the parity commit-
tee.

6. A final decision on the question of reunification will be taken by
the 7th World Congress.

7. The 23rd Plenum expresses its strong belief thart the political and
organizational conditions exist for a successful reunification. It appe-
als to all the Trotskyists in order that they be equal to their respon-
sibilities and help the world movement to progress with reunified
forces in the historical period of world revolution in march which will
see in the coming years the progressive integration of our cadres in the
mass revolutionary forces in all the continents.

8. The IS will write a public statement analysing and illustrating the
reunification process.
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DOCUMENT 2

Declaration on Reunification of the World
Trotskyist Movement by the 23rd Plenum of the
IEC (Pabloite), June 23-24, 1962

1. —- Ever since the split of 1953-54, the Fourth International has
consistently stood and fought for reunification of the world Trotskyist
forces, and voted motions in this sense at its 4th, 5th and 6th World
Congresses. This persistent stand in favour of unity was based on the
fundamental political and organizational principles of our movement.

a) Politically it expressed the evaluation of the differences dividing
world Trotskyist forces as being compatible with coexistence within a
single international organization, based on democratic centralism.

b} Organizationally, it expressed opposition to any idea of a
monolithic International; recognition of the possibility of coexistence
of different political tendencies remains based on the common prog-
ramme and principles, and that they accept the functioning of the
international organization along the general rules of democratic cen-
tralism.

The Internaticnal’s struggle for reunification was further based on
the firm belief that acceptance of unity of action and normal discipline
for al} tendencies within the general framework of the common prog-
ramme is a life-and-death question for the Trotskyist movement.

The reformist and Stalinist parties keep a minimum of cohesion
essentially not on the basis of programmatic agreement, but on the
basis of the power of attraction of the material apparatus of the parties
{(the apparatus of the trade-union movement and the bourgeois state
apparatus on the one hand), as well as on the basis of the mass
influence of these parties, If the world Trotskyist forces, which are
not kept together by any material power of attraction, are not firmly
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educaced in the spirit of faithfulness and attachment to the Interna-
tional, they are in danger of going through a process of frequent splits,
because of the numerical weakness of which they stll suffer, each
tendency arising on the basis of momentary differences being inclined
to ‘go it alone’, before experience can have conclusively decided the
issue.

2. For this very reason, the Fourth International considered the split
of 1953, and especially the Open Letter calling for disregard towards
the normally elected leadership of the International, as a big mistake,
which has done great harm to the world movement. Any differences
which existed at that time in the International should have been
thoroughly discussed inside the movement, and any organizational
grievances brought up before the competent bodies. As long as all
Trotskyist organizations do not keep these general rules, irresponsi-
ble splits will continue to hamper our progress, even under favourable
objective conditions.

3. The political basis of the 1953-54 split, as we saw it, was a lack of
full understanding of the correctness of the International’s turn in the
estimate of the world situation, made in 1950-51. Many comrades at
that time did not understand correctly the tremendous consequences
of the victory of the Chinese revolution, of the rising colonial revolu-
tion and of the progress of the productive forces in the workers’ states,
not only with regard to imperialism — whose world positions have
ever since worsened — but also with regard to the Soviet bureaucracy,
which has been thrown into a very grave permanent crisis, but a crisis
of a different nature than the crises born out of the economic weaknes-
ses of the Soviet state in the thirties, or out of the defeats of the
international labour movement in that same period. They therefore
saw a tendency of ‘capitulation towards Stalinism’ in the
International’s correct estimation, that the political revolution in the
USSR would be preceded and prepared by numerous divisions within
the bureaucracy, concessions by various bureaucratic factions
towards the masses, and important reforms within the Soviet Union
and the so-called ‘people’s democracies’.

4. But starting from the XXth Congress of the CPSU, some organi-
zations affiliated with the International Committee or in sympathy
with its political views as in the case of the SWP, corrected their
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evaluation of the world situation and of the evolution within the Soviet
Union, and arrived at an estimation of events very close to that of the
Fourth International. From that time on, reunification became not
only desirable but also possible. Whereas unity negotiations broke
down in 1957 on considerations about the organizational functioning
of the International. This obstacle now appears to be removed, for
instance, the latest convention of the SWP has clearly stated or
restated its fraternal opinion that the Fourth Internaticnal should
adhere to the principles of democratic centralism on an international
scale,

At the samne time, the splendid campaign of aiding the Cuban
revolution, developed in the heart of the imperialist metropolis, and
closely parallel to the campaign of helping the Algerian and other
revolutions by the International, indicated that the majority of the IC
had adopted a line of action in world politics very similar to that of
the International, without forgetting in any way that only victorious
proletarian revolutions in the imperialist countries can deal the final
blow against capitalism, and eliminate for ever the spectre of nuclear
annihilation.

During this period, however, some of the organizations affiliated
with the International Committee, like the Burns group and especially
the Lambert group in France, have not come closer towards a com-
mon Trotskyist position. The sectarian orientation of these groups,
their failure to adopt a correct position towards the Cuban revolution
and the Cuban workers’ state, but especially the unconditional sup-
port given by the Lambert group to the MNA, so-called ‘proletarian’
and even ‘bolshevik’ wing of the Algerian revolution, which showed
itself later as a tool of French imperialism, are raismg special prob-
lems.

5. After the 4th and 5th World Congress, the 6th World Congress of
the IVth International came out strongly in favour of unity, and
unanimously gave the IS a mandate to reopen negotiations with this
purpose. The deepening of the world crisis of Stalinism which was
illugtrated by the XX1Ind Congress of the CPSU; the great chances
given to revolutionary forces independent of the Kremlin within the
framework of the colonial revolution, as illustrated by the splendid
victory of Fidel Castro in Cuba and his progressive evolution ever
since, put today a tremendous responsibility upon all Trotskyist
organizations. Unification is not only necessary in order to exploit ail
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the chances opened up for progress of our world movement under
these conditions. It is also the best means of educating in practice the
communist and revolutionary militants all over the world in the
possibility and necessity of a world communist organization, united in
action and at the same time completely free and democratic in its
internal discussion, admitting various tendencies within its bound-
aries. Therefore, unity today is not only possible and desirable; it is
urgently needed as a contribution of the world Trotskyist movement
towards a progressive solution of many key problems posed today
before the world revolutionary forces.

6. For all these reasons, the XXIIIrd Plenum of the IEC calls upon
all Trotskyist organizations without exclusivism towards anybody, to
open a process of rapid reunification:

a) Itdecides toparticipate in a parity committee set up together with
the International Committee, in order to organize an international
discussion in which all tendencies within both organizations should
freely participate;

b) It will consistently fight within that parity committee in order to
have the discussion orientated towards unification, i.e. to have it
centred around the problems confronting the world movement today,
and not around the past differences which can safely be left to be
considered at some future date, within a united organization.

¢) It will propose to start immediately common actions, e.g. to
coordinate the activities of aiding the Cuban, the Algerian, the Ang-
olan, the coming Spanish revolution; to co-ordinate the struggle for an
open-rehabilitation of L.D. Trotsky and of all the victims of the
Moscow Trials; to co-ordinate activities in the youth movement, etc.

d) It will propose a common call for a World Congress of Reunifica-
tion of the Fourth International, to be called as soon as possible.

¢) The XXIIIrd Plenum states that, as it sees the present political
line of both sides, nothing stands in the way of building an integrated
international leadership based upon the essential forces of the Interna-
tional and of the International Committee, whe today have common
positions on all important world political issues.
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7. Inorderto heal rapidly the wounds left by the 1953 split, it will be
necessary to suspend 1ill the World Congress following the
Reunification Congress the disciplinary powers towards sections
detailed by the IEC, i.e. to transfer them to that World Congress.
Such a transitory measure is normal and inevitable after a reunifica-
tion, and was indeed already proposed by the IEC during the 1957
negotations.

The goal remains the building of a World Party of Socialist Revolu-
tion based on democratic centralism. Under the concrete conditions
of the world movement today, this means an international leadership
composed of leading members of all important sections of the move-
ment, working out a common line after fraternal discussion, closely
following world events and developing the maxzimum amount of
activity, in order to make the International known in all countries,
and spread its organization to countries where no sections exist, or
strengthen it where the existing sections are very weak. It means the
duty of all sections to apply in public the general line worked out by
the International after discussion, while retaining their right to fight
for a change of line within the organization.

The XXITIrd Plenum states its firm belief that all the political and
organizational requirements for a successful rapid reunification are
today present. It calls upon all Trotskyists to live up to their respon-
sibilities and to help the world movement to forge ahead, with united
strength, in the historic period of advancing worid revolution in
which we live, and which will see in the coming years a growing
integration of our cadre with revolutionary mass forces on all the
continents.
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DOCUMENT 3

A Comment on the Declaration of the IEC 23rd
Plenum by the NEC of the Socialist Labour
League, September 8, 1962

Last February, the National Committee of the Socialist Labour
League took the initiative in placing before the International Commit-
tee a resolution which called for:

The IC to approach the IS with a view to the seiting up of a sub-committee

consisting of three members from the International Committee and three
from the International Secretariat. The purpose of this committee would
be to arrange an exchange of internal material on internationat problems
among all the sections affiliated to both the sections.

It is to be hoped that such a step would encourage discussion, and the
sub-committee could arrange for the regular publication of an interna-
tional bulletin dealing with this.

Eventually, the sub-committee would prepare a summary report on the
area of agreement and differences between the two bodies.

This was unanimously accepted, negotiations were opened with the
Pablo group and the first meeting of the Parity Committee took place
on September 2.

At this meeting the representatives of the International Committee
were handed a statement entitled ‘Declaration on Reunification of the
World Trotskyist Movement’ which was adopted on June 23 and 24,
1962.

The statement merits attention because it explains the reasons why
the Pabloites have decided to support the Parity Committee propos-
als, and the way in which they conceive the reunification of the world
Trotskyist movement. In our opinion, it places some very real obsta-
cles before the work of the Parity Committee, in addition to the
already deep-going divisions of programme and principles.
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In April 1957, the SWP of the USA, which is prohibited by the
Voorhis Act from participating in an international organization such
as the Fourth International, recomnmended certain organizational
proposals for reunification of the world Trotskyist movement. Unfor-
tunately, these proposals were not submitted to the International
Committee for discussion but were sent directly to the Pabloites via
the secretary of the Ceylon LSSP. This unfortunate breach of interna-
tional relations led to some confusion, especially since the Interna-
tional Committee had supported the Open Letter of the SWP against
the Pabloites of November 1953. The Internationa! Committee felt,
quite rightly, that it should have been consulted before any proposals
were presented to the Pabloites by the SWP. This was especially so
since the Committee felt that prior discussion on the outstanding
political differences would be necessary before organizational propos-
als for healing the split were submitted for consideration.

This, of course, was the position adopted by the International
Committee in 1954 shortly after the split. The proposals for such
discussion were abandoned at that time due to the opposition of the
SWP.

The Pabloite declaration says that: *unity negotiations broke down
in 1957 on considerations about the organizational functioning of the
International’ (See paragraph 4 of the siatement).

It is important to note this statement since certain leaders of the
SWP are fond of accusing the Sodalist Labour League of being
responsible for the breakdown in the 1957 negotiations.

" According to the Pabloites it was the proposals of comrade Cannon
which were responstble for the breakdown in 1957.

The proposals which the IC submitted to the Pabloites this year are
substially the same as our proposals in 1954 and 1957. We do not
consider that it is seriously possible to talk of reunification without the
issues dividing the two organizations being discussed in the world
movement. The fact that both the SWP and the Pabloites have now
accepted these proposals marks a positive step forward but it does not
in any way remove the political disagreements.

It sets in motion a process whereby these disagreements cai be
discussed throughout the world movement. At the same time com-
mon activities can be organized berween the tendencies within the
different countries where they have functioning sections. It allows the
discussion to be combined with political work in a2 way that can help 1o
clarify the movement.
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The International Committee believes that it should be possible to
hold a conference during the latter part of 1964 which could be
devoted to a discussion on the political questions and in comparing the
practical experiences of the work of the different sections. From the
deliberations of this conference, it would be possible to ascertain
whether or not it was possible to unify the world movement. The
International Committee feels that because of the deep-going nature
of the split on the political questions, such a process must of necessity
take sorme time.

The Pabloite declaration of June 23 and 24 adopts a different
position from the International Committee. It says that:

The IVth International considered the split of 1953, and especially the
Open Letter calling for disregard towards the normally elected leadership
of the International as a big mistake, which has done great harm to the
world movement. Any differences which existed at that tme in the Inter-
national should have been brought up before the competent bodies. As
long as all Trotskyist organizations do not keep these general rules,
irresponsible splits will continue to hamper our progress, even under
favourable objective conditions.

The political basis of the 1953-54 split, as we saw it, was a lack of full
understanding of the correctness of the International’s turn in the estimate
of the world situation, made in 1950-51. Many comrades at that time did
not understand correctly the trernendous consequence of the victory of the
Chinese revolution, of the rising colonial revolution and of the progress of
the productive forces in the workers’ states, not only with regard to
imperialism — whose world positions have ever since worsened — but also
with regard to the Soviet burerucracy, which has been thrown into a very
grave permanent crisis, but a crisis of a different nature than the crises
born out of the economic weaknesses of the Soviet state in the thirties, or
out of the defeats of the international labour movement in the same period.
They therefore saw a tendency to ‘capitulation towards Stalipism’ in the
International’s correct estimation, that the political revolution in the
USSR would be preceded and prepared by numerous divisions within the
bureaucracy, concessions by various bureaucratic factions towards the
masses, and important reforms within the Soviet Union and the so-called
‘people’s democracies’ .

This is just a repetition of the infallible Pabloite thesis of the Third
World Congress, the centuries of degenerated workers’ states theories
of Pablo, and the war-revolution thearies based upon the inevitability
of world war three.

We must say right here and now to the Pabloites that nio unification
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is possible on such a basis. We recognize, however, that there are
certain factors which motivate the Pabloites in making such a state-
ment.

The most important of these is the undoubted fact thar since 1957
the SWP has readopted the Pabloite political method and considers
itself to be at one with Pabloite positions in a number of important
questions. The Pabloites claim in paragraph 4 that after the 20th
Congress of the CPSU in 1956 ‘the SWP corrected their evaluation of
the world situation and of the evolution within the Soviet Union and
arrived at an estimation of events very close to that of the Fourth
International.’ The SWP on the other hand are never tired of telling us
that it is the Pabloites who have changed their position and are moving
towards the SWP. (See the SWP Plenum Resolution, published in
International Bulletin No. 9).

Whilst the Pabloites consider the organizational proposais of Can-
non in 1957 10 have been responsible for a breakdown in unity
negotiations, they stress that ‘this obstacle now a2ppears 1o be
removed, for tnstance, they say, ‘the latest convention of the SWP
has clearly stated or restated its fraternal opinion that the Fourth
International should adhere to the principles of democratic centralism
on an international scale.’

The Pabloites are referring here to the last part of the SWP Plenum
resolution. There is little doubt that the majority of the SWP are now
busy retreating from their 1957 Parity proposals and are, in fact,
prepared to accept the same Pabloite democratic centralist structure
that was in operation in 1953 when the split took place.

The SLL is not returning to 1953. So far as we are concerned the
split was fully justified.

The defeat of Pabloite revisionism inside the world movement is an
essential precondition for the establishment of an internationa} demo-
cratic centralist structure. We do not want minority rights in an
international organization dominated by Pabloism. The differences
have grown greater since 1953 and we are going to utilize the discus-
sion to prove this,

We will in no circumstances accept the Pabloite conceptions of
international democratic centralism or their declaration in paragraph
7 which says:

In order to heal rapidly the wounds left by the 1953 split, it will be
necessary to suspend till the Worid Congress following the Re-unification
Congress the disciplinary powers towards sections detailed by the IEC,
L.€., to transfer them to that World Congress. Such 2 transitory measure is
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ncrmal and inevitable after a reunification, and was indeed already prop-
ased by the IEC during the 1957 negotations.

We find ourselves in agreement with the opinions of comrade
Cannon when he said not so long ago that the Pabloites:

conceive of the ‘International’ as the literary and technical apparatus of the
International Secretariat, which in practice operates outside all control.
This whole conception and practice is incompatible with a living world
movement made up of functioning, self-governing, working-class parties
and, in reality, operates to prevent the development of such parties.

Whilst the international programme adopted by the First World
Congress in 1938 must guide the basic development of national sec-
tions, the experiences of the leaderships in the political and organiza-
tional tasks of building these sections is indispensable for the estab-
lishment of a collective international leadership. This is stll a long
way off. It cannot be resolved by the ultimatistic methods of the
Pabloites and their revisionist policies. The functioning of the Parity
Committee is the first step towards bringing the sections togetherona
world scale. From this it is hoped to accumulate at a much later stage
such international experience as will enable the interpational move-
ment to go forward on a democratic centralist basis.

The IEC statement leaves us with the impression that the Pabloites
consider their participation in the Parity Committee as a manoeuvre
to obtain the support of the SWP. Their statement attacks the so-
called Burns group in England and the Lambert group in France. It
talks in paragraph 6 (e) of ‘building an integrated international leader-
ship based upon the essential forces of the International and the
International Committee, who today have common positions on all
important world issues.’

It is very clear what is meant by such a declaration, The Pabloites
are using the Parity Commitiee as a means to get closer to the SWP in
order to drag it more rapidly into their orbit. They therefore consider
that the Parity Committee is a place where the inessential forces such
as the Burns group in England and the Lambert group in France can
be dispensed with. (We would be happy to learn of the so-called
‘essential’ force in England, but then we are familiar with the
‘keymen’ proposals of Pablo’s international in the past.)

We sincerely hope that the Parity Committee will continue to
function in the way that we have outlined, but we want to draw the
attention of the world movement to the grave dangers of the Pabloite
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proposals which are a serious blow against international collaboration
and the discussion which is now opening up, We ask all sections to
support the Parity Committee proposals of the International Commit-
tee and to reject the Pabloite proposals contained in their declaration.






Chapter Two

The SWP, Castro
and Trotskyism

For Joseph Hansen and the SWP leadership, the Cuban revolution
was to be the weapon they wielded to steamroller the unprincipled
reunification. Castro and the July 26th Movement were presented as
the living proof of the nature of ‘modern’ revolutionary leadership,
arising from the pressure of the objective forces for socialism without
any need for the buildicg of the Fourth International. This chapter
consists of the major statement made in this discussion by Hansen
(Document 4), together with a letter from James P. Cannon (Docu-
ment 5) which brings out perhaps better than anything else the crass
pragmatism of the SWP leadership.

19
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DOCUMENT 4

Cuba — The Acid Test:
A reply to the Ultraleft sectarians
by Joseph Hansen, November 20, 1962

It is written: ‘In the Beginning was the Word.”
Here I am balked: who, now, can help afford?
The Word? — impossible so high to rate it;
And otherwise must I translate it,

If by the Spirit I am truly taught.

Then thus: ‘In the Beginning was the Thought.’
This first line let me weigh completely.

Lest my impatient pen proceed too fleetly.

Is it the Thought which works, creates, indeed?
‘In the Beginning was the Power,’ I read.

Yet, as I write, a warning is suggested,

That I the sense may not have fairly tested.
The Spirit aids me: now I see the the light;

‘In the Beginning was the Act,’ I write.

— (Foethe.,

As THE main stream of the world Trotskyist movement heads to-
ward healing a split that has lasted an unconscionable eight years,
some ultra-left currents in various areas are pressing in an opposite
direction, seeking to perpetuate the old rift, to deepen it if possible,
and even to precipitate fresh ruptures. The Latin- American Bureau of
J. Posadas, ordering an end to discussion before it was even initiated,
bolted from the International Secretariat last April under guise of
‘reorganizing’ the Fourth International, and raised the banner of a
programme that goes so far in its deviation to the left as to include a
but thinly disguised appeal to Moscow to start a preventive nuclear
war. On the side of the International Committee, the top leaders of the
Socialist Labour League, under guidance of Gerry Healy, have cho-
sen to interpret the efforts of the Socialist Workers Party to help unify
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world Trotskyism as a ‘betrayal’ of the basic principles of Marxism
which they intend to fight tooth and nail; and, to emphasize their
dedication to this course, they have hardened a posture on Cuba the
only virtue of which is to lay bare an astonishing lack of the most
elementary requisite of revolutionary leadership — ability to recog-
nize a revolution when you see one.

How are we to explain this curious turn? Obviously it was precipi-
tated by the unification process. A series of practical problems surged
to the fore. How can you unite with the opposing tendency even if
they do consider themselves to be Trotskyists? The question is asked
by groups on both sides. After years of bitter factional war how can
you collaborate and live in the same organization? Didn’t the public
positions of the other side damage the cause as a whole? How can you
work with leaders whose records provide grounds for deep suspicion?
How can you find areas of agreement? A far easier, more ‘Leninist’,
and therefore more ‘principled’ tactic is to simply continue firing at
them, no matter if differences have to be magnified. Prestige, pride,
bullheadedness, personal eccentricities, all these came into play at the
prospect of unification. In the case of the Latin- American Bureau, for
instance, a factor may have been fear that pretensions as to size and
influence, which were actually declining, would be exposed by unifi-
cation, or that habits of paternalistic centralism would have to give
way to democratic controls. Nevertheless, however weighty they may
be — and in a small movement they can loom large — such factors do
not explain the political differentiation.

The same fundamental cause that brought fresh impulsion to unity
sentiments in the past couple of years is also responsible for the
flare-up of resistance. At bottom Lie the mighty forces of the colonial
revolution and the interrelated process of de-Stalinization. These are
having an effect on the radical movement roughly comparable to that
of the Russian Revolution some forty years ago. Cutting across all
formations, they are shaking them and regrouping them, dividing
them to right and to left. If the repercussions among radicals began
with the victory of the Chinese Revolution and speeded up with the
famous Twentieth Congress and the Hungarian workers uprising, it
came to a crescendo with the Cuban Revolution. When the massive
nationalizations took place, and the Castro government expropriated
both American and Cuban capitalists, every tendency had to take a
stand. The imperialists left little room for equivocation.
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The Trotskyist movement has not escaped the genera! shake-up
either. The Chinese victory, de-Stalinization, the Hungarian uprising
were reflected in both capitulatory ard ultraleft moods as well as
strengthening of the main stream of Trotskyism. What we have really
been witnessing in our movement is the outcome of a nurmnber of tests
— how well the varicus Trotskyist groupings and shadings have
responded to the series of revolutionary events culminating in the
greatest occurrence in the Western Hemisphere since the American
Civil War. The move for unification and the syminetrical resistance to
it are no more than logical consequences to be drawn from reading the
results, especially those supplied by the acid test of the mighty Cuban
action.

The fact that differences, even sharp differences, exist among the
ultra-lefts who were turned up by the latest and most decisive test does
not invalidate this conclusion. Posadas, for example, after inital
opposition, came around to the view that Cuba is a workers state, thus
making a rather better showing than Healy on this crucial issue. Yet
heis, if anything, even more truculently opposed to any moves toward
unification of the Trotskyist movement. Advocating a line that bris-
tles with inconsistencies and extravagances, Posadas is nevertheless
compelled to adapt himself to one of the main realities of politics in
Latin America today. Throughout that vast region, it is political death
among radical workers to voice a position on Cuba like the one on
which Healy insists. Posadas, for all his flights of fantasy, was able to
recognize this reality after discovering it the hard way. Healy, unable
to agree to 50 grim a conclusion from anything he has seen in insular
British circles, is more nonchalant about the prospect of such a fate
overtaking the Latin-American Trotskyists.

As is typical among ultra-lefts, elaborate justifications ‘in principle’
are offered for their sectarian course, along with dire prophecies about
the consequences of the ‘betrayals’ being committed by those follow-
ing in the real tradition of Lenin and Trotsky. Like similar rationali-
zations of ultra-lefts before them, these offer little resistance to critical
appraisal. I propose to demonsirate this by examining the main thread
of argumentation about Cuaba as presented in SL1. material, above all
the document, ‘Trotskyism Betrayed’. I will then take up briefly the
related considerations offered by the leaders of the French Section of
the IC in ‘Draft Report on the Cuban Revolution’, a document that
discloses substantial differences with the SLL leaders on Cuba while
maintaining a united front with them on the question of unification.
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Should Marxists Go by The Facts?

The world Trotskyist movement has waited now two long and
crowded years for the SLL to recognize the facts about the Cuban
Revolution. The SLL leaders have refused to listen to the American
and Canadian Trotskyists who have followed events in Cuba with
close attention from the very beginning. They have refused to listen to
the Latin-American Trotskyists who have first-hand acquaintance
with the development and results of the Revolution in both its home
base and the rest of the continent. They scorn the conclusions reached
by other Trotskyists throughott the world. Why this obstinate refusal
to admit palpable events? Strangest of all, the leaders of the SLL have
come to recognize that they are refusing to acknowledge the facts;
they have converted this into a virtue and even elevated it into a
philosophy. The reasoning is very simple: To recognize facts is
characteristic of empiricism; Marxism is opposed to empiricism;
therefore, as Marxists, we refuse to recognize facts. Here is how this
reasoning — included as part of the package in a review of Lenin’s
Philosophical Notebooks — is presented by Cliff Slaughter in the
original academic language which has proved so entrancing to the
readers of this article:

Lenin’s Notebooks on Hegel might appear obscure and a not very pressing
preoccupation, when big things are happening all over the world. How-
ever, it is exactly on the theoretical front that the sharpest and most
uncompromising struggle must be waged. A mistaken conception here can
mean 2 whole mistaken method, the refations between the facts becomes
totally misunderstood, and disastrousiy wrong conclusions will be drawn.
For example, some ‘Marxists’ assume that Marxist method has the same
starting-point as empiricism: that is to say, it starts with ‘the facts’. It is
difficult to understand why Lenin and others should have spent so much
time on Hegel and the dialectical method if this were true. Of course, every
science is based on facts. However, the definition and establishment of ‘the
facts’ is crucial to any science. Part of the creation of a science is precisely
its delimitation and definition as a field of study with its own laws: the
‘facts’ are shown in experience to be objectively and lawfully intercon-
nected in such 3 way that a science of these facts is a meaningfu! and useful
basis for practice. Qur ‘empiricist’ Marxists in the field of society and
politics are far from this state of affairs. Their procedure is to say: we had a
programme, based on the facts as they were in 1848, or 1921, or 1938; now
the facts are obviously different, so we need a different programme, For
example, the spurious ‘Fourth International’ of Pablo’s group decided
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some years ago that the Stalinist bureaucracy and its counterparts in
various countries were forced to act differently because of changed obiec-
tive circumstances (‘facts’). New ‘revolutionary currents’ were abroad in
the world, more recently particularly in the colonial revolution. The
consequence of this ‘nass pressure’ would be to force the bureaucrats to
act contrary to their wishes and to lead the workers to power. The great
scope of the colonial revolution, the ‘liberalization’ of the Soviet regime,
and the exposure of Stalin by Krushchev, were taken as the ‘facts’ in this
case. Then again, the revolution in Algeria, Guinea, and particularly Cuba
are said to be yet a new kind of fact: socialist revolutions,* even without the
formation of revolutionary working-class parties. (Labour Review, Sum-
mer 1962, p. 77)

Study of this shining passage is worth the effort, for it reveals the
theoretical method used by the SLL leaders in approaching the Cuban
Revolution and much else in today’s world. We note the qualifying
sentence, ‘Of course, every science is based on facts.’ The author is to
be congratulated on admitting this; it is a favorable indication of at
least a certain awareness that a material world does exist. We can even
pin a medal on him for the sage observation that the various sciences
cover different fields, that in these fields facts have various orders of
importance and that it is the job of science to reveal their significance
and the significance of the relations between them so that we can put
them to use. But let us examine more closely the two sentences that
stick up like bandaged thumbs: ‘For example, some “Marxists”
assume that Marxist method has the same starting-point as empiri-
cism: that is to say, it starts with “the facss”. It is difficult to under-
stand why Lenin and others should have spent so much time on Hegel
and the dialectical method if this were true.’

So ‘Lenin and others’ spent so much time on Hegel and the dialecti-
cal method in order to avoid starting with the facts? Or to be able to
bend them with philosophical sanction to fit preconceived notions?
Or to avoid sharing any grounds whatsoever with empiricism, espe-
cially in the precise area where it is strongest? But Hege! did not teach
that. He was more dialectical in his appreciation of empiricism than
Slaughter and others. Hegel recognised that empiricism is much more
than mere observing, hearing, feeling, etc. and that its aim is to
discover scientific laws. “Without the working out of the empirical
sciences on their own account,’ he observed, ‘Philosophy could not
have reached further than with the ancients.” As was his method with

* The article from which Hansen is quoting here reads: “socialiss revolutions can
follow “organically” the democratic revolutions, even without . (Ed.)
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all views which he considered to have philosophical merit, he sought
to include what was valid in empiricism in his own system. It is worth
noting, for instance, that ‘Being,’ the opening category of his logic,
corresponds on this abstract level to an empirical beginning,

Hegel criticized empiricism on two counts: (1) In place of the a
priort absolutes of the metaphysician, which it rejects, empiricism
substitutes its own set of absolutes. Thus it is arbitrary, one-sided and
undialectical. (2) Its basic tendency is to oppose the idealism of which
Hegel was an ardent exponent: ‘Generally speaking, Empiricism finds
the truth in the outward world; and even if it allow a super-sensible
world, it holds knowledge of that world to be itnpossible, and would
restrict us to the province of sense-perception. This doctrine when
systematically carried out produces what has been latterly termed
Materialism. Materialism of this stamp looks upon matter, gua
matter, as the genuine objective world.” (The Logic of Hegel,
translated from the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, p.
80).

I'would submit that ‘Lenin and others’ did not bring from Hegel his
opposition to empiricism on idealistic or religious grounds. On the
other hand Marxism does share Hegel’s position that vulgar empiri-
cism is arbitrary, one-sided and undialectical. But empiricism “sys-
tematically carried out’? This is the view that the ‘genuine objective
world’, the material world, takes primacy over thought and that a
dialectical relationship exists between them. What is this if not dialec-
tical materialism?

Slaughter’s error is to establish an absolute gulf between empiri-
cism, and Marxism, leaving out what they have in common. In brief,
he is guilty of rigid, mechanical thinking on this point. However, we
plead that the culprit be let off with a light sentence in view of the
novel circumstances. How often are we privileged to see a British
metaphysician demonstrate that the heavy machinery of academic
learning can be so finely controlled as to prove a mere trifle like facts
don’t count? And with Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks fed as in-
formation to the machine! It's better than cracking a walnut with a
pile driver.

An additional error is involved. Slaughter finds it ‘difficult to
understand why Lenin and others should have spent so much time on
Hegel and the dialectical method’ if it were true ‘that Marxist method
has the same starting-point as empiricism: that is to say, it starts with
“the facts”.” Our vtilitarian must easily understand then that the



26 THE IC AGAINST LIQUIDATIONISM

practical benefit which ‘Lenin and others’ got out of Hegel and the
dialectical method was the view that a scientific system of thought like
Marxism — unlike empiricism — takes precedence over facts. True,
in its origin, the Marxist system of thought was admittedly builtona
foundation of facts, but once in existence it became — thanks to Hegel
— relatively free from the need for further contact with facts. Thus
the time spent on Hegel and the dialectical method was more than
compensated for by the saving made possible in disregarding current
facts. The primary task of a Marxist theoretician today, consequently,
is not to apply the dialectical method to analysis of reality — this is
subordinate since the job has been done and we know from the system
of thought what the reality is like and what it is going to be like. The
primary task is to study the books and become adept at expounding
the texts so that the system is promulgated in all its purity. Facts are of
practical value in this task as illustrations and confirmation of the
correctness of the system but are of not much import on the theoren-
cal level.

But this is dogmatism, not Marxism. Marx and Engels did not
simply take over idealist dialectics and assign it a chore such as it
performed for idealism; namely, helping 1o dig up material to prove
the validity of a philosophical system. From that point of view dialec-
tics is devoid of methodological interest.

In the Marxist world cutlook, dialectics does not serve an auxiliary
role. Itis central. To understand what this means and to appreciate its
relevancy to the issue at hand — our attitude toward facts — we must
go back to the origin of materialist dialectics, which is to be found in
Marx’s solution to the chief contradiction of Hegel's dialectics. This
contradiction, as Slaughter will certainly agree, was its failure to
provide for self-criticism, for dialectical self-adjustment. The impasse
was inevitable, since the Hegelian system excluded anything more
fundamental than thought itself and there was thus nothing for
thought to be adjusted against. The material world was viewed as a
mere inert and passive ‘other’ created by the activity of thought.
Research thus centered on the nature of thought, the ‘nuclear energy’
of the Hegelian system. Marx brought dialectics out of this blind alley
by empirically taking matter as the fundamental source of motion. He
thereby turned things around drastically and opened the way in
principle for adjustment of his own theoretical system; that is, by
checking it against the primary source of all movement, the material
world. In place of thought spinning on itself as in the Hegelian
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system, Marx found the way to a genuine ‘feed back’. Through this
revolution the dialectical method became self-consistent. It, too, is
open to change. A major characteristic of materialist dialectics, con-
sequently is supreme sensitivity to facts. Any work that fails in this
respect will not stand up as an example of materialist dialectics. It isan
apology or an academic exercise such as abounds in the Stalinist
school of pseudo-dialectics.

Does this feature of materialist dialectics have any practical conse-
quences or is it simply a curiosity among splitters of hairs? We are at
the very heart of Marxist politics! An evolving material world, moving
in a time sequence, inevitably forces rectifications in the thought that
hopes to reflect it in close approximation. This holds with even greater
force if that thought aims at active intervention, for it must seek
gennine and not illusory points of support in a reality that is in
dynamic movement. The primary task of a Marxist theoretician is to
analyse reality with the best tools available — those of dialectics — so
as to provide the most accurate guide possible for revolutionary action
in the world as it actually exists at a given stage. This requires us to
start with the facts.

The point is crucial. The type of thinking exemplified by
Slaughter’s contribution, which has brought the National Committee
of the SLL to the sad position of refusing to acknowledge the facts in
Cuba, has inspired a flood of arguments like those found in the
previously cited paragraph from Labour Review:

(1) Years ago some people of a ‘spurious ‘‘Fourth International” ’,
decided that there were new facts about the Stalinist bureaucracy
which required Trotskyism to make adjustments. They were wrong.
Today the same ‘spurious’ sources assert that new currents in the
colonia} revolution can force bureaucrais to act contrary to their
wishes and lead the workers to power. Wrong again. We leave aside
crude simplification and consequent distortions of opponents’ views
and also the merits of the real points involved in order simply to call
attention to the logic: Bad people were wrong before; therefore, they
are wrong again.

{2) These same “spurious’ characters or perhaps some * “empiricist”
Marxists’ whom Slaughter does not name, also say — in obvious error
— that ‘the revolutions in Algeria, Guinea, and particularly Cuba are
. . . yet a new kind of fact: socialist revolutions, even without the
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formation of revolutionary working-class parties.” Again we leave
aside the distortion of opponents’ positions in order to call actention to
the hidden syllogism: What is not provided for in the programme of
Marxism cannot occur; this possibility is not provided for in the
programme of Marxism; therefore, it has not occurred.

I place of the problem of finding points of support for our prog-
ramme in the world in which we live, the SLL method is simply 10
assert the necessity for our programme despite the reality.

There is nothing wrong, of course, with asserting the need for
revolutionary socialism, including the need for party building, but
this is only “‘A’. Agreeing on that, we wish to proceed to ‘B’; how is this
to be accomplished in a given situation? The SLL leaders display little
interest in ‘B’. For them ‘A’ seems sufficient. Here is a typical
example of their thinking that indicates this:

In practice, however, both the Pabloites and the SWP find themselves
prostrate before the petty-bourgeois nationalist leaders in Cuba and
Aigeria, which they have chosen to regard as the touchstone of revolutio-
nary politics. Qur view of this question is not opposed to that of the SWP
simply in terms of who can best explain a series of events. It is a question
rather of the actual policy and programme of Trotskyist leadership in these
backward countries.

But no revolutionary socialists ‘choose’ what shall be regarded as
the touchstone of revolutionary politics. This is done by much bigger
forces; namely, classes in conflict. Cuba and Algeria happened to be
the two areas in the world where this conflict has reached revolutio-
nary proportions at the moment. This was not determined by any
decision of ours. It was determined by revolutionary mass actions.
Nor did we choose the current leaderships of the colonial revolution.
They are the result of objective conditions of vast sweep. What we did
choose was 1o study the facts and in these facts seek openings for
effective application of our programme. If we may express the opinion,
it is an overstatement to say that anyone finds himself ‘prostrate
before the petty-bourgeois nationalist leaders in Cuba and Algeria’
because he refuses to follow the SLL National Committee in thinking
that a Trotskyist can clear himself of any further responsibility by
putting the label ‘betrayal’ on everything these leaders do. It is an
error of the first order to believe that petty-bourgeois nationalism —
petty-bourgeois nationalism, has no internal differentiations or con-
tradictions and cannot possibly be affected by the mass forces that
have thrust it forward. To avoid the political prostration that follows
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the method practiced by the SLL, revolutionary socialists seek to go
beyond simply repeating the words about the need for a party. By
joining in the action of the revolution, they seek to help build a
revolutionary-socialist party in the very process of the revolution itself
instead of arguing with the revolution that it would have been better to
delay things until the party had first been constructed.

Slaughter states, we recall, that ‘Part of the creation of a science is
precisely its delimitation and definition as a field of study with its own
laws: the “facts’ are shown in experience to be objectively and lawfully
interconnected in such a way that a science of these facts is a meaning-
ful and useful basis for practice.” We welcomed that statement. Now
we must protest what followed, if Slaughter was by some remote
chance thinking of us when he said, ‘Our ‘empiricist’ Marxists in the
field of society and politics are far from this state of affairs. Their
procedure is to say: we had a programine, based on the facts as they
were in 1848, or 1921, or 1938; now the facts are obviously different,
30 we need a different programme’

In the case of Cuba, proceeding by the Marxist method, we sought
to establish the facts and then determine how they are objectively and
lawfully interconnected with our previous analysis of China, Yugos-
lavia and the buffer countries. Our conclusion was not to say, ‘We
need a different programme’. Quite the contrary, We stated that the
case of Cuba confirmed our previous analysis and thus confirmed the
correctness of Trotsky’s analysis of the Soviet Union and of his theory
of permanent revolution. From this we derived a meaningful and
useful basis for finding our place in the Cuban Revolution.

In contrast to this, the SLL ieaders approach Cuba as if the problem
boiled down to illustrating the correctness of Lenin’s norms for a
healthy workers state. The correctness of these norms is not at issue.
We believe in them, advocate them, and seek to advance them as
always. The SLL leaders, however, stop at the mere assertion of these
norms and try to force them to do work for which they are insufficient.
This leads them into a series of glaring errors and even into disastrous
policies, as we shall see.

To anticipate what we shall attempt to prove in detaif, the SLL
leaders, following the method indicated in Slaughter’s article, do not
show how the facts in Cuba are objectively and lawfully intercon-
nected with the preceding Trotskyist positions. Instead they commit a
very commeon but also very basic mistake: they dissolve the concrete
into the abstract. They do this in two steps. First they refuse to link
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the facts in Cuba with the criteria used in analysing China, Yugoslavia
and the buffer countries. They then quite illogically stop at Lenin’s
norms. The result of going this far, however, is to leave them with
only Lenin’s norms to determine the character of a workers state. The
criteria for determining a workers state have been dissolved into the
norms which, since Trotsky’s time, have been recognized as valid only
for determining a kealthy workers state. By dissolving Trotsky into
Lenin in this way, the SLL leaders are left without the tools of theory
necessary o assess anything except what would have been considered
a workers state in 1917. What will not fit the norms is given acapitalist
lable, since no greys exist in the SLL’s world of solid blacks and solid
whites. Thus, incapable of correctly analysing the Cuban Revolution,
they end up by refusing to accept as non-capitalist anything that
deviates from Lenin’s norms. The correct label for that position is
ultraleft sectarianism. This method compels them, as an odd final
consequence, to contend that *Lenin and others’ brought from Hegel
the view that facts are not primary. They provide their own ultimate
absurdity and seek, appropriately enough, to find sanction for it in the
philosophy of idealism.

With such reasoning the National Committee of the SLL deter-
mines its policy in a revolution that is shaking the Western Hemis-
phere. Thus in much of what they write about Cuba one gets the
impression of a thought process little above that of medieval times
when the experts determined what the world was like through fasting,
meditation, prayer and pious reference to the holy scriptures.

Who Has Lost Touch With Reality?

An instructive example of what this type of thinking can lead to is
provided by the document to which the National Committee of the
SLL appended its joint signature, “Trotskyism Betrayed’.

Does the dictatorship of the proletariat exist in Cuba? asks the NC. *We
reply categorically NO! The absence of & party squarely based on the
workers and poor peasants makes it impossible to set up and maintain such
a dictatorship. But what is even more significant is the absence of what the
SWP euphemistically terms ‘the institutions of proletarian democracy” or
what we prefer to call soviets or organs of workers’ power.

To substantiate this stern decision handed down by the SLL court,
we are referred, in accordance with the method of thought we have
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discussed above, to the writings of Lenin; and the appropriate texis
are cited as if the leader of the Bolsheviks had the Cuban situation
before him.

So what exists in Cuba? We are given it, straight from the bench,
without any if’s and’s or but’s: ‘In our opinion, the Castro regime is
and remains a bonapartist regime resting on capiralist state founda-
tions.’

As for Castro, he is taken care of with similar crispness: ‘The regime
hovever, is 2 variety of capitalist state power. The Castro regime did
not create a qualitatively new and different type of state from the
Batista regime.’

According to these experts in what the law books say, who cannot
find any mention of Cuba in Lenin’s State and Revolution, not even
dual power exists in the island: “The ‘militia’ (the quotation marks on
‘militia’ put those half million armed Cubans in their place!) is subor-
dinate to Castro’s state — not to soviets, not even to a constituent
assembly. In this sense they do not constitute workers power or even
dual power.’

And all those happenings in Cuba, about which the papers have
been making such a fuss, are explained as easily as digging up an
appropriate citation from Lenin: ‘Despite or rather because of (that
‘rather because of” is good!) all the economic and social changes that
have taken place in the last two-three years, Cuba has witnessed, not a
social revolution which has transfereed state power irrevocably from
the hands of one class to another, but a political revolution which has
transferred power from the hands of one class io another section of that
same class . . . Where the working class is unable to lead the peasant
masses and smash capitalist state power, the bourgeoisie steps in and
solves the problem of the ‘democratic revolution’ in its own fashion
and to its own satisfaction. Hence we have Kemal Ataturk, Chiang
Kai-shek, Nasser, Nehru, Cardenas, Peron, Ben Bella — and Castro
(to mention a few).’

There you have it — in all its baldness — the judgment of the
Nationai Committee of the SLL on the Cuban Revolution and its
achievements.

But a puzzle remains. How come that the Republicican Party,
which is fairly aware of Wall Street’s thinking, doesn’t recognize that
Castro is just another ‘Batista’? Why the dragging of feet among the
Democrats, who know Wall Street’s thinking just as well as the
Republicans but who take a longer view of the interests of capitalism?
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Above all, how explain the anomalous reaction of the Cuban
capitalists who poured out of the island like rats from a burning cane
ficid and holed up in Florida, the way Chiang and a section of the
Chinese capitalists holed up in Formosa? How was it possible for the
entire capitalist class of the United States to unite, without a single
fissure, against Cuba and risk bringing the world to nuclear war in the
effort to topple the Castro government? How come they refuse to
recognize that their properties could not be in safer hands than those
of a Cuban ‘Chiang Kai-shek’? How are we to assess this strange new
rhenomenon of Wall Street losing touch with reality in the one area
where it never misses — its property interests?

Another mystery. How come that the Soviet people, the Chinese
people, the Koreans, Vietnamese, Yugoslavs, Albanians and people
of the East European countries, all consider that Cuba has become
non-capitalist and now has an economic system like theirs? How
explain that they, too, have lost touch with reality on such a decisive
question?

For that matter, what about the Cubans? Here a whole population
is apparently suffering from a manic-depressive psychosis. The
capitalists and their agents think they have been overthrown and it’s a
disaster. The rest of the population agree and think it’s wonderful.
They have raised the banners of socialism and tens if not hundreds of
thousands are assiduously studying Marx, Engels and Lenin. Isn’t
that going rather far in failing to recognize that ‘capitalist state power’
stll exists in Cuba?

We have still not come to the end. There are ten countries, includ-
ing the United States, in which Trotskyists sympathize with or belong
to the IC. In all these countries, only the SLL holds this curious
position oo Cuba. Not a single other group agrees with them — not
even those in France. Have the other nine, then, lost all touch with
political realities? How is this to be explained? Have all of them
‘degenerated’ and ‘betrayed’ Trotskyism except Healy and his staff?

Let us also add that the Posadas group in Latin America would not
touch the SLL position on Cuba with a ten-foot pole. Nor for that
matter, not a single solitary Trotskyist in all of Latin America,
whether with the IC or the IS, so far as [ know. Can’t any of the
Latin-American Trotskyists recognize a ‘Batista’ when they see one?
How can they be so far out of touch with the real world?

Since I mentioned the 1S, the ultimate horror of ‘Trotskyism
Betrayed’, let me concede that here the National Committee of the
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SLL can draw some comfort. In their next solemn session they might
have Slaughter or Healy read as encouraging news the following
declaration by a prominent member of the IS:

Fidel Castro is at present the latest ‘hero’ discovered by the Communist
Parties of Latin America, to whose regime they attribute the revolutionary
gains of the Cuban masses. Fidel Castro, however, is only the Bonapartist
representative of the bourgeoisie, who is undergoing the pressure of the
masses and is forced to make them important concessions, against which
his bourgeois teammates are already rising up, as has just been clearly
shown by the apposition set going inside his own government against the
— timid enough — agrarian reform.

The author of that statement, which the SLL position so obviously
echoes, amplifies and expounds is Michel Pablo. It can be found on
page xiii of his pamphlet The Aral Revolution. Unfortunately, the
authors of ‘Trotskyism Betrayed’ cannot expect to build too much on
this, since it was Pablo’s position in June 1959 before Castro broke up
the coalition government with the representatives of Cuban bourgeois
democracy. Pablo long ago dropped that position, if position it was
and not just a premature assessment. Pablo, whatever else you may
think of him, has enough wisdom and ability not to insist on a position
which is that untenable in face of the facts.

It seems, consequently, that the NC of the SLL has succeeded in
finding an abandoned niche where they are doomed to complete
isolation. It is.theoretically possible that Healy and his closest col-
laborators are the only ones among all these who have not lost touch
with the Cuban reality. But the force of the facts makes this most
unlikely.

A New Type of Capitalism?

There still remain some vexatious theoretical problems of lesser
order, all of which are opened up by the position of the National
Committee of the SLL on Cuba, but of which not a single one is
discussed in the docurnent they submitted despite all the boasting and
arm-waving about how the SLL leaders intend to bring theoretical
clarity to the very much muddled world Trotskyist movement.

First on the Agrarian Reform. A basic criterion for a workers state
in the economic sphere in an underdeveloped country, they inform
us, ‘is the nationalization of the land and thorough political measures
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by the ruling power to prevent the growth of the kulaks. Neither in
Egypt nor in Cuba has this been done. On the contrary, in Cuba,
Castro has recently promised (under the impact of the food crisis) to
give the land back to the peasants. So long as land remains alienable,
s0 long will petty-commodity production continue and so long will
Cuba remain a capitalist nation.’

Such a tangle of errors is included in this paragraph that one can
scarcely decide which loop to pick up first. But let us be patient, for
this is all the National Committee of the SLL has to say about Cuba’s
Apgrarian Reform. To begin with, let us pull out the misleading
reference to Egypt since we are dealing with Cuba. Second, it is not
true that so long as petty-commodity production continues, the
economy of a country will remain capitalist. Petty-commodity pro-
duction and capitalism are not synonymous. That is why a workers
state, on replacing a capitalist state, can safely call on the peasants to
take the land. It is also the fundamental reason why Engels, and all
genuine Marxists after him, have stood firmly on the principle that the
peasants must not be forced into collectivization. That is also why
nationalization of the land, while a very important and indicative
measure, is not a basic criterion for a workers state and was not
considered as such in designating Yugoslavia, the Eastern European
countries and China as workers states, a position for which the Na-
tional Committee of the SLL voted. Third, the addition of the criter-
ion ‘thorough political measures by the ruling power to prevent the
growth of Kulaks’ sounds queer as a basic criterion for a workers state
in the economic sphere. In any case this new ‘criterion’, in this unex-
pected association was never even suggested in the discussion on
Yugoslavia, Eastern Europe and China. Is the National Committee of
the SLL perhaps thinking of revising the Trotskyist position on the
character of these states by demanding that this new *basic criterion’
be added?

Not much is left of the SLL position in Cuba’s Agrarian Reform;
but, in compensation, the tangle is just about unwound. Only a snarl
or two is left. Instead of giving ‘land back to the peasants’, the main
course of the Agrarian Reform in Cuba is just the opposite. It is true
that the Cuban government has proved quite sensitive to the will of
the campesinos in this respect, contrasting wholly favorably to the
course followed in all the countries where Stalinist methods were
applicd either directly by Moscow or under its influence. Thus the
deeds 10 many farms have been handed out, especially in the Sierra
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Maestra. Some co-operatives, too hastily formed, may have been
dissolved, but the general line of development is clearly in the direc-
tion of a bigger and bigger state role. Thus, the most impertant
co-operatives have now been converted into state farms. Good, bad or
indifferent that happens to be the case.

On the alienability of land in Cuba, which is beside the point in this
discussion, the National Committee of the SLL simply displays an
ignorance in perfect harmony with the pattern of thinking which
permits them to close their eyes to more important facts that stare
them in the face. It so happens that the Agrarian Reform law specifies
that the ‘vital minimum’ of land, to which a campesino gets a deed,
‘shall be inalienable’. Exempt from taxes, this land cannot be attached
and is not subject to contract, lease, sharecrop or usufruct. It can be
transferred only by sale to the state, or through inheritance by a single
heir on the death of the owner, or, in the event there is no heir,
by sale at public auction to bidders who must be campesinos or
agricultural workers. There is only one way in which the owner can
even mortgage his land in Cuba and that is by mortgaging it to the
state or to its specified institutions. Now that they have learned these
facts will our British comrades still maintain that nothing essentially
new has occurred in Cuba?

We come to the theoretical problem which is our reward for having
opened up this tangle of errors. However you assess the Agrarian
Reform in Cuba as a criterion in determining the character of the
state, it was the swiftest and most thoroughgoing by far in the history
of Latin America. How was such a radical reform possible under a
regime that is not qualitatively different, as the SLL leaders allege,
from the ‘Batista regime’? Is this provided for in the classics of
Marxism? How are we to explain it? Finally, are we for or are we
against this Agrarian Reform? The National Committee of the SLL
maintains a painful silence on this that is truly scandalous in leaders
who consider themselves to be Trotskyists. But if, after a collective
democratic discussion, they decide to vote yes, must they not also add
that we should be reconsidering our attitude towards ‘capitalist’
regimes capable of such far-reaching measures?

We come 1o a related question. Castro’s insistence on a thorough-
going, radical agrarian reform blew up the coalition government in
July 1959. The representatives of bourgeois democracy hastily stuffed
stocks, bonds, dollars and pesos into handbags and followed the
representatives of the oligarchy and the imperialist interests into exile
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in Miami. Thus a2 new government came into being that proved
capable of acting in a qualitatively different way from the previous
one.

Let us note what this government did so that the National Comumit-
tee of the SLL will understand better what we mean by ‘the facts’. It
carried through, as we have noted, the swiftest and most radical
agrarian reform in the history of Latin America. It did this against the
combined resistance of the Cuban landlords, Cuban capitalists, and
American imperialists. This resistance was not simply verbal. The
counter-revolutionaries fought with rifle and bomb and whatever the
CIA and Pentagon could give them,

Against this powerful landlord-capitalist-imperialist resistance the
new government armed the people of Cuba. Not just with speeches
but with mass distribution of guns and the organization of 2 powerful
militia. Against the mounting military measures taken by American
imperialism, the new government turned to the Soviet bloc for com-
parably effective defensive military hardware. While this was going
on, the new government initiated sweeping economic measures such
as the establishment of controls on foreign trade and controls over
capitalist management. Still more important, it continued the process
begun in conflict with Batista’s army and police of smashing the
old state structure. Finally, some two years ago, in defiance of the
wrath of the mightiest capitalist country on earth it expropriated
capitalist holdings ‘down to the nails in their boots’. This same new
government proceeded with astounding speed to expand state con-
trols into state planning and when the imperialists brought an axe
down, cutting all major economic ties between the United States and
Cuba, this new government, responding in heroic way to the
emergency, tied its economy in with the planned economies of the
Soviet bloc. Can such a government be described as differing only
quantitatively from a ‘Batista’ regime? Accurately described, that is.

All right, have it your way. Let us grant that the difference is only
quantitative and — for the sake of the confusion on which the
National Committee of the SLL insists — let us stubbornly refuse to
grant this quantitatively different government even a quantitatively
different label. Our theoretical problems are only worsened — and in
aqualitative way. We must then admir that reality has so changed that
it has now become possible for a Batista-type regime to carry out such
revolutionary actions in a series of countries. What has happened to
capitalism to give it the possibility of taking such self-destructive
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measures? Has it suddenly become rejuvenated? Has the death agony
of capitalism really turned out te be a fountain of youth?

As in the case of Cuba’s Agrarian Reform, we are also faced with a
political issue that cannot be evaded — unless, of course, you counsel
that we abandon politics. Are we for or are we against all these
measures? If we approve them, are we then not compelled to admit
that such governments are capable of a progressive role? Does it not
follow, if they are ‘a variety of capitalist state power’ as the SLL
leaders assert, that capitalism has not vet exhausted all its progressive
possibilities? If this is so, a still more thorny problem arises. Does any
barrier exist 10 prevent a capitalist government in an industrially
advanced country from playing a similar progressive role? If a barrier
does exist is it qualitative or simply quantitative? What, inside this
new capitalist reality, determines the character of the boundary? On
all these questions, which are raised in principle by the document
flung so vehemently on the table, the National Committee of the SLL
maintains the most discreet silence.

Let us consider for a moment the character of the Cuban economy
today. ‘The nationalizations carried out by Castro do nothing to alter
the capitalist character of the state.’ the National Committee of the
SLL claims. Good; for the sake of argument let’s see what happens if
we agree not to change the label, whatever else has changed. We note
that these nationalizations were not undertaken by either the capitalist
or imperialist supporters of Batista. Nor were they undertaken by the
representatives of bourgeois democracy. The bulk of the Cuban
capitalists, such as they were, most of the landlords, and the corrupt
assemblage of politicians who served as their agents are now to be
found in Florida or any other land of the palm save Cuba. Thus we
must add to the fact of ‘mere’ nationalization, the fact of expropriation
of the Cuban and American capitalists and landlords. The National
Committee of the SLL. may stoutly deny this. None of the former
property holders will. In addition, I think that, roughly speaking,
999.9 out of 1,000 observers who have taken the rouble to visit Caba
or study the events will put these two items down as incontrovertible
facts.

To this must be added the fact that a planned economy has been
installed that extends so far as to completely embrace the principal
agricultural sphere — sugar. True, the planning may not be efficient.
It may be hampered by lack of competent personnel, poor balancing,
some bureaucratism, breakdowns and other faults. These are due not
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only to lack of experience but to the direct sabotage of counter-
revolutionaries and to the epormous pressure of American
imperialism which seeks to throttle in the cradle this effort at plan-
ning. Nevertheless, in principle, the planned economy is operative in
Cuba, has already achieved remarkable successes, and has clearly
displaced private capitalism in all the key sectors of the econemy. This
is a fact, too. !

Putting these three main facts together — expropriation of the
bourgeoisie, nationalization of industry, and the instution of a plan-
ned economy ~— and adding to this combination the ‘capitalist’ label
on which the National Committee of the SLL insists, what do we end
up with? It's inescapable: state capitalism. But, again, what is gained
by such a label save indescribable theoretical confusion and the
admission that capitalism still has great and progressive inherent
possibilities despite all that has been said about its death agony?
Moreover, we are not saved thereby from taking a political stand. Is
this so-called state capitalism in Cuba better or worse than the private
capitalism which it overturned? Yes or no? If it is superior, in what
respect is its superiority apparent?

Finally, exactly what does the National Committee of the SLL
propose on the economic level, which if enacted would entitle us to
cross out the ‘capitalist’ label? Qur haughty theoreticians disdain 1o
answer in their documnent. We would appreciate, if it’s not asking too
much, a plain and simple reply to that question.

China, Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe

Two whole vears after the event, as we noted above, the National
Committee of the SLL siill refuses to recogtiize Cuba as a workers
state. In their efforts to establish theoretical grounds for the dogmatic
view that nothing has changed in Cuba and that it’s all 2 malicious
‘revisionist’ invention about the Batista regime being overthrown,
they inevitably tear gaping holes in basic theory.

! Perhaps this is the place to file an objection to a declamation in the statement of the
SLL, where the nature of the state in Cuba is considered, that nothing essential was
changed by the Castro government: “What it did do was to clear out the old judges,
adminisirators, bureaucrats, diplomats and policemen and replace them with people
who supported Castro. The old institutions were filled with new personnel.’ This is
dead wrong. The old institutions, including its personnel were committed to the
preservation of private capitalist property interests. The new institutions, in contrast to
the old, are committed to the preservation and sdministration of nationalized property.
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Not openly and holdly, but in a covert way, they strike at the entire
continuity of our theory since the time of Trotsky insofar as it relates
to assessing the character of a workers state. They begin with Trots-
ky’s analysis of the Soviet Union, attempting to cut that theoretical
foundation away from the problem before us. ‘But it is ridicutous to
think,” they argue, ‘that the question of the Cuban state can be
resclved abstractly by “criteria” from this earlier discussion (with
Schachtman and Burnham) even at the end of which Trotsky was still
saying that the last word had still to be said by history’. What do they
mean by that cryptic last remark? That Trotsky doubted or was not
sure of the character of the Soviet Union? What do they mean by the
epithet ‘ridiculous’? Ridiculous by whose standards and on what
grounds? The criteria used by Trotsky, abstract though they may be,
happen to be the concrete thearetical grounds for every succeeding
step in Trotskyist analysis concerning the problem of the character of
the Soviet Union and the workers states that have appeared since
then. To sever this connection prepares the way for revising every-
thing accomplished in theory in this field since then — and also
prepares the way for revising Trotsky’s theory of the degenerated
workers state. The National Committee of the SLL is taking here a
most revealing step.

The mechanical thinking that feels an inner compulsion to cut the
link with Trotsky’s analysis, reveals itself in still another way. On
page 12 of their document ‘Trotskyism Betrayed’ they seek to sum-
marize Trotsky’s position: ‘The bureaucracy which usurped the gov-
ernment power in the social economy of Russia was a parasitic group
and not a necessary fundamental class.” That sounds correct on
first reading, but something is missing. What kind of parasitic group?
What was its class colouration? We search the page in vain for an
answer. Yet this is one of the most distinctive features in Trotsky’s
analysis. The parasitic layer is petry-bourgeois, a reflection of the
peasantry, the remnants of the old classes, the elements who switched
allegiance from Czar to the new regime — all these and the political-
military administrative levels of the new government who, under
pressure from the capitalist West, drifted from the outlook of re-
volutionary socialism or came to prominence without ever having
genuinely understood or accepted it, What was new in this situation
— and this is the heart of Trotsky’s position on the question — was
that a reactionary petty-bourgeois formation of this kind could, after 2
political counter-revolution, wield power in a workers state and even
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defend the foundations of that state while being primarily con.crned
about their own special interests.

We come now to the question of why this point is important — of
decisive importance, in truth — in solving the central problem posed
by the spread of Soviet-type economies in the postwar period. How-
ever, let us first listen to the National Committee of the SLL:

The states established in Eastern Europe in 1945 were extensions o1 the
Russian Revelution by the military and bureaucratic methods of the
Stalinist leadership. They were possible under the circumstances of special
difficulty for imperialism and the chaos in Europe consequent on the
defeat of German capitalism. In fact the betrayals of international Social
Democracy and Stalinism restricted the advance of the revolution to
Eastern Europe (and later China). This perpetuates the essential condi-
tions of the survival of the bureaucracy in the workers states. There was by
no means the same dynamic in the foundations of the deformed ‘workers
states’ as there has been in Russia in October 1917. Our movement's
characterization of all these states was not simply a question of applying
*criteria’ like nationalization to the finished product.

These six sentences constitute all that seems to have registered with
the National Committee of the SLL of that rich collective effort of our
world movement to solve the complicagted problems posed by ‘the
facts’ in those areas. Yugoslavia, a special case which gave rise 1o
considerable discussion in the world Trotskyist movement, is not
even mentioned. We will not cavil, however, in view of the fact that
China was brushed off with three words (inside parentheses).

What is remarkable about this capsule treatment of an important
chapter in the preservation and development of the theory of our
movement is that although it concerns the decisive links of theory
between Trotsky’s analysis of the Soviet Union and the world Trots-
kyist movement’s analysis of Cuba today, it does not contain a millig-
ram of theory not even by way of historical mention! Such references
as ‘chaos’, ‘betrayals’, ‘circumstances of special difficulty’, ‘by no
means the same dynamic’, etc., indicate the general setting to which
which theory must relate but not the points of the theory itself. The
six sentences constitute in fact a2 shamefaced way of completely
disregarding the theory of the character of these states. Thus, if we
combine the previous operation of cutting away Trotsky’s position on
the Soviet Union by declaring it has no relevance to the Cuban
discussion, we stand where? The answer of the SLL is to leap across
all the intervening links to Lenin’s abstract formulations of the State
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and Revolution period. None of the arguments used against the perti-
nence of our referring to China, Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe apply
to the pertinence of the SLL referring to Lenin! Why? Well, these are
texts written by Lenin himself you see and you don’t want to be
against Leninism do you? Now do you? This methodology is, of
course, the correct means for accomplishing one end — the conver-
sion of Lenin into a harmless ikon.

Leaving nothing undone to make sure that the confusion is twice
confounded, the National Committee of the SLL states on page 13 of
their document, ‘Our essential difference with the SWP on this
question is, therefore, not over the ‘criteria’ of workers states. We do
not accept such a framework for the discussion; if, in fact, we had
defined a workers’ state by the existence or non-existence of Trots-
kyist parties then this would be a lapse into ‘subjectivism’, but we
have not done this.” A few lines further down on the very same page,
however, we have done this. We read: ‘Does the dictatorship of the
proletariat exist in Cuba? We reply categorically NO! The absence of a
party squarely based on the workers and poor peasants makes it
impossible to set up and maintain such a dictatorship.” The latter
sentence, then, excludes Cuba from being a workers state — and also
China, Yugoslavia and the East European countries. It even excludes
the Soviet Union since you cannot ‘maintain such a dictatorship’ in
the ‘absence of a party squarely based on the workers and poor
peasants.’

Listen again to the National Commitiee of the SLI on why
Trotsky’s analysis of the Soviet Union is not relevant to Cuba: ‘At
every stage of his eleven-years-long work towards a “definition” of the
USSR, Trotsky insisted on a rounded, critical perspective and not
simply on the “normative” method of applying definition criteria.’
Are we in a kindergarten for retarded children? It was precisely
because Yugoslavia, the East European countries and China did not
follow the norm that we could not use the ‘normative method’. That
was the big difficulty, if we may remind the National Committee of
the SLL, and why we sought an adjective like ‘deformed’ to indicate
that these workers states were not according to norm.

‘The SWP method is the opposite’, our analysts continue, ‘taking
certain “criteria” from the discussion of one particular manifestation
of the revolutionary struggle in one part of the world as a unique stage
in the development of the world revolution. They apply this criteria to
another part of the world a generation later, to a particular sector at a
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particular stage of the struggle. Thus nationalization and the existence
of workers militias are sufficient to make Cuba a “workers state” and
to make the Cuban revolution & socialist revolution.”

We protest! And not just over the misrepresentation of our position
in the last sentence. It is the SLL method that is normative. They
refuse to consider either the individual or the particular. They go
back tzwo generations to the most general norms of the workers state as
defined by Lenin in the light of the writings of Marx and Engels. They
then apply these norms to the individual case of Cuba. Since Cuba
does not fit, their conclusion is that Cuba is not a workers’ state. It is
this method of thought which we claim is now represented in the
positions that the SLL is pressing for adoption by the entire world
Trotskyist movement. It is undialectical and completely mechanical.
It measures facts by norms, and if they do not measure up, too bad for
the facts.

What are the particular threads of theory to which Cuba must be
related, if we are to proceed dialectically? In the case of the Eastern
European countries, we held that the petty-bourgeois layer which has
usurped power in the Soviet Union could, under certain conditions,
export both their own rule and the property forms on which they were
a parasitic excrescence, To do this they had to overthrow capitalist
property relations as well as capitalist regimes. (At a certain stage they
also liquidated native revolutionists who might have led independent
currents.) The physical presence of Seviet armies in the occupied
countries made it not too difficult to grasp the theory that reflected
this process. In Yugoslavia, as has been pointed out before, it was
more difficult. Partisans played the predominant role and in place of
Soviet generals and Soviet secret political police, the Yugoslav re-
volutionists came to power, They were, however, of the Stalinist
school with a strong naticnalist colouration. Can a workers state be
established by petty-bourgeois figures such as these? Without the
intervention of a revolutionary-socialist party? The National Commit-
tee of the SLL voted yes. The theoretical position they approved was
that a petty-bourgeois Stalinist leadership can take power and estab-
lish a workers state, not because it is a Sralintst species of petty-
bourgeois leadership but because it is at the head of a revolution,
involving both peasants and workers, a revolution that is of even
greater relative strength because it occurs in the time of the death
agony of capitalism and after the victory of the Soviet Union in World
War I1.
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The next link was China. This particular case displayed even more
novel features: years in which the Mao leadership existed as a dual
power in which guerrilla warfare played a prominent role, eventually
paving the way for full strength regular armies, the march on the
cities, and so on. With all its differences, the key problem again was
like the one in Yugoslavia, save that the direct role of the Soviet Union
was more remote. Could a revolution be led by a petty-bourgeois
formation — without prior organization of a revolutionary-socialist
party — to the successful formation of a workers state in a country as
vast and populous as China? There was long hegitation about this but
‘the facts’, which the National Committee of the SLL so lightdy wave
aside today in the case of Cuba, spoke so powerfully that the world
Trotskyist movement had. to accept the reality, The National Com-
mittee of the SLL., be it noted, did not contribute much to that
discussion but they made up for the slimness of their writings by the
alacrity with which they voted to call China a workers state. Perhaps it
is only now that they are beginning to consider the implications of
what they voted for? The strange part is that this difficulty in taking a
Cuba Libre chaser after downing China in a single gulp arises over the
fact that the Cuban leadership is in every respect superior to the
Chinese, unless you consider Mao’s Stalinism to be a virtue. Perhaps,
with the help of Alcoholics Anonymous, the SLL leaders have learned
to put up a hand with firm resolution, ‘Thanks, but we don’t drink!’

The position that Cuba is a workers state rests on the extension of
the theory, as it was developed in the previous particular cases, to this
new case. A contrary position must demonstrate either that the previ-
ous positions were fallacious or that nothing has really happened in
Cuba. A haif-way position, with which the National Committee of the
SLL may be toying, is to hold that each individual case calls for its
own special criteria — one set for Cuba, another set for China, etc.
This would signify the complete breakdown of any scientfic
approach, not to speak of dialectics, and the enthronement of the most
vulgar empiricism. The Nationat Committee of the SLL has chosen
the alternative of denying the facts. It has, however, gone far, as we
have shown, in preparing the ground for shifting to the other main
alternative; namely that everything must be revised back to 1940, if
not back to Lenin.

On the other hand, the theory with which we were able to provide a
rational explanation for the appearance of such unforeseen formations
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a5 workers states deviating widely from the norms laid down by Lenin
has proved its worth — and quite dramatically in the case of Cuba. I
refer not only to its help in defending and extending the Cuban
Revolution but in understanding why the Cuban issue is of such
extraordinary explosiveness in world politics.

The posidon of the National Committee of the SLL utterly obs-
cures this role, in fact denies it, for Cuba is seen as only one particular
‘unique’ case, unconnected with anything save the colonial revolution
in general and perhaps the American elections in particular; hence
incapable of playing any great or even unusual role. They overlook
what is absolutely basic — the fact of a socialist revolution in the
Western Hemisphere, In place of the revolutionary action which
flared in the powder house of imperialism, the SLL leaders substitute
the most barren academic schema: ‘A Marxist evaluation of any
movement insists upon an analysis of its economic basis in the modern
world. This must begin from the international needs of imperialism.’
How do these most generalized economic abstractions apply to the
blaze in the Caribbean? “We have tried to understand and discuss the
Cuban question,” the National Committee of the SLL answers, ‘in
terms of our own analysis of the economic position of Cuba and the
evaluation of the present struggle in Cuba and the rest of America.’
This approach, worthy of a dogmatic instructor in an economics
department, has led them to constantly underestimate Cuba politi-
cally; and the many painful surprises have taught them nothing.

Once you see Cuba for what it is, a workers state and the opening
stage of the socialist revolution in the Western Hemisphere, as is made
possible by linking it to the revolutions in Yugostavia, Eastern Europe
and China (the Cuban leaders are well aware of the latter tie), then it
is quite clear why it plays such a spectacular role. The extension of the
October 1917 Revolution into the Western Hemisphere is a
revolutionary action far more decisive in the scales than the weight of
Cuba’s economy in North and South America. This revolution has
something gualitative about it as a culmination of the overturns that
began in Eastern Europe. With its signal that the stage is now opening
for non-Stalinist revolutionary leaderships, it even appears as a major
turning point in the whole postwar period. Wall Street, quite under-
standably from the viewpoint of its class interests, is not excited over
the weight of Cuba as a particular counury but as a bright flame
burning amidst crates of high explosives. It can absorb the economic
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losses in Cuba. It cannot absorb the political consequences of long
continued existence of the revolution that caused these losses. Cubain
its eyes, to change the simile, has the peculiar shape of a fulcrum
offering 2 point of support for a lever from the land of the October
1917 Revolution. Wall Street knows very well that not much weight is
required in that lever to [ifi the entire Western Hemisphere and with it
the world.

Thus U.S. imperialism views Cuba as of first-rate importance. This
being the view of the most powerful capitalist class, the heart and
center and main support of all the other capitalist sectors, its moves in
relation to Cuba inevitably reverberate in every country. For all the
weaknesses inherent in its size and economic and military position,
Cuba thus occupies the center of the stage and becomes a general
problem for all of humanity.

This is not all. By bringing forward a leadership of non-Stalinist
origin, the Cuban Revolution has visibly hastened the eventual clos-
ing of the whole chapter of Stalinism. By impeiling this leadership
toward revolutionary-socialist views, the Cuban Revolution has
increased in a marked way the actuality of Lenin’s general norms.
This would seem: so graphically evident that the blind could see it in
the measures taken by the Castro regime against Stalinist bureauc-
ratism and in the debates resounding in the Soviet bloc over the
meaning of ‘peaceful co-existence’ and how best to fight imperialism.
‘Unique’ Cuba, following the particular pattern of the buffer coun-
tries, Yugoslavia and China, has become a general concern for
capitalism and the Soviet bloc, and given fresh inspiration to the
partisans of Lenin's norms. Dialectics has provided us with a beauti-
ful example of the interrelationship between the individual, the par-
ticular and the general.

In maintaining and developing in this way the theoretical positions
staked out by Trotsky, we have not engaged in ‘revisionism’, as Healy
and his closest collaborators charge. We have conceded nothing in our
program, which continues to be based on the fundamental positions
laid down by Lenin. We have, on the contrary, found it easier to find
our way in the complex course of the revolutions that followed World
War II. Our analysis enabled us to work out more skilful ways of
finding points in these revolutions from which to bring the norms of
Lenin to bear. We prefer to believe that this was Lenin’s way both in
spirit and in method.
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The Proof of the Pudding

As the National Committee of the SLL can undoubtedly prove a
thousand times over by quotations from ‘Lenin and others’, theory
and practice are intimately interrelated. A bad theory is bound to be
reflected in practice; and vice versa. Thus from the highly erroneous
theory of the Cuban Revolution which the SWP holds, as the SLL
leaders see it, certain disastrous consequences must inevitably follow.
Prominent among these is a pro-Castro attitude and a vast overrating
of the importance of the Cuban Revolution. These sickening symp-
toms, in the opinion of the National Committee of the SLL, show the
cancerous ‘degeneration’ which the SWP has suffered. The alleged
decline of the American Trotskyist movément is in turn to be exp-
lained as a product of the unhealthy environment of economic pros-
perity and political witch-hunting in which the SWP has had to
operate throughout the postwar period.

It really is a curious dialectic, isn’t it? The SWP displays its ten-
dency to capitulate to American imperialism by standing in the foref-
ront against all the witch-hunting of the American imperialist pack
howling and clamouring for Castro’s blood and the downfall of the
Cuban government! On the other hand the National Committee of the
SLL shows how much better it resists the imperialist pressure of Wall
Street’s junior partners in the City by sneering at the importance of
the Cuban Revolution and calling Castro just another ‘Chiang Kai-
shek’. This proves that the freer and easier environment provided by
British capitalism is more conducive to Leninist intransigence since
the temptation to stray into sin is higher and the opportunities for it
more aumerous than in the USA, and these challenging objective
conditions offer on the subjective side greater scope, under wise
Leninist guidance, to stiffen and improve the character and con-
sciousness of the cadres . . . or words to that effect.

Despite ‘or rather because of’ this sour, bilious attitude toward the
goings on in Cuba — whatever they may be — The National Commit-
tee of the SLL is convinced that it is putting up a model defence of the
Cuban Revolution. Following a paragraph reaffirming the need for
the ‘Construction of a Marxist party based on the working class and
armed with the finest and latest (what are the latest?) weapons from
the arsenal of Marxism,’ the Committee declares:

‘In conclusion we state that such a policy does not inhibit the
struggle for the defence of Cuba against imperialist attack, nor does it
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prevent episodic alliances with the Castroite forces in the struggle
against the latifundists. On the contrary, it would immensely facilitate
the tasks of defending Cuba and defeating landlordism.

“The defence of Cuba and Castro against imperialism is atacric. Qur
strategy remains the overthrow of capitalism and the setting up of a
real workers’ state withreal worker’s power. This task still remains to
be done in Cuba.’

Should we begin with the end and work back through this tangle?
‘A real workers’ state.” Then some kind of workers’ state now exists in
Cuba and the task is to make it ‘real’. But that means capitalism has
been overthrown. Our authors scramble te the alert. “That’s not what
we mean!!’ All right, let’s skip it and take a look at how your reduction
of the defence of the Cuban Revolution from a principle to a *tactic’
has worked out,

Before their policy had crystallized into 2 hardetied sectarian dogma
of refusing to recognize the victories of the Cuban Revolution, the
British comrades organized a demonstration in behalf of Cuba that
brought immediate response in Havana. The papers there gave it top
banner-line coverage and reproduced big photos of the demonstrators
with their placards. This action undertaken by the SLL proved to be
only a flash in the pan. In place of sustained action, 2 litersry cam-
paign was substituted. Perhaps the SLL was too weak and uninfluen-
tial to do more. But the literary campaign has to be read to be believed.
Utilizing as object lessons what it teck to be the crimes and betrayals
of the Casiro government, it sought to provide, apparently, a healthy
offset to the supposed deviations of the SWP. The theme of this
educational material was ‘Cuba Si, Humbug No’. This was the head-
line over what was passed off as a fundamental contribution, setting
the tone and line of the press for the ensuing period. This key article
took us everywhere in the world, to Siberia and Bolivia, through time
and space, everywhere but Cuba. As I noted elsewhere, some of the
American defenders of the Cuban Revolution thought that a typog-
raphical error was involved and that the tztle was really intended to
read, ‘Humbug Si, Cuba No'.

As late as a year or so ago, the SL1. might possibly have recovered
from the heavy penalties that were being paid for its ultimatistic
abstentionist course. But they took a step that could scarcely be better
conceived to block recovery of lost ground. They turned down an
invitation from the Cuban embassy to attend a reception. This rejec-
tion was couched in the form of an ultimatum and put in such an
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insulting way as to signify that the occasion was being utilized to slam
all doors and to hell with any Cubans, Trotskyist-minded or other-
wise, who might be extending a hand in their direction. The excuse
for this ultimatum was a report that appeared in some South American
. newspapers of an attack on the Cuban Trotskyists (members of the
Posadas group) which Guevara made at Punta del Este in the summer
of 1961. The SLL did not inquire at the Cuban embassy as to the
accuracy of the newspaper account. It did not then inquire — if the
account had rurned out to be accurate — whether Guevara would still
stand on these remarks.?

It did not even leave open the possibility that there might be
differences among the Cubans over the question of Trotskyism and
that the opening of a deor in Britain might be due to pressure in our
direction. The National Committee of the SLL acted as if by reflex —
not to explore, but to slam the door, That’s what openings are for,
ain’t they?

Later, in response to suggestions from the SWP, the leaders of the
SLL organized a campaign for aid to Cuba. This was very tardy, but it
still might have opened some possibilities if it had been agcompanied
by a positive turn in the SLL press. This was not to be so. The
campaign itself was conceived and executed in such upilateral, iso-
lated fashion that not even the Cubans were consulted, despite the talk
about ‘episodic alliances with the Castroite forces’. Thus the SLL
campaigned for ‘food’ for Cuba, without co-ordinating the campaign
with the international one launched in consultation with the Cubans
for ‘medicines’. The result was that the SLL got its reply to the
diplomatic note that had been sent to the Cuban embassy: disavowal
of the isolated, unilateral SLL campaign for ‘food’. The Cubans did
not go for the ‘tactic’ of the SLL. The SLL leaders felt, in consequ-

20n one occasion, Guevara attacked the newspaper of the Cuban Trotskyists over
TV. News of this attack was quickly disseminated, since there are many forces,
including Stalinist-minded, who are interested in driving a wedge between the Cuban
Revolution and Trotskyism. Only months later did we learn accidentally that on TV,
the very next night after this episode, Guevara apologized 1o the ‘Trotskyist comrades’
for the misrcpresentation of their views and said that he had been mistaken in his
interpretation of what they had said. Even at Punta del Este, Guevara met with leading
representatives of the Posadas group, and they gave banner lines to this interview,
paying no attention to the alleged attack on them, as if this were inconsequential or had
been garbled by the reporier who included it in his dispatch. Experiences of this kind
taught us quite early in the Cuban Revolution how cautiously any reports in this area
must be handled. Such considerations, of course, are meaningless to Healy, They don’t
show up in the crystal ball he reads in London.
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ence, that they had no choice but to abandon their campaign. In this
they were wise to recognize the reality: they had proved incapable in
Britain of either leading or inspiring so much as a modest concrete
campaign to aid the Cuban Revolution. Thus a departure from the
principle of defending Cuba and Castro against imperialism — the
principle of unconditional defence — had to be paid for to the damage
of the SLL as well as the Cuban Revolution.

The SLL defense efforts were, consequently, reduced to their
press. But here any campaigning was not only cut down in size, it was
made to carefully reflect their theoretical concept of the Cuban
Revolution. To read The Newsletter on Cuba is like exploring an
empty vinegar barrel. Not much there and not very enticing.

How the centering of attention on the texts of Marxism, coupled
with refusal to admit and to weigh facts, can separate a leadership
from some of the main realities of world politics can be seen in vivid
fashion by following the pages of The Newsletter. We need not go far
back in the file; some fresh examples are available for study.

As American imperialism began its preparations for the naval bloc-
kade, The Newsletter handled the news in perfunctory fashion. The
1ssue of September 8 reports the new aggression plans and correctly
calls for ‘assistance of the Cuban people in every way possible’.
However, the temptation to spoil this with a jibe is irresistble: “The
true friends of the Cuban Revolution are not the ‘radical tourists’
flying back and forth across the Caribbean, but the working class
movement throughout the world.” Among the ‘radical tourists’ hap-
pen to be revolutionists from the working class movement all over the
world, especially Latin America, for Havana has become a kind of
revolutionary crossroads of the world. The SLL leaders, of course,
can be excused for not knowing this since it is within the realm of
‘facts’ about Cuba; moreover, they are not inclined to be ‘radical
tourists’, especially in a place like Cuba.

In the September 15 issue Cuba gets a few inches on page three. It
seems that the ‘US State Department has been pressing other gov-
ernments, including the British (that’s alert reporting), to stop ships
from taking goods te and from Cuba, in an effort to tighten the
stranglehold of their economic blockade of the island’, This brief item
gets the very correct but very perfunctory headline: ‘Labour must
counter US Cuban plans’. Labour must, of course, but The Newslester
is not much excited about it. Even the heavy pressure from the US
State Department on the Macmillan government fails to kick off a
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sharp reaction in the phlegmatic editor. Has this counter-
revolutionary pressure, then, no meaning for British politics? Is the
Labour Party to draw no lessons from the despicable role played by
the Macmillan government in the Cuban crisis? Are the Labour Party
ranks supposed 1o regard complacently how the bureaucrats knuckled
under?

The September 22 issue gave Cuba a real break: a signed front-page
story — but modestly at the bottom, ‘Any resemblance between a real
war danger and the present crisis in Cuban-American relations must
be seen as pure coincidence.” The analyst presents his reading of the
situation: “The US government, and Kennedy in particular, are still
smarting from the Bay of Pigs fiasco last year. Moreover this is
election year in the US and Kennedy knows only too well that the only
way to stay in the White House is by staying out of Cuba — and
concentrating on Berlin.’

The author correctly notes that ‘the State Department has a long-
term plan whose sinister implications are becoming clearer every day.
It hopes to starve Cuba into submission by intensifying the blockade
and threatening sanctions against West European nations who con-
tinue to trade with and aid the Cuban nation’. These excellent sen-
tences are, however, completely spoiled by the ultraleft prescription
which is proffered to the Castro government: ‘Any attempt to estab-
lish normal relations with the US government would undermine the
Cuban liberation movement irretrievably in the eyes of the Latin-
American masses.” The headline for this illuminating article is “Cuba:
hot air and wine’.

The commentator who wrote this, Michael Banda, is not to blame.
He is only faithfully and very logically applying the line developed by
the National Committee of the SLL, giving a practical demonstration
of how thoroughly steeped he is in its method of thinking.

The September 29 issue of The Newsletter apparently did not
consider the continuation of Kennedy’s new aggressive moves to be
newsworthy despite the mounting world tension. The editors have
their own way of gauging the importance of ‘the facts’; and, as we have
seen, this does not necessarily coincide with the views of the rest of the
world or even anyone else.

The October 6 issue continues to rate the Cuban Revolution and its
defence as un-newsworthy. Perhaps it was just as well.

In the October 13 issue, Cuba managed to fight its way on to page
two. Someone, obviously bored with the assignment, notes that “The
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past few weeks have seen a stepping up of the US efforts to tighten the
economic steanglehold on Cuba.’ It appears that the State Depart-
inent is going to place a naval blockade on Cuba. The British govern-
ment may get involved in this, but it’s not too clear from the article
just how. The abstract formulas about the vital need for ‘assistance
from the International Labour movement’ are repeated. Finally we
come to the section where we must bare our flesh to the needle. The
plunger is pushed to the bottom. We are inoculated against the danger
of placing the slightest confidence — not in the British, but in the
Cuban government.

The aid, both military and economic, which the Cubans have received
-from the USSR, has enabled them to defy the attacks of US big business.
But increased dependence on these supplies carried with it the danger of
political pressure from Khrushchev for more ‘responsibie’ policies to be
followed.

The UN speech of Cuba’s President Dorticos is a warning of the possibility
of such moves. Dr. Dorticos declared his government had no intention of
spreading revolution to the South American mainland, or of taking action
against the US naval base at Guantanamo.

In the following issue, October 20, Cuba did pretty well in The
Newsletter. A column on the front page noted that the pressure was
being stepped up, a Cuban patrot boat having been sunk ‘by a large
exile ship’. The main danger was correctly seen to be ‘the strength of
American imperialism’ and not the ‘small groups of counter-
revolutionary exiles’. Another danger was well handled by the author,
Eric Neilson; that is, the readiness of the Soviet bureaucracy to
compromise with the American imperialists, With almost prophetic
insight the author wrote probably the two best paragraphs in many an
issue of the paper:

This compromise could mean that Khrushchev is considering cutting off
the supply of arms to Cuba, arms vital to the defence of that country
against US imperialism.

Any such compromise must be firmly opposed by all those who claim to
support the Cuban revolution against the reactionary forces which now
threaten it.

When Kennedy had completed the mobilization of troops for inva-
sion of Cuba, had stationed the fleet in the Caribbean, put bombers in
the air carrying nuclear weapons and readied rockets and submarines
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for the attack, he issued his uitimatum 1o the Soviet government. The
world teetered at the edge of nuclear destruction. For once the Na-

tional Commmittee of the SLL decided that ‘the facts’ outweighed their
texts. Reality broke into the columns of The Newsletter. The top
headline in the October 27 issue was awarded to Cuba. ‘SAY NO TO
YANKEE WAR.’ A map even was printed on the front page showing
that there is an island named Cuba and it Lies off the tip of Florida and
between the Bahamas and Jamaica, which are of special interest to
British readers.

Even more, a big section of page two was used to reprint extracts
from the speech by President Dorticos about which readers of The
Newsletter had been warned in the October 13 issue. Now The
Newsletter, veering completely around, praised what Dr. Dorticos
had said: “This very clearly exposes the preparations for war which
have now entered a stage of open and undisguised aggression not only
against Cuba but against the Soviet Union’.

In the main article Gerry Healy became so enthusiastic over the
Cuban Revolution that he ventured to say these welcome words:

The Cuban revolution is a continuation of the great colonial revolution. Its
defence cannot be organized within the framework of ‘co-existence with
world imperialism’.

To defend the Soviet Union is to fight for the extension of the revolution
which gave rise 10 it in the first place.

The Cuban revolution is just such a revolution. That is why US

imperialism wants to destroy it, and in doing so has now decided to attack
the Soviet Union itself.

Splendidly stated! The existence of a workers’ state in Cuba,
extending the October Revolution into Latin America, is an ugbeara-
ble challenge 1o US imperialism. That is why Wall Street is willing to
risk nuclear war to crush it.

You would never know from the pages of The Newsletter, since such
‘facts’ are of little concern to them, but the British working people
acquitted themselves well in this emergency. Hundreds of spentane-
ous and hastily organized demonstrations flared up throughout Bri-
tain. These became a significant factor in causing Kennedy to hesitate
in reaching for the red telephone.

This impressive response of the British working people to the crisis
over Cuba was a convincing demonstration that they are not nearly so
insular in their outlook as the National Committee of the SLL. Our
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‘Leninists’ were so far behind events that they could not even be said
to be ‘tail-ending’. To be a tail-ender you at least have to run after
someone who does something or try to catch up with actions that are
occurring. The National Committee of the SLL was dreaming about a
different world than this one.

To close this gruesome chapter, we place in evidence the November
3issue of The Newsletter. The Cuban crisis still rates a prominent place
but the leaders of the SLL have obviously relaxed. The opening
sentence of the front-page article by Gerry Healy reads: ‘The defence
of the Cuban revolution against US imperialism is now the acid test for
the world Trotskyist movement.’

In a newspaper addressed to the British workers, it may be taken as
eccentric to open the main article with a sentence of such narrow
focus. Actually the audience which Healy specified is too broad. It
would have been sufficient to cite the National Committee of the
SLL. That’s the public Healy bas in mind anyway, isn’t it? This
strange article does not go after British imperialism for the treacher-
ous role it played in the crisis. Instead it artempts to illustrate the
thesis that ‘Cuba is another grim warning of the predominantly reac-
tionary nature of the Soviet bureaucracy and its politics.” Much of the
article is a plodding repetition of the basic Trotskyist explanation of
the nature of this bureaucracy and its opposition to revolution, When
he gets 10 his point, however, on how the Cuban situation illustrates
his abstractions, the author runs into trouble. ‘In the case of Cuba,
Khrushchev has provided Castro and his people with food supplies
although in inadequate quantities.” On this, Healy’s view of the
situation is a little awry. Some of the shortages faced by the Cubans,
such as pork and lard, could probably not be made up in the Soviet
Union. In general the poor people in Cuba are eating better than in
Batista’s time, the children certainly, and hunger is not the main
problem as of now. Where the Soviet role has been decisive is in
supplying oil, tools, vehicles, machinery and military goods. The
Cuban cause is very popular throughout the Soviet bloc and it is a
considerable error to think that quite substantial aid has not been
given.

However, Healy rests his case not on this but something rather
unexpected:

The establishment of rocket bases in Cuba could not possibly defend the
Cuban revolution. This can only be done in the immediate future by the



54 THE IC AGAINST LIQUIDATIONISM

struggle to win over the solidarity of the American working class and to
extend the revolution in Latin America.

Of course the Cuban government had every right to accept these rocket
bases and sign such agreements as it wished with the Soviet Union.
But it was most inadvisable that it should have exercised this right by
permitting Khrushchev to place under the control of Russian technicians
rocket bases which were plain for all to see on the small island.?
Having a right and exercising it are two different things. One does not
necessarily follow from the other.

Like the hero in the novel by Victor Hugo, Healy deserves to be
decorated for that sentence about winning the solidarity of the Ameri-
can working class and extending the revolution into Latin America.
And then summarily shot for his advice to the Cubans: ‘Having a right
and exercising it are two different things. One does not necessarily
follow from the other.’ If he objects to such a harsh penalty, the
military court can well reply: ‘Having a right to advise the Cubans and
exercising it are two different things. One does not necessarily follow
from the other’. We can hear Healy's immortal reply as he refuses a
blindfold: ‘“What kind of right is it if you can’t exercise it?

The irony of his advice is that only a few weeks before, the ultra-left
spurs were being dug into Dorticos for declaring that his government
had no intention of exporting revolution or of taking action against the
US naval base at Guantanamo. A couple of weeks before that The
Newsletter shook its finger warningly against the Cubans considering
‘any attempt to establish normal relations with the US government’.
And only two issues before Healy’s article, in the number that went to
press on the eve of Kennedy’s ultimatum, The Newsletter warned that
Khrushchev might cut off Cuba’s supply of arms, ‘arms vital to the
defence of that country against US imperialism’. The Newsletter
alerted its readers to the evident dangers in that quarter: ‘Any such
compromise must be firmly opposed by all those . . . et., etc.,
Apparently Gerry Healy didn’t get around to reading the column on
Cuba that week. Or perhaps by ‘arms vital to the defence of that
country against US imperialism’, with its stockpiles of nuclear ‘deter-
rents’, The Newsletter had something only quanttative in mind like
40,000 tons of bows and arrows and flint tomahawks, Thus the

} How microscopic does Heelythiﬁktheinhnd is? The US resorted to U-2 spy planes
and the violation of Cuban air space 10 discover them.
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Kremlin betrayed by sending defensive equipment of too superior a
quality.

Perhaps Healy is right, but the fact that the White House chose the
rocket bases as the excuse for pushing to the brink of nuclear war was
partly accidental. Before that they obviously weighed seizing on
Soviet aid in building a fishing port as a cause for going to war. As |
write this, the stationing in Cuba of planes capable of carrying bombs
is the pretext for maintaining the blockade. If this today, then tomor-
row in a new crisis something else. In every case it will be an instance
in which the Cuban government exercises its sovereign rights. The
real reason, of course, is that Cuba is a workers state, a fact which
Healy cannot bring himself to admit. US imperialism, more realisti-
cally, has recognized its existence and consciously and calculatingly
made it a major policy to end this standing affront, challenge and
threat to the capitalist system. If a plausible pretext is lacking one will
be manufactured. The facts are absolutely conclusive on that.

Healy'’s position is a concession to the pacifist view: don’t provoke
the warmongers! As if they are not always provoked by their intended
victims, if for no other reason than by their weakness.

The major lesson to be drawn from this is that in an acid test what
looked like 24-carat ultraleftism can reveal some surprising oppor-
tunist streaks.

Position of the French Section of the IC

The leading comrades of the French Section of the International
Committee share with the National Committee of the SLL the view
that Cuba is not a workers state. They differ on two fundamental
points, however. Unlike the British comrades, they believe that dual
power exists in Cuba; and they hold that the Castro regime constitutes
a “Workers and Peasants Government’. Moreover, in contrast to the
SLL’s top leaders, they recognize the logic which has compelled the
majority of the world Trotskyist movement te consider Cuba to be a
workers state. Their criticism is not against the justifiability of extend-
ing to Cuba the same basic approach that was used in the case of
China, Yugoslavia, and the East European countries. What they
maintain is that since Cuba is not a workers state — according to their
estimate — something must have been wrong in the preceding posi-
tion. We must, therefore, dump ail the work done up to now in
estimating the character of the state in China, Yugoslavia, and Eastern
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Europe and start over again. What they propose as a substitute, they
have only intimated; perhaps they will scon offer us something more
substantial.

In a certain sense they have thus proceeded in a2 more sophisticated
and methodical way than the National Committee of the SLL. They
are prepared to acknowledge most of the facts which the British
comrades consider te be an unbearable or indecent sight. They are
willing to admit the consistency of the workers state position. Thus
they rectify the most repelling crudities of the SLL position. With the
same sharp eye for avoiding what is grossly absurd, they take what
they consider to be valid in the views of their allies — that Cuba is not a
workers state — and insist that it be carried to its obviously necessary
conclusion; namely revision of the hard-won theory of the world
Trotskyist movement back to 1948 and earlier. They state this quite
frankly:

And we rejoice that the discussion on Cuba inevitably entails returning
to this former discussion and the elaboration of a new analysis of the pature
of the buffer states, of Yugoslavia and China, question on which we are
‘revisionists’ insofar as — the discussion on Cuba demonstrates it — these
comrades today, in basing themselves on the characterizations adopted in
1948, at times place in question the very principles that served as the
foundation structure of our international movement.

We for our part, acknowledge that this methodology is inherently
superior to that of the National Committee of the SLL, since it
recognizes in principle the pre-eminence of reality; and we will add
that the British comrades might profitably study the coherence and
lucidity with which their French allies argue their case in ‘Draft
Report on the Cuban Revolution’, It is regrettable that the authors of
the Trotskyism Betrayed document chose to brush this contribution
rudely aside, not even referring to it, still less discussing its views in
their opus. However, the French comrades may, with good reason,
have felt grateful for this lack of consideration.

As I see it, the position developed in the ‘Draft Report’ rests on four
main errors: (1) Substitution of ‘Workers and Peasants Govern-
ment’ for ‘Workers State’; (2) refusal to recognize a qualitative
change in the character of the state in Cuba; (3) misunderstanding of
the main criteria used in characterizing the buffer states; (4) abuse
of an analogy with the Spanish Revolution of 1936-39. 1 will consider
these in their order.
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The anthors of the ‘Draft Report’ agree that the break up of the
coalition government in Cuba in July 1959 marked a change of deci-
sive character in the regime; it was qualitative. This position, in my
opinion, is unassailable, The turn proved to be an essential link in the
chain of Cuban events. The new regime that replaced the coalition
undertook a series of measures, directed against the interests of the
landlords, native capitalists and imperialists that clearly advanced the
class interests of the Cuban campesinos and workers. These measures
took effect in all fields, economic, social and political. Their outstand-
ing characteristic was disarmament of the bourgeoisie and armament
of the masses. Deep inroads were thus made in the old state structure.
The correct label for such a government is “Workers and Peasants’, a
petty-bourgecis formation foreseen long ago by Marxists. Our Tran-
sitional Programme noted the possibility of such governments appear-
ing in our epoch, as well as the possibility of their going ‘much farther’
than they originally intended. When the Cuban ‘Workers’ and Peas-
ants Government’, in reply to the aggression of US imperialism,
expropriated landlord and capitalist properties on a major scale, in
September-October 1960, then instituted a planned economy and
completed the destruction of the old state apparatus, it obviously went
beyond anything foreseen in any of the theoretical or programmatic
writings of Marxism in the period before World War II, including the
writings of Trotsky. Whatever label may be put on the resulting state,
we are up against a hard fact which Marxism must account for on pain
of confessing incapacity to deal with reality. If our opponents will
concede for the moment that what we have before us is a workers state
of some kind or other then what is new in life and what must therefore
be reflected in theory is that a “Workers and Peasants Government’,
that is a petty-bourgeois government, can go so far as to establish a
workers state.*

4 The conditions under which this has occurred, together with the limitations of the
resulting workers states, that is, their ‘deformation’, have been discussed concretely in
the cases of the buffer countries, Yugoslavia and China. The conditions which made
possible a similar development in Cuba have been discussed but it is still too early to
draw final conclusions on the limitations. As for what the particular patrern of these
overturns of capitalism signifies for the general necessity in our epoch of constructing a
revolutionary-socialist international, this question was raised at the time of the discus-
sion over the buffer countries — most sharply, if I remember correctly, by leading
comrades in the SWP. The general conclusions drawn at that time remain completely
valid. First of all, it is far easier for the proletariat to come to power in a backward
country than in an imperialist center. This was well understood by the Bolsheviks, but
itis still truer today. The relative decline of world capitalism in relation to the rise of the
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This is the precise point which the authors of ‘Draft Report’ balk at.
And recognizing very clearly that this conclusion cannot be avoided in
view of the fact that it involves the same principle operative in China,
Yugoslavia and even Eastern Europe, they very logically extend their
negative position backward to include those cases.

By doing so, however, they at once involve themselves in a self-
contradictory stand. They insist, properly so, on ‘underlining the
importance of the rupture of the coalition between Castro and the
bourgeois figures installed in the government after the flight of
Batista’. This qualitative political change marked the appearance of a
new kind of government. On the other hand they underline the
importance of not recognizing any qualitative change in the economy
or the state resting on that economy at any point up to now in Cuba.

It requires considerable dexterity to justify this self-contradictory
stand. To the natural question that at once arises, “What kind of state
exists, then, in Cuba?’ they offer an ingeniocus answer. If it is not a
workers state, then in must be a capitalist state. Since this is scarcely
demonstrable, the authors of ‘Draft Report’ maintain that what we
have before us is a ‘broken-down, decomposed, phantom bourgeois
state, controlled by the group of men around Castro’ (‘un éuat

Soviet Union, plus the enormous revolutionary ferment on a global scale has made the
grip of capitalism much weaker in the backward areas than it was even a few decades
ago. Experience has demonstrated that forces which are socialist minded but not
Bolshevik can come to power and undertake a series of measures that in certain circums-
tances go so far as to transcend private capitalism, providing the base for a workers
state. Such a state, however, testifies to its specific origin by deviating from the Leninist
norms. These new possibilities, however, have not eliminated the need for
revolutionary-socialist parties. What they really demaonstrate is the richness of re-
volutionary openings and thercfore the bright perspective facing revolutionary
socialism in these areas, Could anything be more instructive then the turn of the Castro
leadership towards Marxism-Leninism in the very course of revolution and its acknow-
ledgement of the need for a revolutionary-socialist party?

Likewise valid is the conclusion drawn in the 1948 discussion of the absolute
necessity for construction of revolutionary-socialist parties in the advanced capitalist
countries. In fact experience would seem to indicate thart the difficulty of coming to
power in the imperialist centers has increased if anything since the time of the Bol-
sheviks. This is due not solely to the petfidious role of the Stalinist, social-democratic
and trade-union bureaucracies, but also to the lessons learned by the bourgeoisie in the
defeats they have suffered. Consequently, to win in the impenialist centers, construc-
tion of a revolutionary-socialist party has become even more imperative. None of this,
of course, is of much concern 10 the ultra-left sectarians whose politics consists of little
more than parrot-like repetition of a stock of revolutionary phrases. To repeat these
phrases in Cuba with a semblance of plausibility, they are forced to deny reality. Ina
country like Britain they make up for this by repeating them thrice.
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bourgeois, delabré, decomposé, famtomatique, controié par le groupe
& hommes qui entourent Castro’.)

What import this novelty has for Marxist theory is not discussed in
‘Draft Report’. Perhaps the authors will return later to the profound
meaning which phantom bourgeois states hold for our epoch. Mean-
while we are inclined to jog along with what the Castro government
has succeeded in accomplishing, having at its control such a phantom
in Cuba,

There might be dialecticians who would contend that if you break
down and decompose something until nothing but the ghost remains,
it is no longer the same, having really undergone a qualitative change.
The authots of the ‘Draft Report’, to forestall such a criticism, argue
that alongside Castro can be found the ‘elements of workers power’.
sull appealing to the same leadership but ‘in reality always increasing
their pressure toward more radical messures’. As in Spain in 1936-37,
the ‘Draft Report’ contends, dual power exists in Cuba.

Even if this were s0, we would still be left with the phantom
bourgeois state, this formless plasma of the spirit world. If, as
materialists, we eliminate this wraith from consideration we are left
with only a “Workers and Peasants Government’ to which the ‘Draft
Report’ thus assigns the functions of a state. And this despite their
recognition that it is a ‘serious error in method to confound the nature
of the state and the nature of the governmen?’,

We come now 10 the second error, which, of course, flows from the
first one. If Cuba is now a workers state, when did the qualitative
change occur? In the SWP, the majority view is that the date was fixed
by the massive nationalizations, This was the point of qualitative
change. But the authors of the ‘Draft Repert’, holding that no qualita-
tive change has occurred, are compelled to dispose of all possible
dates. Those involving power are rejected on various grounds without
specifying the real one which is that a revolutionary-socialist could not
in advance grant political confidence to the Castro leadership in view
of the limitations of its declared programme. Fundamental economic
criteria are likewise rejected, two grounds being advanced for this:
(1) they are not sufficient in themselves; (2) even if they are suffi-
cient in themselves this is true only if they are operative over a long
period of time. These arguments really beg the question. Implied in
them is the premise that the most drastic overturn of an economy has
no qualitative meaning in itself, only a quantitative one. The admis-
sion that a long period of time would ultimately bring qualitative
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congiderations 1o bear alters nothing in the hidden premise, since it is
not specified what economic measures, accumulating bit by bit would
lead to the qualitative change nor what would constitute, on the
economic level, the point of decisive change. Thus the protagonists of
this view are left without a programme specifying what they demand
in Cuba in the economic sphere that would mark the clear emergence
of a workers state. All their demands are of a political character
involving the nature of the power, the lack of institutions of pro-
letarian democracy such as workers councils, etc. Consequently they
end up like the National Committee of the SLL and the minority in
the SWP with a mere political definition of the workers state. To
justify this in Marxist theory they are forced to fall back to the
generalized norms stated by Lenin before further concretization was
made possible by study of the reality in a degenerated workers state.
This completely unhistorical approach calls for its payment in the
history of our movement. It forces our French comrades to demand
complete revision of our position on the series of deformed workers
states. They argue that the destruction of the capitalist economy, the
nationalization of the key sectors of industry and the introduction of
planned economy were not sufficient to prove that the bourgeois state
had been smashed and that it had been displaced by a workers state.
They contend that two more essential criteria must be added.

We think, (they say), “that it is precisely here that one of the weaknesses of
our -analysis of 1948 becomes evident, and we will return to this later.
However, undeniably, in the case of the European buffer countries, the
criterion of ‘nationalization’ is inseparable from the criterion ‘cultural
assimilation’ with a ‘degenerated workers state’: it is because the Bonapar-
tist state of the buffer countries is the instrument of the bureaucracy of a
degenerated workers state that the Trotskyists were able to consider it asa
deformed workers state, and the criterion ‘nationalization and planning’ is
not, by itself, sufficient.

Precisely what is meant by ‘cultural assimilation’ is not indicated.
Do they mean ‘structural’ assimilation? But that is just a condensed
way of saying expropriation of the capitalists, nationalization and
planning. Perhaps by ‘cultural’ assimilation they mean liquidation of
independent political trends, a process brought to its culmination in
the purge trials of 1949 and again in the suppression of the Hungarian
uprising in 19562 Or is it something as vague as a phantom bourgeois
state?
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On the other point, the authors of the ‘Draft Report’ are, quite
logically from their point of view, adding a political criterior to those
we used in 1948; and, just as logically, making it the decisive criterion;
‘it is because the bonapartst state of the buffer countries is the
instrument of the bureaucracy. ..., theysay. Notso. We rejected the
criterion of power in 1948 since it would have signified that we
considered the buffer countries to be workers states because of
Stalinism and not i spite of ir. Otherwise we would have ended in a
position inconsistent with our position on the Soviet Union itself. We
specified that labeling the buffer countries as workers states did not
thereby imply political confidence in the bureaucracy. We opposed its
bureaucratic measures. We conceded absolutely nothing to Stalinism.

Had the criteria now advocated by the authors of the ‘Draft Report’
been adopted, what slippery footing we would have found! For exam-
ple, so long as the Tito leadership remained a docile instrument, we
would have had 10 call Yugoslavia a workers state, When it fought for
political independence and broke diplomatic relations, thus no Jonger
serving as the ‘instrument’ of the Soviet bureaucracy, we would have
had to switch and say: ‘Sorry, but a bourgeois phantom state is again
haunting Yugoslavia.’ And when Yugoslavia was able to resume
relations, we would have had to report: “Thank God, that ghost has
been laid again.’

As for China — that would have been a spiritualist’s paradise.
When is a phantom not a phantom? Can you have haif phantoms and
quarter phantoms and so on ad infinitum?

The big advantage in such juggling of criteria, of course, is that you
can avoid calling Cuba a workers’ state. I would agree that in some
instances, at least, the authors of the ‘Draft Report’ hit the nail on the
head with their observation: “The disagreements go beyond words. It
is in fact in setting up a conception of the Cuban Revolution as a whole
that each one chooses a definition which, at bottom, epitomizes his
politics."Of course, to maintain their novel position, the French com-
rades have to prove that no Soviet ‘cultural assimilation’ has occurred
in Cuba and that the Castro regime is not an ‘instrument of the
bureaucracy of a degenerated wotkers’ state’. Unfortunately, here our
authors, seeking to establish a close analogy with the Spanish Revolu-
tion, depart from their admirable consistency and try to prove that the
Castro government has gone a long way in succumbing to Stalinism;
that is, in taking the road to a workers’ state, according to the criteria
they now advance.
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The fourth major error in the ‘Draft Report’ is a concession to the
Healy-Slaughter school of thought which can scarcely win our praise.
For some obscure reason the French comrades insist on looking at
Cuba primarily through the dark glasses of the defeated Spanish
Revolution. An analogy has its uses but it inevitably breaks down if
carried too far. Since the limitations of the analogy are not stated by
the authers we are forced to determine them ourselves.

First of all, how can the countries themselves and the major situa-
tions confronting them be compared with much meaning? A key
question in Spain was the colonies. The failure of the republican
government to grant freedom to the Moroccans was more decisive in
strengthening Franco than the military aid he received from fascist
Italy and Nazi Germany. Cuba, on the other hand, belongs to the
colonial warld and has just won freedom from an imperialist power.
The situation is not one of a civil war involving a fascist threat but of
an attempt by imperialism to crush a workers state and restore colo-
nial rule,

The analogy between the counter-revolutionary forces is thus not
very close. In Spain, Franco was fighting for power. In Cuba, the
native Franco, Batista, has been overthrown and the native counter-
revolutionaries, as the Cubans have scornfully said many times, could
be handled by the children if it were not for the US.

Cuba has a revolutionary-minded leadership which the Spanish
workers and peasants lacked. This leadership came to power in re-
volutionary struggle, proving itself in action. It demonstrated that it
had drawn correct lessons from the experiences in Guatemala and
Bolivia and that it was capable of learning from the experience of the
Chinese Revolution. Finally, this leadership has proved its awareness
of the duality of the Soviet bureaucracy as a source of material aid and
as a source of political danger. When such a leadership proclaims that
it has become ‘Marxist-Leninist’, its words must be taken with the
utmost seriousness even though it may not yet measure up to our
norms.

To this we must add that the world setting today is completely
different from what it was in 1936-39. In place of the entrenchment of
European fascism, the Soviet Union has consolidated a position as one
of the two primary world powers. The Soviet economic structure has
been extended deep into Europe. China has become a workers’ state.
The colonial revolution has brought hundreds of millions to their feet.
De-Stalinization has altered the capacity of the bureaucracy to impose
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its will in flagrant fashion as in the thirties. The analogy breaks down
here especially in leaving out of account such experiences as the
rebellion of the Yugoslav CP, the uprising in East Germany, the
attempted political revolution in Hungary and the current differences
between the Russian and Chinese CP’s, Where does the parallel to the
break up of Stalinism exist in the Spanish situation? The revolutio-
nary stream today is not running in the direction of Stalinism. In all of
Latin America to cne degree or another the Communist parties are in
deep crisis over the Cuban Revolution — above all in Cuba. All these
differences in conditions point unquestionably to the validity of the
conclusion that the outcome of the revolution in Cuba is far more
promising politically that it was in Spain.

An analogy cannot substitute for analysis of reality itself. It is a
gross error in methodology to conclude that because the Spanish
Republic was not a workers’ state, therefore Cuba is not. To deter-
mine the general characteristics of the Cuban or any other revolution
we must begin by considering it individually; that is, ascertain the
facts; for, as we learn from Hegel, the individual is a combination and
manifestation of the general. On doing this, we see at once that the
analogy between the Spanish and Cuban revolutions is destroyed by
the different outcomes of the two, which in turn confirms that differ-
ent means were operative in the two revolutions. The Spanish Revolu-
tion was defeated for imternmal reasoms, primarly the counter-
revolutionary role of Stalinism. The Cuban Revolution was victori-
ous, sealing its victory in the establishment of a workers’ state. A
revolutionist must be able to tell the difference between victory and
defeat! The immediate future of this workers state does not hinge on
the outcome of a civil war in the face of native fascism but on
successful resistance to the diplomatic, economic and military aggres-
sion of a foreign imperialist power. Is that not so? For additional light
on how best to meet this threat facing Cuba, the Spanish Revolutrion
offers little. We must turn to othet analogies such as the comparison
with the Russian workers state when it was battling imperialist inter-
vention.

As for the subsidiary points in ‘Draft Report’, these can be safely
left aside. There is much quibbling about ‘nationalizations’ in gener-
al, for instance, which is beside the point in considering the specific
nationalizations in Cuba. Undue credit is given Miro Cardona for
actions taken while he was in government and their real import is
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missed. Other errors of this kind could be cited. A major one, the
alleged take-over of Castro’s forces by the Cuban Communist Party
has been sufficiently exploded by events. The meaning of the attacks
on the Cuban Trotskyists is exaggerated and placed at the wrong door
besides not being properly balanced against the ideological influence
which Trotskyism exercises in a significant sector among the Cuban
revolutionary vanguard.

The accusation that the appreciation of Cuba as a workers’ state has
led the SWP to adopt “centnst, opportunist and liquidationist
positions’ is a premature announcement of our death. It also displays a
rather disturbing lack of appreciation of the political logic flowing
from the conclusion that a workers state has been established under a
non-Stalinist leadership. This has opened up fresh and most en-
couraging perspectives for party building in both Latin America and
the United States, although it has also brought some new and difficult
tactical problems. The first experiences in this respect have already
been favorably recorded both by the SWP and the Latin-American
Trotskyists. If our French comrades are doubtful about the favorable
reports on what has been gained in the main bastion of world im-
perialism, perhaps they will listen with more open minds to what our
comrades in Latin America have to say about their experiences. These
are much more pertinent to the discussion on the Cuban Revolution
than the highly questonable analogy with Spain. The Latin-
American Trotskyist view may also provide a good antidote for the
ll-considered policy that would have us undo everything since 1940,

Cuba and Reunification

I have tried to demonstrate that the National Committee of the SLL
proceeds in the Cuban Revolution from assumptions hardened into
dogmas; that is, they brush aside or disregard facts that cannot be
fitted into their preconceived framework and throw out of focus those
that do seem to exemplify their preconceptions. Elevated into a
principle, this subjective approach turns everything upside down —
the Notion is made supreme over the mundane world of material
events. We are not surprised that the same method is applied to the
problem of reunifying the world Trotskyist movement. Nor are we
surprised that the SLL leaders even take pride in their methodological
consistency; “The SWP criticism of the SLL starts from the Cuban
revolution,’ they observe. ‘In doing so, it reveals its whole mistaken
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method. We must begin from the need to establish Leninist parties in
every country, and in the first place to defeat revisionism.’

Let us pause a moment right there. We are given a blueprint in
which the subjective side is listed first; moreover, not programme in
general but the ‘defeat’ of a challenge to the programme, still further,
a specific variety of challenge — ‘revisionism’, by which they mean
revisionism in the opportunist direction, not the ultra-left, (The SLL
leaders seem to work from a revised copy of the general blueprint
which conveniently leaves out the need to defeat ultra-leftism.) Next
in order comes general application of the the general blueprint for
establishment of ‘Leninist parties’ in ‘every country’. (Granting them
the benefit of the doubt, we assume that they mean concretely by this
the construction of the world party of the socialist revolunen, the
Fourth International.) Only after descending this ladder so we come
to the need to establish the concrete development of the revolution,
which in reality must constitute the foundation for everything else in
Cuba.

This methodology is rigorously applied even in the structure of the
SLL manifesto, “Trotskyism Betrayed’. The Cuban Revolution
which constitutes the acid objective test for every tendency that
proclaims itself to be revolutionary is subordinated and relegated to
the mere level of one example among many, an example of minor
importance in view of Cuba’s relative economic weight in the world.
On the other hand, the struggle against revisionism, as interpreted by
the leaders of the SLL, is given first place in the document both
qualitatively and quantatively. To justify putting the real problems
that face the world Trotskyist movement upside down in this way, it is
necessaty to magnify the danger of ‘revisionism’ in inverse ratio to the
reduction of the importance of the Cuban Revolution In turn this
necessitates construction of a kind of demonology inside the world
Trotskyist movement symmetrical to the Holy Scripture they make of
Leninism. Disregarding or misinterpreting facts — in perfect parallel
to their approach to Cuba — the SLL leaders picture the relationship
between the IS and the IC as if absolutely nothing had changed since
1953. Well, not absolutely. The SLL leaders acknowledge that some
change has occurred. As they see it, the differences have — deepened.

To prove this they would have to demonstrate that the IS, instead of
satisfactorily clearing up the political differences that appeared to us
to lie behind the organizational dispute of 1953-54, had developed
them into a system or at least gone far down that road. It is promised
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that this will be done in the course of the projected discussion, but as
yet little has been forthcoming beyond repetition of the points of
difference of almost a decade ago.

A weakness of such glaring proportions in the SLL position re-
quires compensation. Thus our dead-end factionalists picture the IS
today as a monolithic group committed to revisionism with diabolical
cleverness. However, since theory and practice are intimately related,
as we know from Lenin and others, it is possible to expose these
revisionist concepts which must lie behind them. Not even leaflets put
out by this or that group of comrades in this or that local situation
escape the sleuths. A phrase torn from a leaflet distributed at the
Renault plant in Paris in defense of Cuba against US imperialism
serves for elevation to front-page attention in The Newsletter in Lon-
don, so hard-pressed are the leaders of the SLL to find evidence of the
revisionism of the IS.

In this fantasia of ultra-left sectarianism, the course of the SWP
takes on sinister meaning. The plain truth is that the SWP noted the
facts concerning the declared positions of the IS on the important
issues of the day. It noted its stand on the Hungarian uprising, on
political revolution in the USSR, on de-Stalinization. It noted espe-
cially that the IS had assessed the main stages of the Cuban Revolution
in the same way as the SWP, the Canadians and the Latin-American
Trotskyists; that is, by utilizing the basic conclusions made in the
particular cases of the buffer countries, Yugoslavia and China. Thus
the real situation in the world Trotskyist movement was that the
political differences had been narrowing for some time and new
grounds for common action had appeared. Most important of all, the
IS in its majority and the IC in its majority had passed the acid test of
the Cuban Revolution. This opened a highly encouraging possibility
for healing old wounds and reuniting the world Trotskyist movement
on the most solid basis in its history. Whatever differences remained
could surely be contained in a common organization under normal
rules of democratic centralism. It was impossible to escape the conclu-
sion that objectively the correct course was to press for reunification.
The dispute over who was right in 1953-54 should not be permitted to
stand in the way of joining forces in common assault on the problems
of today. To proceed in a less responsible way would constitute a
default in leadership. These simple, elementary considerations,
which are ABC to Leninists, are given a different explanation by the
leaders of the SLL.
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According to their interpretation, the SWP, drifting into the wake
of Pabloism, has decided to accept its revisionist views; that is, in the
Cuban Revolution, for insiance, to acknowledge the facts and assess
them in the light of the Trotskyist analysis of the buffer countries,
Yugoslavia and China. But this course, with its logical consequences,
constitutes ‘betrayal’ in the eyes of the SLL leaders. How is such a
miserable end to be explained in the case of the SWP had ‘degener-
ated’; otherwise the SLL leaders are proved to be in error and how can
that be, since they begin with the need to defeat revisionism? Thus the
SWP is crossed off; or virtually crossed off. That is why members of
the SWP are now privileged to read in the factional documents of the
SLL, perhaps with some astonishment, that their party is racked by a
deep crisis, having made oppertunist concessions to the impenalist
environment, above all in its approach to the Cuban Revolution. Not
by accident, consequently, the SWP wants to unite with ‘Pabloism’;
and that, as the SLL leaders see it, is the real explanation for the
present efforts of reunification.

The logical concomitant to the SLL view that ‘revisionism’ — as
represented chiefly by the IS — constitutes the main danger facing the
world Trotskyist movement, is that unification of the Fourth Interna-
tional is excluded. It is excluded until such time as the SLL view
sweeps the ranks of the world Trotskyist movement and wins a
majority. This confronts the SLL with a rather sticky contradiction.
The elevation of anti-Pabloism into the First Commandment blocks
unification. On the other hand, the desirability of winning a majority
of Trotskyists to its views forces the SLL to consider how to gain a
favourable hearing. Thus, while it bridles at the prospect of unifica-
tion, it wants discussion. To get such a discussion, the SLL leaders
are forced to recognize that the overwhelming sentiment in the world
Trotskyist movement is in favour of unification. They must go even
further and appear to bend with this sentiment. Hence the initiative
they took in the IC to go to the IS and propose formation of a Parity
Committee. In doing this the SLL leaders had to admit the eventual
possibility of unification; more concretely they had to recognize the
need and advisability of engaging in common actions with the IS
whatever may be the views on unification, early, delayed or never at
all.

In the process of reunifying the world Trotskyist movement, the
proposal for a Parity Committee was objectively called for. The SWP
did not look into what subjective motives the SLL leaders might have
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had in making this proposal but weighed it on its objective merits,
attempting in this case as in all others, to utilize the Marxist method of
beginning with the reality of the situation. The IS responded in
similar fashion to the initiative of the SLL leaders. Thus the Parity
Comimittee was born.

No sooner did this commitiee meet, however, than the top leaders
of the SLL began raising among IC adherents the ugly question of a
new split. Naturally they point an accusing finger at the SWP and the
IS. It is typical of dead-end factionalists to begin preparations for a
split by raising the issue in the form of an accusation. In this case it
also reflects the consistency with which the SLL leaders apply their
methodology of inverted thinking.

The accusation has two variants: First, that ‘the Pabloites consider
their participation in the Parity Committee as 2 manoeuvre to obtain
the support of the SWP’, That is, they ‘are using the Parity Commit-
tee as a means to get closer to the SWP in order to drag it more rapidly
into their orbit’. The ‘Comment’ containing this charge was ‘ap-
proved unanimously’ by the National Committee of the SLL after the
the very first meeting of the Parity Committee. Why then did the SLL
leaders open the way to such a deadly manocuvre? Why did they
propose a Parity Committee if it would help the Pabloites in their
Machiavellian scheme ‘to get closer to the SWP’? Or did the well-
meaning but bumbling leaders of the SLL fail to see such a possibility
when they proposed the Parity Committee? They can scarcely argue
that they failed to receive friendly notification. The SWP hailed the
initiative as an important step toward reunification. The IS accepted it
with the statement that it would participate in accordance with its
declared aim of seeking early reunification.

Second, the SWP has in mind manoeuvring to present the discus-
sion to be conducted under Parity Committee auspices “as one which
promises early unification, but that this is prevented by the attitude of
the SLL and its co-thinkers’. Moreover that the SWP leadership is
prevented from pressing for early reunification by its members and its
past tradition; therefore it regards the Parity Committee proposalsasa
means of making an official approach (o the Pabloites without appear-
ing to break from the IC. However, according to this inside dope, the
SWP has been preparing the political ground for such a break. Once
again, then, why did the top leaders of the SLL obligingly facilitate
such a dastardly move by proposing formation of the Parity Commit-
tee?
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The fact is that most Trotskyists throughout the world, including
the SWP and the IS, hailed the formation of the Parity Committee in
good faith as a big step in the direction of reunification. Why the
initiators of the Parity Committee should suddenly present it at its
very launching as the vehicle of splitting manoeuvres cooked up by
the SWP and the IS is difficult to conceive, unless we are again being
presented with an example of inverted thinking.

What is most ridiculous and unbecoming in this pose is that the
SLL top leadership has been developing political positions which in
the key case of the Cuban Revolution are completely at variance with
the rest of the world Trotskyist movement, including their closest
allies in France. It is quite doubtful that they would seriously con-
tend, in the light of the evidence, that their position on Cuba repres-
ents that of the majority of the IC. They are thus preparing the
political ground for anything but an attempt to bring harmony among
the adherents of the IC. On the contrary they have been placing the
SWP, and anyone on the IC who thinks that the stand of the SWP on
Cuba and unification has merit, under increasingly heavy fire. They
have proclaimed that the SLL represents a separate tendency, one
even that has declared war on all opponents to its positions. “The
Socialist Labour League,’ they say, ‘is not prepared to go any part of
the way with this revisionism, and will fight it to the end.” And, ‘It is
in the construction of the revolutionary party in the USA itself that the
necessity of defeating the SWP leadership’s revisionism is most
urgent.’ In short, the political split has already been carried out by the
SLL. Asfor relations between the SLL and the IS, it is superfluous to
speak of a break, since the SLL leaders openly proclaim their hostil-
ity in the face of comradely overtures from the IS and are scarcely
diplomatic about indicating that they visualize no reunification so far
as they are concerned unless it takes place on the basis of their
ultra-left sectarian views. But since this is unrealistic what course
remains open but to go it alone and to begin as early as possible to
prepare the grounds for it?

It is in the light of such considerations that we must evaluate their
language which, while it scarcely displays much originality, carries
not a small bailast of epithets, especially in relation to the SWP. We
are offered the curious paradox of furious intensification of ultra-left
factional war againsy all who hold the position that Cuba is a workers’
state, the SWP, in the first place; while, bending te the pressure for
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unity, Healy, with commendable civility, sits down with the represen-
tatives of the IS in the Parity Committee. By this public show, you see,
he makes 2 kind of record in favour of reunification.

Is someone’s duplicity showing? I do not think so. Deviousness is
hardly the explanation. Comrade Healy happens to be a superb fighter
who has been in many a bout. At the sound of the bell he has learned o
start swinging at once with savage jabs and hooks, cunning counter
punches and deceptive weaving. Sometimes this occurs when his
opponent is not in that corner of the ring; sometimes, even, when
Healy himself is not in the ring. One’s admiration for such delicately
poised reflexes is tinged with a certain pity. Please, won’t the National
Committee of the SLL consider adopting a very simple course to
stymie the enemy’s treacherous manoeuvres which they unwittingly
facilitated? To save the SWP from being dragged away from the SLL
into a fate worse than death, let Healy patiently stand by the American
comrades. You, too, all of you, stay with them in their mistaken
enterprise of trying to unify the world Trotskyist movement. Ail loyal
friends and comrades, who have shared many vicissitudes over the
years, go through the experience with them, painful as it may be.
Block the splitters by the easy, sound tactic of accepting their offer to
unify.

Even from the viewpoint of the narrow factional interests of the
SLL this would seem much the wiser course. Certainly you have a
much better chance of winning a majority of Trotskyists to your views
by persuasion inside a united movement than by attack from the
outside. You are doubtful about respect for your democratic rights in
a united movement? But this betrays a feeling of extreme weakness in
relation to the IS. Does this reflect the reality in regard to numbers or
is it lack of political confidence? Or perhaps the internal regime of the
SLL cannot be offered as a model example of what you mean by the
‘democratic’ part of democratic centralism? In any case, as the unifi-
cation process continues, the problem of democratic guarantees for
minority tendencies will certainly come up under the proper point in
the agenda. From a realistic assessment of all that has been learned by
both sides since the experience of a decade or so ago, there can be little
question that this demand will be satisfactorily met within the general
principle of adherence to democratic centralism. The conditions of
1951 or 1953 no longer exist.

On the other hand the leaders of the SLL may decide that they can
best preserve the texts of Lenin in all their purity — the texts in which
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Lenin fought revisionism — by drawing all the necessary organiza-
tional conclusions from their present isolationist political course.
There are precedents for this in the British Marxist movement,
including British Trotskyism. However, not one of these ultra-left
experiments make very happy reading today — that is, if you judge
them by the facts. A repetition at this time of day could scarcely prove
happier.

In the school of Leon Trotsky and James P. Cannon — which is also
the school of Lenin — I was taught that important as the books are and
for all the time that must be put into mastering them, what is decisive
is the revolution itseif, A revolutionist who misses the test of revolu-
tion is a failure no matter how well he can quote the texts. That is why
the Cuban Revolution — not the ultraleft preoccupations of the
National Committee of the SL.L. — provides the yardstick by which to
measure their pretensions to Leninist leadership.

We suggest that the National Committee of the SL.L take another
look at the Cuban Revolution. ‘In the beginning was the Word® . . .
The Word? . . . ‘In the Beginning was the Act.’
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DOCUMENT 5

Letter from James P. Cannon to Farrell Dobbs,
October 31, 1962

Dear Farrell:

Now that the crest of the Cuban crisis seems to have passed,
everyone is assessing its outcome. This is the trend of our thinking in
informal discussions here.

We must keep our eyes on the main issues and not get side-tracked
by subsidiary considerations. What was the situation?

1. The U.S. naval blockade was set for a clash with Soviet ships
which could escalate into nuclear war. Kennedy gave clear notice that
the U.S. would not stop at the use of the most forceful measures,

2. The Pentagon was ready to bomb and invade Cuba and crush
its revolution. Newspaper accounts report that this was one of the
alternative moves considered even from the start, and it was to be put
inte effect if Moscow did not yield on the missile bases.

In the face of these direct and immediate threats to world peace and
the Cuban revolution, Khrushchev drew back, agreed to pull out the
missiles, and dismantie the bases under UN supervision. He received
in return a suspension of the blockade and public assurances that
Cuba would not be invaded.

What else could he have done under the given circumstances? It
wotuld have been foolhardy to risk setting off a thermonuclear war and
daring the U.S. to come and wipe out the Cuban bases in view of
Washington’s evident determination to go to the limit if necessary.

In our opinion Khrushchev sensibly backed away from such a
showdown, thus saving the world from war and the Cuban revolution
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from attack by overwhelming forces for a time. But this tume 1s ot
decisive importance!

The retreat was unavoidable and the concessions, as we know about
them, did not give up anything essential. Those who judge otherwise
should tell us what alternative course the Kremlin should have fol-
lowed on the military and diplomatic fronts at that excruciating point
of decision. Should Khrushchev have defied the embargo or refused
outright to withdraw the missile bases?

The crisis over Cuba is of immense importance. But we should not
forget it is only one sector in a world-wide conflict between
imperialism and the workers states which has witnessed in the past,
and will see again, advances and retreats by one side or the other. As
revolutionary realists, we have not criticized or condemned heads of
workers’ states or union leaders for retreating and making concessions
when the balance of forces was unfavourable. Lenin traded space for
time at Brest-Litovsk. As we know from our Minneapolis experi-
ences, even the most militant leadership which is up against the gun
may have to give ground before the insuperable power of the employer
in order to save the existence of the unien and fight another day.

The grim fact was that both the Soviet Union and Cuba not only had
guns, but even more fearsome weapons, poised over their heads and
ready to be used. For this reason we do not believe that Khrushchev’s
course was incorrect on the level of military affairs and state relations.
To condemn it and c¢ry ‘betrayal’ would only help the Stalinists get off
the hook where they are really vunerable. That is their policy of
supporting Kennedy, Stevenson and other ‘peace-loving’ Democratic
capitalist politicians. This attitude, flowing from the Kremlin’s doc-
trine of peaceful co-existence, has again been exposed as criminal.

Although we should carefully watch their development, we should
be cautiocus and not jump to conclusions about the relations between
Castro and Khrushchev. The latter’s unilateral decisions and
divergent aims may have created friction between them but it would
be unwise to substitute speculations for solid facts. Khrushchev’s
declarations have not indicated any abandonment of Cuba, and it
would be difficult for him to do so with the eyes of China, the colonial
peoples and the Soviet militants upon him. On the other hand, Castro
deeply needs Soviet aid.

The principal point — and you make it in the editorial — is that the
world, the socialist movement and the Cuban revolution have gained
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time. The bombs are still there. But they were not dropped anywhere.
And we are heartily in favour of that!

Despite gleeful claims by the American press that Kennedy's
strong stard has given a stern lesson and severe setback to ‘Soviet
aggression’, people unaffected by impenalist propaganda have, 1
believe, breathed relief over the settlement and thank Khrushchev for
his sanity. Bertrand Russell and Nehru expressed themselves along
that line.

We must remember that nuclear war would mean the greatest
defeat for humanity and socialism. We must avert that terrible even-
tnality, not, to be sure by stopping the class struggle against
imperialism, but by utilizing every means that will give the workers
time enough to wake up and organize themselves for that purpose.

Fim Cannon



Chapter Three

Opportunism
and Empiricism

In answering Hansen’s position on Cuba, the leadership of the
Socialist Labour League here takes forward the fight against the
pragmatist method of the SWP. Hansen’s view of Marxism as ‘consis-
tent empiricism’ is exposed here for what it is — a rationalisation for
worship of the accomplished fact and for capitulation to Stalinist and
petty bourgeois leaderships. Adopted by the SLL NC in March 1963,
this document was an important step in the struggle to defend and
carry forward the International Committee.

75
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DOCUMENT 6a

Opportunism and Empiricism
SLL National Committee, March 23, 1963

Only by learning to assimilate the results of the development of
philosophy during the past two and a half thousand years will it be
able to rid itself on the one hand of any isolated naturai philosophy
standing apart from it, outside and above it, and on the other hand
also of its own limited method of thought, which was its inheritance
from English empiricism.

It is clear from this passage that Engels considers empiricismtobea
barrier to the dialectical conception of the world. Hansen’s talk about
‘consistent empiricism’ is sheer nonsense. The point about empiri-
cism, a reliance on ‘the facts as they are perceived’, is that it cannot be
consistent,

Empiricism, and its transatlantic younger brother, pragmatism,
refuse to admit the possibility of answering the question: ‘What is the
nature of the objectively existing external world?’ They thus leave the
way open to subjective idealism which explains the world in terms of
mind alone. Empiricism, ignoring the history of philosophy, rejects
the dialectical theory of knowledge as ‘metaphysics’. Only the dialec-
tical materialist view can explain the world, because it includes a
materialist explanation of the development of our concepts as well as
of the material world which they reflect. Empiricism must be rejected,
not made ‘consistent’. There are many sides to this methodological
etror of Hansen's.

Trotsky warned the SWP leadership in his last writings that they
must encourage a determined struggle on the theoretical front against
the ‘American’ philosophy of pragmatism, a more recent develop-
ment of empiricism; unless this was done, then there would be no real
Marxist development in the US.Today Hansen and Cannon are ‘con-
firming’ Trotsky’s warning in a negative fashion. In the discussion
concerning the future of the Fourth International, Hansen leads the
tendency which calls for ‘unification’ with a revisionist tendency on
the basis of purely practical political agreement on immediate tasks.
From this point of view he rejects an examination of the history of the
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split and of the differences between the tendencies. This is only part of
his substitution of impressionism for scientific analysis (see Trotskyism
Betrayed and C.8.’s reply to ].H. s Report to the Plenum , Internationa!
Bulletin No. 11).* What is the methodical basis of Hansen's
approach here? The dominant question for him is always ‘what will
twork best?’ — asked always from the narrow perspective of immediate
political appearances. This is the starting point of pragmatism, the
‘American’ development of empiricism by Pierce, James and Dewey.
It leads Hansen to advocate unity with the Pablo group because that
will “work’ better as an attraction for people pushed in a ‘leftward’
direction, even if the causes of the split are never clarified. Such an
approach, as we have explained in earlier documents, destroys the
theoretical basis of the movement. The incorrect concepts and
methods of our political work can only be overcome through
conscious theoretical and practical struggle, not by sweeping them
under the carpet.

Pragmatism and the Cuban Crisis

Cannon’s letter to Dobbs,} summing up the Cuban crisis, could
similarly serve as a model of the pragmatist method. After a lifetime of
struggle for revolutionary Marxism, particularly against Stalinism, he
denies that whole career in two pages with the kind of politics which
Hansen'’s pathetic essay in ‘theory’ is meant to justify: “What else
could he have done under the given circumstances? asks Cannon.
What were these ‘given circumstances’?

1. The US naval blockade was set for a clash with Soviet ships which
would escalate into nuclear war. Kennedy gave clear notice that the US
would not stop at the use of the most forceful measures.

2. The Pentagon was ready to bomb and invade Cuba and crush its
revolution. Newspaper accounts report that this was one of the alternative
moves considered even for (from?) the start, and it was to be put into effect
if Moscow did not yield on the missile bases .

Cannon replaces class analysis of social forces and political tendencies
with pragmatic prescriptions. The so-called ‘given circumstances’
(equivalent of Hansen’s ‘the facts’) are the product of a policy of
class-collaboration by Khrushchev and the Stalinist bureaucracy in

* Ses Volume Three, Documents 19 and 21 — Ed.
+ See Document 5, this volume — Ed.
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relation to U.S. imperialism. We must evaluate Khrushchev and the
Stalinist bureaucracy in relaton to U.S. imperialism.We must
evaluate Khrushchev's conduct as part of the process which produced
these circimstances. Only in that way can Marxists work out their
political programme in relation to other class tendencies.

Empiricism versus Revolutionary Politics

Indeed Cannon’s letter on Cuba illustrates the ¢lass role of empiri-
cism and pragmatism, those tendencies in philosophy which accept
‘the given fact’, etc. Inevitably this acceptance becomes what Trotsky
once called a ‘worshipping of the accomplished fact’. In effect this
means accepting the forms of consciousness proper to those who are
adapted to the existing structure, such as the bureaucracy in the
USSR and in the labour movement. They develop their ideas as ways
of rationalising and justifying their own position between capitalism
and the working class. Cannon’s justification of Khrushchev, like the
recent contributions of Murry Weiss in justification of the Stalinist
bureaucracy, and the constant avoidance of the questions of political
revolution and construction of revolutionary parties in the workers’
states by SWP spokesmen and the Pabloites, are an abandonment of
principled revolutionary pelitics, flowing from the abandonment of
dialectical materialism in favour of empiricism. Dialectical analysis
insists on secing facts in the context of a whole series of interrelated
processes, not as finished, independent entities about which ‘practi-
cal’ decisions have to be made. In the sphere of politics, that means to
see each situation in terms of the development of the international
class struggle, to evaluate the policies of the various political forces
towards this situation in terms of their relation to these class forces
and to their whole previous course. This is why it is nonsense to pose
the Cuban problem as Cannon poses it — “What else could he have
done under the given circumstances?’ Taken to its logical conclusion,
this type of argument can be used to justify anything. It is not even
surprising, once the extent of this theoretical departure from Marxism
is grasped, that Cannon utters an absurdity like ¢ . . . people unaf-
fected by imperialist propaganda have, I believe, breathed relief over
the settlement and thanked Khrushchev for his sanity. Bertrand
Russell and Nehru expressed themselves along this line.” Who would
have thought that at the same time, Nehru was head of a government
engaged in armed conflict, with imperialist support, against the
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Republic of China? In the course of that conflict mass arrests of Indian
Communtists were carried out. At the same time, Soviet fighter planes
were being supplied to the Indian government by Khrushchev! No
doubt Nehru praised Khrushchev (as well as Kennedy and Macmil-
lan) for this piece of practical ‘wisdom’. Perhaps Cannon will say
“What else could he have done under the given circumstances?
Cannon’s methed leads to this end not by a trick ef logical develop-
ment, but because the forces for whom he becomes the apologist are
tied in realiry to imperialism and its present needs. Trotskyism is no
more an exception to the laws of history than any other phase in the
development of Marxism and the labour movement. Once theoretical
development stops, then the movement is subject to the dominant
ideclogies of the time, however gradual and subtle the process of
adaptation — and however venerable the ‘cadre’.

Hansen’s Method

Hansen’s document ‘Cuba — The Acid Test’ is therefore an
important contribution to the international discussion. It states exp-
licitly the empiricist and anti-dialectical basis in method for the oppor-
tunist tendencies in the SWP’s politics as well as for their unprinci-
pled and un-historical approach to the problem of unity and develop-
ment of the world Trotskyist movement. From the beginning of the
discussion, the SLL, described by Hansen as ‘the ultra-left sec-
tarians’, have insisted that basic differences of method underlay the
different political lines and attitudes to organisation. Hansen now
confirms this. His insistence on ‘the facts’, as being the same for
empiricism as for Marxism is effectively answered by Lukacs:

These facts are indeed not only involved in constant change, but also they
are — precisely in the structure of their objectivity — the products of a
historically determined epoch: that of capitalism. Consequently this ‘sci-
ence’ which recognizes as fundamental to their value for science the
immediately given form of phenomena, and takes as a correct point of
departure for scientific conceprualization their form of objectivity, this
science finds itself planted simply and definitely in the ground of capitalist
society, accepting uncritically its essence, its ‘objective’ structure, its laws,
as an unalterable foundation of *science’. In order to progress from these
“facts’ to facts in the real sense of the word, one must penetrate to their
historical conditioning as such and abandon the point of view which starts
from them as immediately given: they must undergo historical-dialectical
analysis . . . > (History and Class Consciousness)
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In support of his capitulation to empiricism, Hansen quotes the
verdict of Hegel.

Generally speaking, Empiricism finds the truth in the outward world; and
even if it allows a super-sensible world, it holds knowledge of that world to
be impossible, and would restrict us 1o the province of sense-perception.
This doctrine when systematically carried out produces what has been
latterly termed Materialism. Materialism of this stamp looks upon matter,
qua matter, as the genuine objective world’. (The Logic of Hegel , translated
from the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, p. 80).

Hegel’s opposition to empiricism is correct in one sense. If “empiri-
cism systematically carried out’ led to dialectical materialism, then
why would Hegel, the Absolute Idealist, figure so decisively in the
development of Marxism? The ‘materialism’ to which empiricism
leads, according to Hegel, is of course mechanical materialism, which
remains unable to explain the role of consciousness and the material
unity of the world, including human action and thought. This ‘defect
of all hitherto existing materialism’, as Marx called it, meant that it
could nor be consistently carried out, and it left the door open to
dualism and subjective idealism. Hegel overcame the dichotomy of
subject and object, introducing a unified conception of a dialectically
interconnected whole, by making spirit the content of all reality,
Marx had only to ‘stand him on his head’ to arrive at dialectical
materialism, This is in fact how dialectical materialism developed,
through contradiction, and not through Hansen’s businesslike logical
formula of ‘empiricism systematically carried out’. The relation bet-
ween empiricisin and dialectical materialism has a history, which
shows a struggle of dialectical materialism against the empiricists and
their development in positivism and pragmatism. It is contrary to the
method of Marxism to examine empiricism for its ‘strong points’, Asa
trend in philosophy it has formed the soundest basis for psendo-
scientific attacks on materialism ever since Marx, and in politics it has
always formed the philosophical basis for opportunism.

Hansen avoids this type of discussion by quoting Hegel and then
introducing his own paraphrase of Hegel. Hegel said that empiricism
systematically carried out issued in ‘materialism’, by which he natur-
ally meant the materialism of his own day. We must surely appreciate
historically what Hegel meant when he said that empiricism ‘sys-
tematically carried out’ led to materialism, which ‘looks upon matter,
gua matter, as the genuine objective world’. The vulgar materialism of
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that time had a metaphysical view of the world, seeing the given facts of
experience as fixed, dead, finished products interacting according to
mechanical principles, with mind reflecting this reality in a dead,
mechanical fashion. Hansen must surely agree that it was ¢his kind of
materialism which Hegel attacks here. He could hardly have had in
his head the theory of dialectical materialism as the product of ‘empiri-
cism systematically carried out’. The dialectical materialist method of
thought was born only after Hegel, through the struggle against
Hegel’s dialectical idealism. And yet Hansen, with a very clumsy
sleight of hand, uses his quotation from Hegel to identify ‘empiricism
systematically carried out’ with dialectical materialism:

I would submit that ‘Lenin and others’ did not bring from Hegel his
opposition to empiricism on idealistic or religious grounds. On the other
hand Marxism does share Hegel’s position that vulgar empiricism is
arbitrary, one-sided and undialectical. But empiricism ‘systematically
carried out’? This is the view that the ‘genuine objective world', the
material world, takes primacy over thought and that a dialectical relation-
ship exists between them. What is this if not dialectical materialism?

‘Facts’ are Abstractions

The vital phrase ‘a dialectical relationship exists between them’
(matter and thought) is introduced from the outside by Hansen. It
leaps over the whole development to dialectical materialism through
the Hegelian school and “standing Hegel on his head, or rather, on his
feet’! All Hansen’s respect for ‘the facts’ does not seem to have helped
him to proceed from the simple ‘fact’ that ideas have a history as part
of the social-historical process, and that the vulgar materialism of the
bourgecisie cannot be systematically developed into dialectical
materialism by a mere stroke of the pen. It took some years of very
hard struggle, of determined theoretical and practical grappling with
the objective development of bourgeois society in the first half of the
19th century, to achieve that result.

When we attack empiricism we attack that method of approach
which says all statements, to be meaningful, must refer to observable
or measurable data in their immediately given form. This method
insists that any “abstract’ concepts, reflecting the general and histori-
cal implications of these ‘facts’, are meaningless. It neglects entirely
that our general concepts reflect the laws of development and inter-
connection of the process which these “facts’ help to constitute.
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Indeed the so-called hard facts of concrete experience are themselves
abstractions from this process. They are the result of the first approxi-
mation of our brains to the essential interrelations, laws of motion,
contradictions of the eternally changing and complex world of matter
. . . of which they form part. Only higher abstractions, in advanced
theory, can guide us to the meaning of these facts. What Lenin called
‘the concrete analysis of concrete conditions’ is the opposite of a
descent into empiricism. In order to be concrete, the analysis must see
the given facts in their historical interconnection and must begin with
the discoveries of theory in the study of society, the necessity to make
aclass evaluation of every event, every phenomenon. The empiricist,
who pretends to restrict himself to the bedrock of ‘facts’ alone, in fact
imposes on the ‘facts’ an unstated series of connections whose founda-
tions are unstated. With Hansen and the Pabloites, their new reality is
actually a list of abstractions like ‘the colonial revolution’, ‘the process
of de-Stalinization’, ‘irreversible trends’, ‘leftward-moving forces’,
‘mass pressure’, etc. Like all statements about social phenomena,
these are meaningless unless they are demonstrated to have specific
class content, for class struggle and exploitation are the content of all
social phenomena. This discovery of Marx is the theoretical corners-
tone which Hansen has lost, with all his talk about ‘the facts’.

Empiricism: a Bourgeots Method

All this argument that ‘the facts’ are the objective reality and that
we must ‘start from there’ is a preparation to justify policies of
adaptation to non-working-class leaderships.

Empiricism, since it ‘starts with the facts’, can never get beyond
them and must accept the world as it is. This bourgeois method of
thought views the world from the standpoint of ‘the isolated indi-
vidual in civil society’.

Instead of taking the objective situation as a problem to be solved in
the light of the historical experience of the working class, generalized
in the theory and practice of Marxism, it must take ‘the facts’ as they
come. They are produced by circumstances beyond our control.

Marxism arms the woerking class vanguard in its fight for the
independent action of the Labour movement; empiricism adapts it to
the existing set-up, to capitalism and its agencies in the working-class
organizations,
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‘In the beginning was the deed’, quotes Hansen. But for Marxists,
action is not blind adaptation to ‘facts’, but theoretically guided work
to break the working class from petty-bourgeois leaderships. To ‘join
in the action’ led by such trends, merely seeking ‘to help to build a
revolutionary-socialist party in the very process of the revolution
itself’ is a renunciation of Marxism and an abdication of responsibility
in favour of the petty-bourgeoisie.

Hansen says:

If we may express the opinion, it is an over-statement to say that anyone
finds himself ‘prostrate before the petty-bourgeois nationalist leaders in
Cuba and Algeria’ because he refuses to follow the SLL Nationa] Commit-
tee in thinking that a Trotskyist can clear kimself of any further responsi-
bility by putting the label *betrayed’ on everything these leaders do. Itis an
error of the first order to believe that petty-bourgeois nationalism —
petty-bourgeois nationalism, has no internal differentiations or contradic-
tions and cannot possibly be affected by the mass forces that have thrust it
forward’.

In the first place, no one has said that there cannot be differentia-
tion within the petty-bourgeois national movement or that they
remain unaffected by mass pressure. Who has denied that? What is at
stake is the method by which this ‘fact’ is analysed and what consequ-
ence it has for the construction of independent revolutionary parties
to lead the struggle of the working class. Hansen and the Pabloites, on
the other hand, use this ‘fact’ of ‘left’ swings of some petty-bourgeois
nationalists to justify capitulation 1o those forces. Is this point sepa-
rate from the differences over method and philosophy? Certainly not:
Marxist analysis of the whole modern epoch has established that the
political leaderships representing non-working-class social strata can
go only to a certain point in the struggle against imperialism. The
objective limits to their revolution lead them eventually to twn
against the working class, with its independent demands which cor-
respond to the international socialist revolution. Only a course of the
construction of independent working-class parties aiming at workers’
power, based on the programme of Permanent Revolution, can pre-
vent each national revolution from turning into 2 new stabilization for
world imperialism. The struggle to create such parties has been shown
to involve a necessary fight against opportunists and counter-
revolutionary trends within the movement, in particular against
Stalinism which subordinates the working class to the nationalists,
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bourgeois and petty-bourgeois, on the grounds of the theory of ‘two
stages’, which conforms best to the Stalinist bureaucracy’s line of an
international understanding with imperialism. It is in line with these
“facts’, facts established through the struggies and theoretical work of
Lenin, Trotsky and others, that we evaluate the posturings and the
actions of present-day political tendencies, and not by regarding the
latter as facts ‘in themselves’ or as ‘given circumstances’ 4 Ia Hansen
and J.P. Cannon.

Class Analysis is Needed

Hansen and the SWP leadership approach the whole international
situation in this non- Marxist, empiricist manner. Hansen complains
about the SLL ignoring facts, refusing to analyse ‘new reality’, since
they don’t seem to fit the prescriptions of Lenin and Trotsky. On the
contrary, comrades in the SLI. have made a small beginning in
analysing the real class basis of the surface ‘facts’ of the present
situation. Hansen is satisfied to fst the ‘mighty forces of the colonial
revolution and the interrelated process of de-Stalinization’. We have
published several articles (see Labour Review 1961 and 1962, articles
by Baker, Kemp, Jeffries, and the resolution ‘“World Prospect for
Socialism’) beginning a class analysis of the relation of these two
processes (struggles in the colonial countries and crisis in Stalinism) to
the international revolution of the working class against imperialism,
We have yet to find any such attempt in the publications of the SWP
or the Pabloites. What we do find is a search for the most positive or
progressive trends within the Stalinist and nationalist movements.
This means taking surface ‘facts’, like the pronouncements of the
Chinese or Russian Stalinist leaders, and and ascribing to them posi-
tive or negative values. Germain, for example, arrived at the conclu-
sion that apart from the idea of the revolutionary International, there
existed “bits’ of the Trotskyist programme in a ‘broken’ way in the
various Communist parties of the world, from Yugoslavia with its
factory committees, through Italy, Russia and China, to Albania with
its insistence on the rights of small parties! No doubt this is a good
example of empiricism systemarically carried out. It would be
interesting to ask minorities within, say, the Albanian Communist
Party what the ‘pragmatic’ consequences of this ‘systematic empiri-
cism’ have been for them! (See also the ‘critical support’ for various
wings of Stalinism in the IS Resolution on the 22nd Congress).
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Was Evian a Victory?

But to return to Hansen’s reply. It is of the greatest interest that
Algeria is almost completely dropped from the argument. This is
because the SLL’s accusation about ‘prostration’ before nationalist
leaders is best exemplified there.

In earlier documents Hansen made great play of the SLL’s con-
demnation of the Evian agreement between the Algerian government
and French imperialism. We said that this was a ‘sell-out’. Hansen
said that here was an ultra-left mistake, showing failure to recognize
that at least Evian included national independence and should be
welcomed as a victory. We proceeded from an analysis of the class
tendency which has asserted itself through the FLN leadership in
arriving at a compromise with French imperialism, preventing the
Algerian people from going on to win their own revolutionary
demands. Those who concentrated on the ‘victory’ and speculated
about Ben Bella developing in the direction of Castro only helped Ben
Bella to deceive the masses, and turned the energies of Socialists
towards alliances with the bourgeoisie rather than the construction of
an independent revolutionary party. We characterized this as a well-
known form of opportunism, and we say now that by this kind of
approach the Pabloites and the SWP are sharing in the preparation of
defeats for the working class of Algeria instead of carrying out the
responsibilities of revolutionary Marxists in constructing working-
class parties. Pablo himself works as a functionary of the Algerian
government in some technical capacity. By itself, this fact could mean
anything or nothing, The important question is his political line and
that of his organization. There is not the slightest doubt that Pablo’s
positicn in the administration will not be endangered by this political
line (which does not at 2ll mean to say that he may not be removed).
Hansen'’s articles in The Militant and the campaign of the Pabloites on
‘aid to the Algerian Revolution’ are confined to an appeal to aid the
poverty-stricken victims of the legacy of French imperialism. Instead
of a campaign in the labour movement, we have a humanitarian
appeal. Pablo and his friends even press for the organization of
volunteer technicians and administrators to go to Algeria, take their
place as servants of the Ben Beila government, and thus counteract the
possibly reactionary influence of French and American aid and per-
sonnel. In this way the ‘objective’ conditons will be created for a
move to the left rather than to the right on the part of Ben Bella. In the
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course of all this, the Algerian Communist Party was banned, a new
French aid programme was announced, and the direct control of Ben
Bella’s clique established over the Algerian trade unions. Meanwhile
Ben Bella makes great play of 1idying up the ‘bootblack’ racket and
takes 2 ‘firm stand’ in telling the French to explode their bombs
farther South in the Sahara. Are not these “Trotskyists’ conniving at
the suppression of any democratic rights for the working class while
the nationalist leaders carry out ‘left’ measures ‘on behalf’ of the
masses? If this is not prostration before the national bourgeoisie, what
in the world constitutes such prostration? Hansen claims that ‘every-
body knows’ we need revolutionary parties, the only difference is on
how to construct them. But in practice the Pabloites are not for the
construction of such parties, they avoid the necessity of such construc-
tion. If objective developments in the ‘new’ reality will inevitably
push petty-bourgeois nationalists towards revolutionary Marxism,
perhaps the role of Trotskyists is only te encourage these background
‘objective forces’.

Pierre Frank, prominent leader of the Pablo group, recently visited
Algeria and reported his findings in The Intemationalist, supplement
to Quatrieme Intermationale, No. 17, 13.2.63). There is hardly need to
comment on the meaning of the following passages:

If the government is composed of variegated social and political elements,
one must say nevertheless that the central nucleus, the decisive nucleus
found at present in the Political Bureau of the FLN (National Liberation
Front) is based on the poorest masses of the cities and above all the
countryside. This is its main strength. But it cannot automatically head
toward extensive nationalization of the economic structure without run-
ning the risk of catastrophic consequences. For some years, it will have to
permit a development of bourgeois forces, to compromise in certain
spheres with foreign capital and to create bastions in the countryside and
the towns in order to pass later to the construction of a socialist society.
This will not be done without crises or without international and domestic
developments that will run counter to this difficult orientation.

Toconclude: Everything is in movement. It is ap experiment, a struggle
that must be supporied throughout the world, but which demands con-
stant determination of bearings so that the development of the various
forces operating on the terrgin can be gauged. In this way we can contri-
bute to this new revolutionary experience with its altogether specific traits,
its difficulties and its potentialities, and help it move toward the socialist
outcome.
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At the level of methodology, this illustrates the extreme consequ-
ences of a ‘contemplative’ rather than a ‘revolutionary-practical’
attitude. To the former, empiricist recognition of the ‘given circums-
tances’, ‘the facts’ is a natural starting point (and finishing post). At
the political level, it Hlustrates the capitulation to existing forces,
existng forms of consciousness in the political movement, amounting
in the end to support for the servants of imperialism, which flows
from the abandonment of the dialectical method.

Who has Corrected Whose Errors?

Hansen says that we are harking back to the original differences of
1953 instead of demonstrating that the Pabloite revisions of that year
have resulted in an opportunist course by the Pabloite ‘International’.
Because Hansen accepts the present position of the Pabloites on
Algeria does not alter the fact that this course is an oppertunist one. In
any case, Hansen must still answer our question (See reply of CS to
Hansen’s Report to the Plenum. International Bulletin No. 11) in
connection with this matter of ‘correcting errors’. He advocates unifi-
cation on the grounds that the Pabloites have corrected their course of
1953. But the Pabloite Executive Committee insists that unification is
possible for the opposite reason — the SWP has overcome its failure at
that time to ‘understand’ the programme of Pablo (Declaration on
Reunification of the World Trotskyist Movement, June 23/24, 1962},

In the advanced countries too, we have drawn attention to the
current policies of the Pabloites. Hansen pretends that our criticisms
have amounted only to seizing on isolated statements of Pabloite
sections; ‘Not even leaflets put out by this group of comrades (the
Pablo group) in this or that local situation escape the sleuths. A phrase
torn from a leaflet distributed at the Renault plant in Paris in defence
of Cuba against US imperialism serves for elevation to front-page
attention in The Neewwsletter in London, so hard-pressed are the leaders
of the SLL to find evidence of the revisionism of the IS’. (Cuba — The
Acid Test.)

In the first place, our reply tc Hansen’s last Plenum report on
unification (International Bulletin No. 11) goes through Pabloite
matertal on the main political questions of today, and it is nonsense to
say the SLL has made no general criticism. If Hansen wrote ‘Ciiba —
The Acid Test’ before reading this reply, perhaps he will now defend
the Pabloites against what we wrote in it. Secondly; what is wrong
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with examining the leaflets put out by Pabloite sections? It is precisely
the way policies work out in the work of sections which illustrates
most clearly our differences of method. Surely the section in Paris is »
fair example of a Pabloite section — the nerve centre of the Pablo
International is there. And is the Renault factory just ‘this or that local
situation’? It is a vital concentration of French workers. In 1953 was it
not a leaflet put out in the Renault factory which came under the
scrutiny and attack of the SWP when it made the public break from
Pablo? Thirdly, if Hansen claims that the passage criticized by The
Newsletter was torn from its context, why does he not produce the
context and demonstrate our methods of distortion? He cannot do
this; the phrase concerned put international working-class solidarity
action on the same level as ‘aid’ given by the Stalinist bureaucracy,
Hansen prefers to quote not a single word either from the leaflet or from
The Newsletter's criticism!

{We omit here a short reference to the Italian section of the IS, as it
was based on a faulty translation of an article in their journal).

Cuba and Spain

The major part of Hansen's attack on the ‘ultra-left sectarians’ 1s
concerned with the attitude of the SLL towards Cuba. Hansen begins
his document by trying to make an amalgam of the SLL and its IC
supporters on the one hand, and the Posadas group which recently
broke from the IS on the other. Hansen knows these are absolutely
separate and disdnct tendencies. He makes literally no evaluation
whatsoever of their political content or the evolution of their present
position., They are both’ opposed to ‘unification’, therefore, he
implies, they must be responding to the same social forces and must
be essentially similar. Here again we have an excellent illustration of
the pragmatist methed. The objective relations between these ten-
dencies, their history, and their response to the major political prob-
lems, are ignored. It is useful, it ‘works’, to identify them with each
other as saboteurs of unification — they are ‘ultra-left currents’.
Hansen reports that the Posadas group includes in its programme the
prospect of 4 nuclear war against capitalism. This is thrown together
with the SLL’s opposition to characterizing Cuba as a workers’ state.
Posadas, says Hansen, must agree that Cuba #s a workers’ state,
because it would be ‘political death’ to think otherwise in Latin
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America. The differences are thus to be explained geographically.
Politically the Posadas group and the SLL are the same — ultra-left
sectarians, driven to this by their fear of unification. How is this
cussedness to be explained? Hansen is unclear: the heading of the
Trotskyist ‘mainstream’ (the SWP leadership and the Pabloite IS)
towards unification comes from the ‘mighty forces of the colonial
revolution and the inter-related process of de-Stalinization’.

The Trotskyist movement has not escaped the general shake-up either.
The Chinese victory, de-Stalinization, the Hungarian uprising were
reflected in both capitulatory and ultra-left moods as well as strengthening
of the main stream of Trotskyism. What we have really been witnessing in
our movement is the cutcome of a number of tests — how well the various
Trotskyist groupings and shadings have responded to the series of
revolutionary events cuiminating in the greatest occurrence in the Western
Hemisphere since the American Civil War. The move for unification and
the symmetrical resistance to it are no more than logical consequences to
be drawn from reading the results, especially those supplied by the acid
test of the mighty Cuban action.

Where is the explanation? Two opposite viewpoints are here ‘exp-
lained’ by the same thing. They were just different ‘logical’ results of
approaching the same events. Could anything illustrate more clearly
the barren consequences of refusing to deal with the history of the
controversies and splits, and to probe to their basis in theory and
method? Hansen found it more ‘practical’ to produce, by sleight of
hand, an identification of his opponent, the SLL, with the views of
the Posadas group.

The note by the French comrades, appended to this reply, raises
similar points about the demagogic resuits of these methods of con-
troversy. As they point out, their own document on Cuba comes
under fire from Hansen but has not been issued to the members of
Hansen’s party. They also correctly indicate the unprincipled charac-
ter of the argument which runs: nobody who counts in Latin America
agrees with the SLL characterization of Cuba; therefore it is suspect
and shows how stupid and sectarian they are. As the French comrades
remark, the ‘opinions’ of the Soviet and Spanish people were often
quoted in a similar way against Trotsky’s characterization of the state
and the ruling cliques in both countries. In addition, they take up
Hansen’s laboured jokes about their reference in an earlier document
to a ‘phantom’ bourgeois state in Cuba. What Hansen must do is
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explain why such a concept is a matter for joking, and in what way he
thinks it departs from the kind of analysis made by Trotsky of the class
forces in Spain in 1936-37. Either Hansen has forgotten, or he chooses
not to remind his readers, of the concept advanced by Trotsky at that
time of an ‘alliance with the shadow of the bourgeoisie’. Perhaps he
knows same good jokes about that too.

It would be pointless to take up every step in Hansen’s documents
in a similar way. His whole method is to argue from incidents and
impressions, combined with the vaguest generalizations like ‘the
might of the colonial revolution’ and the ‘interrelated process of
de-Stalinization’.

Our Record on Cuba

On the question of Cuba itself, Hansen raises no new arguments in
the discussion and no new facts on the regime there. We see no need to
reply in detail to Hansen’s caricature of the record of The Newsletter in
defending Cuba before and during the blockade of October-
November 1962, Hansen concerns himself entirely with the pages of
The Newsletter: we take every responsibility for everything written in
our journal, but we would also point out that Hansen was in Europe
during the crisis. He, and The Militant correspondent in London,
made not the slightest effort to acquaint themselves with the cam-
paigning activity of the SLL during the crisis. Hansen correctly says
that there were many demonstrations against the blockade — and he
contrasts this with the ‘insular’ Newsletter! This is nothing but a
slander. SLL members were right in the forefront of every one of
those demonstrations. They instigated and led a great many of them,
The first mass meetings and demonstrations in Britain were led and
addressed by our members. No one except the SLL organized a single
factory-gate meeting against the blockade. Our comrades also fought
tooth and nail to turn the protests especially into the Labour move-
ment and to the factories. They had to fight resolutely against the
right wing and the Stalinists in order to do so. They led these
demonstrations against imperialism, and in defence of the Cuban
Revolution, at the same time educating the workers and students in
the role of the Soviet bureaucracy. They explained the causes of
Khrushchev's contradictory policies, instead of joining Russell and
the pacifists in praising his ‘brilliant’ diplomacy. In order to do this
they had to fight the Stalinists, a fight which won the support of many
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Communist Party members for Marxism. That could not have been
done without training the SLL in the spirit of revolutionary Com-
munist methods of work and a struggle against revisionism. How well
would our comrades have performed had they been armed with the
heritage of Pabloism — ‘the new situation restricts more and more the
capacity of counter-revolutionary measures by the bureaucracy’ — or
with Cannon’s apologia: “What else could he have done under the
given circumstances?’; and calling up of Nehru and Russell, ‘unaf-
fected by imperialist propaganda’, in his support? We are proud of
our record in the Cuban events of last autumn, and we are ashamed of
the identification of “Trotskyism’ with the capitulation to the Soviet
bureaucracy of Cannon and the Pabloites. Hansen’s long list of quota-
tions from The Newsletter is really only a mask for that capitulation.

Abstract Norms

Hansen’s case is basically the same as Pablo’s in 1953. ‘Objective’
forces pressing towards Socialism make it impossible for the Soviet
bureaucracy to betray, and press even petty-bourgeois groupings to
adopt a revolutionary path. We have seen above how in Algeria this
means calling on Marxists to simply help along the ‘objective’ forces
that will favour a course to the left by Ben Bella and his nationalist
government, For all the talk of firmness against imperialism which is
supposed to be involved in calling Cuba a ‘workers’ siate’, the actual
‘defence’ of the Cuban Revolution by the SWP and the Pabloites was
unable to even separate itself from the counter-revolutionary
bureaucracy of Khrushchev! This is one of the things we mean when
we say that Hansen is not analysing Cuba from the point of view of the
development of the international class struggle, but by the application
of abstract norms to isolated cases.

Hansen approaches the question of definition of the Cuban state by
trying to relate it to the history of such discussions in the Trotskyist
movement. The analysis of that discussion is certainly a vital part of
the Marxist answer to the problems posed by Cuba today, bur it will
have to be along a different line to that taken by Hansen. He takes the
SL1. National Committee to task for ridiculing the imposition of
abstract norms from Trotsky’s definition of the USSR to the economy
and political system of Cuba today. He says that we thus ‘sever the
connection’ between the present and the past discussion.

Hansen even says we have cut out Trotsky’s definition of the USSR
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‘by declaring it has no relevance to the Cuban discussion’. Is that the
same thing as saying that the question of the Cuban state cannot be
resolved abstractly by ‘criteria’ from this earlier discussion? It is
always easier to demolish your opponent if you write his case afresh in
your owa terms. The real point of a historical analysis of the develop-
ment of our concepts is to establish the way in which they scientifically
develop by reflecting the objective world. Just as Trotsky's defini-
tions of the USSR were hammered out on the basis of changing
conditions in the USSR and in the world, of struggles against
revisionist trends, and of the struggle to build & new International, sc
the historical threads of the discussion today must be seen as part of
the struggle to build a revolutionary International able to lead the
working class to power. The whole political line of the differem
tendencies in the Trotskyist movement must be the content of an,
analysis of their discussion on these questions. What looks like ‘histor-
ical’ analysis turns out in Hansen’s hands to be the most rigid anc
unhistorical treatment.

Petty-Bourgeots Leaderships and the Working Class

For example, he criticizes Trotskyism Betrayed for failing to charac-
terize the Soviet bureaucracy as a petty-bourgeots bureaucracy.
Hansen’s insistence on this point has a specific purpose: “What war
new in this situation — and this is the heart of Trotsky’s position on
the question — was that a reactionary petty-bourgeois formation of
this kind could, after a political counter-revolution, wield power in 7
workers’ state and even defend the foundations of that state while
being primarily concerned about their own special interests’. It fol
lows therefore that under certain circumstances petty-bourgeois for-
mations will be forced to lead the revolutions of workers and peasants
and abolish the capitalist state. Says Hansen: the SLL leaders
accepted this for Eastern Europe and China, why not for Cuba? (They
should even be more willing, he suggests, since “‘Cuban leadership is
in every respect superior to the Chinese’). We now see what Hansen
means by ‘continuity’ in the discussion. Trotsky saw that a petry-
bourgeois bureaucracy could lead and even ‘defend’ a workers’ state.
After the Second World War this petty-bourgeois formation could
even take the leadership in the extension of the revolution and the
establishment of new, ‘deformed workers’ states’. So why should the
SLL strain at the notion that petty-bourgeois leadership can lead the
establishment of workers’ states in countries like Cuba? There you
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have the whole of Hansen’s playing with ‘the history of the con-
troversy . He picks out from the history one aspect, the characteriza-
tion as petty-bourgeois of certain social groups. This aspect is selected
because it is the one essential to the justification of his present political
course. Now it is, of course, absolutely essential that the characteriza-
tion ‘petty-bourgeois’ be very precise. This class is continually being
differentated into the main classes of society, bourgeois and pre-
letarian. Its various political representatives reflect this intermediate,
dependent and shifting position. They are capable of no independent,
consistent political line of action. Only if a petty-bourgeois intellzc-
tual joins the proletariat, in Marx’s terms, can he achieve that inde-
pendence and consistency of theory and action. The bureaucracy in
the labour movement was often characterized by Lenin and Trotsky
as petty-bourgeois in terms of its acceptance of the ideology of the
middle classes, its going over, in the special conditions of rich
imperialist countries, to the way of life and social functions of the
middle classes. They formed part of the ‘new middle caste’ of society
1o the imperialist countries. In the USSR the bureaucratic ruling
group consisted of the elementslisted by Hansen — *a reflection of the
peasantry, the remnants of the old classes, the elements who switched
allegiance from Tsar to the new regime — all these and the political-
military administrative levels of the new government who, under
pressure from the Capitalist West, drifted from the outlook of
revolutionary socialism or came to prominence without ever having
understood it’.

The term petty-bourgeois is not at all sufficient to characterize this
bureaucracy for the purpose of the present (or any other) discussion.
A decisive sector of the Soviet bureaucracy was Stalin’s faction in
control of the Bolshevik Party and the Soviet state. The historical
relation between this party, this state, and the Soviet working class
gave a specific character to the bureaucracy. It was not at all simply a
question of relation between old, middle classes and a new governing
elite. The existence of nationalized property relations established by a
Soviet revolution, with the Bolshevik Party in power, gave us a
histerically-produced petty-bourgeois stratum at the head of the first
workers’ state, a group which represented, as Trotsky so painstak-
ingly insisted, not the general laws of development of classes in the
transition from capitalism to socialism, but the particular and unigue
refraction of these laws in the conditions of a backward and isolated
workers’ state. In extending this ‘capacity” of the petty-bourgeois, as
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petty-bourgeots, to defend and even extend workers' states, Hansen
and Co. do precisely what Trotsky fought against in the discussion.
Our French comrades are right to insist that the evaluation of the
history of this discussion in the Trotskyist movement is more than a
day’s work, and the pre-condition of any useful results will have to be
a much more serious and scienufic handling of Marxist concepts than
is displayed by Hansen with his easy identification of a *petty-
bourgeois formation’ like the unique bureaucracy of the first workers’
state with the petty-bourgeois leadership of the July 26th movement
in Cuba.

Hansen on Permanent Revolution

In the coming months the French and British sections of the IC will
publish contributions on the history of the discussion of ‘workers’
states’. Meanwhile we confine ourselves to differences in methed to
which Hansen draws attention, particularly in relation to Cuba.
Nothing that Hansen says in ‘Cuba — The Acid Test’ answers the
main argument in our section on Cuba in Trotskyism Betraved. But
before taking up particular points from Hansen’s document it might
be useful to state the general position from which we think Marxists
must begin. One reason for doing this is that Hansen accuses us of
treating Cuba only as an ‘exception’, and of seeing no continuity
between past and present discussions on the character of the siate.
Castro set out as the leader of a petty-bourgeois nationalist party. His
party has led a revolution and been able to hold power in Cuba. How
has this been possible? What is its significance?

In the Russian Revolution, the petty-bourgeois (the ‘democracy’)
could nort resolutely seize the power on its own account, let alone
‘retain’ power, because of the strength of the proletariat and its ally
the peasantry at that period. Given resolute revolutionary leadership,
the working class proved able to overthrow the ‘democracy’ and
achieve power. This power, in the view of Lenin and Trotsky, was an
international breakthrough. It was seen essentiaily, in this backward
country, as a power to be defended ‘until the workers of Western
Europe come to our aid’.

In this summary are contained the basic ideas of the ‘permanent
revolution’. Those countries who arrive at the stage of bourgeois-
democratic revolution late cannot achieve this revolution under the
leadership of the bourgeoisie. The latter, and its spokesmen in the



OPPGRTUNISM AND EMPIRICISM 95

petty-bourgeois parties, are too incapable of an independent
development. Their relation to international capital and their fear of
the proletariat make their task an impossible one, and they will run to
the support of reaction. The proletariat is the only class which can
carry through the tasks of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. But
in the course of its revolutionary actions and the creation of its own
organs of struggle, there arise independent class demands. From the
first stage of the revolution there is a rapid transition to workers’ potwer.
The condition for the maintenance and development of this power
and its social base is the international socialist revolution.

Peny-Bourgeoisie in the Anti-Imperialist Struggle

The nations drawn into the struggle against imperialism now cover
the entire world. The class composition of these nations varies enorm-
ously. In many of them, there is no industrial proletariat even to
compare with the Russian proletariat of 1905, or the Chinese of 1919,
In many of them, the development of industry has been forcibly
restricted in the special interest of the ruling imperialist powers, 50
that the population consists almost entirely of a poverty-stricken
peasantry. This peasantry is not at all identical with the ‘peasantry’ of
Marxist writings in the 19th century. In many cases the majority of
cultivators are landless sharecroppers and occasional wage-labourers.
The special requirements of extractive and primary processing indus-
tries often create a special type of worker — migrant workers, spend-
ing half their titne employed in mines or on plantations for low wages,
the other half unemployed or back in small-scale cash-crop produc-
tion or subsistence agriculture. The actual relationship of exploitation
between international capital, banks, native moneylenders and mer-
chants, landlords, etc., on the one hand, and the direct producers,
peasants and workers, on the other, presents new and oniginal forms.
These forms are often hideous combinations of the ruthless drive for
profit of advanced finance-capital and the backward social relations of
feudal sheikhdoms and chiefdoms. At the political level, the peoples
of these countries suffer the same deadly combination. All the horrors
of modern war are visited upon them, either in direct conflict between
the imperialist powers or through the equally effective ‘pacifying’
activities of the United Nations. In each case, we must see a particular
combination of the forces and the laws analysed by Trotsky and Lenin
in their work on imperialism and the Permanent Revolution.
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Cuba is one of those countries where capitalist development has
been almost entirely 2 function of foreign investment and control. The

dependence of the economies of Latin American countries upon a
single crop or resource (for Cuba, sugar) has often been described.
The national bourgeoisie could never be an independent social force
in Cuba. It could function only as a political or commercial executive
for U.S. investments. Under these conditions the petty-bourgeois
democratic ideologists could not long play their classical role in the
bourgeois revolution, that of providing a political leadership tying the
workers and peasants first to the bourgeois struggle against
absolutism or for independence, and then tying these lower classes to
the new regime. In the Russian Revolution the Secial Revolutionaries
and the Mensheviks attempted to do this. The leadership of the
Bolsheviks over a proletariat concentrated in a few advanced centres,
particularly Petrograd, in the vanguard of a peasant war, won Soviet
power. The alternative would have been a repressive regime founded
on the capitulation of the petty-bourgeois parties to the counter-
revolution. Even in Germany and Italy, more advanced countries with
much larger working classes, the failure of the proletarian revolution
was replaced within a short time, not by bourgeois democracy, but by
the naked oppression of Fascist regimes. Mankind had entered an
epoch where the zlternatives were Socialism or Barbarism, in the
shape of Fascist reaction.

Capitulation to Soviet Bureaucracy

In the world today, we have a more advanced stage of the same
situation. Not only barbarism but complete annihilation presents
itself as the alternative to Socialism, This fact on a world scale,
together with the preservation of the workers' state under bureaucra-
tic domination in the USSR and the setting up of similar regimes in
other backward countries (Eastern Europe and China), have led some
‘Marxists’ to view the present situation as qualitatively different. The
Stalinists have concluded that the threat of war and the power of their
own military forces make practicable a strategy of peaceful competi-
tion with the leading imperialist powers, and peaceful and Parliamen-
tary roads to Socialism within the individual nations. This is quite
clearly not a theory but an ideological apology for the actual capitula-
tion of the Soviet bureaucracy, determined above all to preserve its
privileges by balancing between the working classes and imperialism.
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The current Sino-Soviet dispute raises these questions for discussion
throughout the Communist Parties. Never was there greater need for
theoretical clarity and decisiveness by the Trotskyist movement, for
only the scientific development of the theory of Permanent Revolu-
tion can provide any answer to the problems raised. In our opinion the
revisions of Trotskyism by Pablo, leading to the split in 1953, and now
manifested in opportunist policies for the advanced countries, the
workers’ states, and the colonial countries, were a political capitula-
tien to the forces which stand between the working class and the
overthrow of imperialisrn. The power of the Soviet bureancracy, and
the slowness of the European and U.S. labour movements to resolve
the crisis of leadership in the 1930s and 1940s, had an impact on the
ideas of Pablo and his group which was not interpreted scientifically,
in a class way, but impressionistically. This abandonment of the
dialectical method, of the class criterion in the analysis of society and
politics, resulted in the conclusion that fordes other than the pro-
letariat organized behind revolutionary Marxist parties would lead the
next historical stage of struggle against capitalism. We have seen how
Hansen explains this for China and Eastern Europe. We remember
Pablo’s insistence that the Stalinist parties in countries like France
could lead the working class to power. We have seen since then the
‘rehabilitation of the revolutionary peasantry’ by Pablo and the cur-
rent belief that petty-bourgeois nationalist leaders can lead the estab-
lishment and maintenance of workers’ states. In Cuba, even an
‘uncorrupted workers’ regime’ has been established, according to
these “Marxists’. All this is possible because there is a ‘new reality’; as
Hansen says: ‘To this we must add that the world setting today is
completely different(?) from what it was in 1936-39. In place of (?) the
entrenchment of European fascism, the Soviet Union has consoli-
dated a position as one of the two primary world powers. The Soviet
economic structure has been extended deep into Europe. China has
become a workers’ state. The colonial revolution has brought hun-
dreds of millions to their feet. De-Stalinization has altered the capac-
ity of the bureaucracy to impose its will in flagrant fashion as in the
thirties . . .’

The similarity here to the analysis of the ‘new situation’ presented
by the Stalinists is remarkable. They, too, discuss at the level of ‘the
strength of the Socialist camp’, ‘the colonial revolution’, “the defeat of
fascism’ and ‘the growth of the Soviet economy’. They, too, try to
protect themselves from the formation of new revolutionary parties by
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claiming that it is their defensive reaction of ‘de-Stalinization’ which
assures the future of the Communist movement. Those who refer to
Lenin are ‘dogmatists’! Capitulation to the bureaucracy in political
questions will eventually involve a descent into their methods of
thinking, in narrow empirnicism and pragmatism, combined with
demagogic generalizations. This is the type of thinking which under-
lies the present revisionist barrier to the building of the Fourth
International.

The SLL’s Position on Cuba

Let us briefly now summarize the ‘refutations’ made by Hansen of
our position on Cuba as stated in the document Trotskyism Betrayed
and see how they stand up.

1. We criticized the ‘normative’ method of applying separate
‘criteria’ abstractly and unhistorically without specific historical and
class analysis. We demanded instead a class analysis of the political
forces and of the government and state in Cuba. Hansen replies by
accusing us of ignoring the historical continuity in the discussion on
the class character of the USSR, China and Eastern Europe and Cuba.
We have seen above the way in which he establishes this ‘continuity’
— by finding in it justification for acceptance of petty-bourgeois
formations as leaders of the working class. We have tried, in anticipa-
tion of future analysis, to lay down the general Marxist framework for
a discussion. We have suggested that the analysis carried out over the
last two years in Labour Review form the basis for a class evaluation of
the nationalist and Stalinist forces in Cuba and other countries.

2. We stated categorically that the new unified party (IRO) of Castro
and the Stalinists could not be a substitute for the construction of a
revolutionary Marxist party in Cuba. Hansen does not take up this
question at all. He presumably defends the position stated earlier by
Cannon, that the Trotskyists should take a loyal place within the IRO.
Hansen replies to the French comrades that in their writings, “The
meaning of the attacks on the Cuban Trotskyists (by government
officials and spokesmen) is exaggerated and placed at the wrong door
besides not being properly balanced against the ideological influence
which Trotskyism exercises in a significant sector among the Cuban
revolutionary vanguard’.
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He still must explain the clear statement of Guevara that no factions
shall exist in the IRO, whose ‘democratic centralism’ will thus be of
the Stalinist type. He must explain who is responsible for the attacks
on Trotskyists. And he must not ask us to take seriously his gentle
hint that the SWP or someone else has secret influentjal friends by
Castro’s side. When did that become a Marxist argument, and what
has it got to do with the question whether a Marxist party can be built?
No doubt we will also be told that in Algeria there is ‘ideological
influence’ by Trotskyists like Pablo in ‘a significant sector among the
revolutionary vanguard’, but we find it difficult to get excited about
that. Hansen had the opportunity in this part of the argument to
expand on his earlier theme: ‘We all know the ABC — we need
revolutionary parties — but the question is how to go ahead and build
them’. But he has nothing 10 say except that it is ‘exaggerated’ to
defend the Cuban Trotskyists from attack by the State apparatus and
that it should be remembered we have some friends in there.

3. We stated our opinion that the dictatorship of the proletariat had
not been established in Cuba, and that therefore the label workers’
state was wrong. Hansen does not take the question head-on — or
perhaps this is one of those old ‘norms’ of Lenin which are toc old
fashioned to apply. To our argument that the state machine remained
a bourgeois structure despite the absence of the bourgeoisie, Hansen
replies only with attempted ridicule, despite the fact that, as the
French comrades have pointed out, this involves him in the necessity
of revising Trowky’s conclusions about Republican Spain in the
thirties (Spain — The Last Warning 1936). The SLL, says Hansen,
should revise their opinion because: the imperialists disagree about it
being a bourgeois state; the ‘people’ of the USSR and the other
workers® states disagree (1); the Cuban people disagree; other Marx-
ists disagree; and finally, the present SLL position was once stated by
Pabio himself, before he iearned better. All these arguments amount
to precisely nothing (see the letter from F. Rodriguez, in this bulle-
tin}.

Hansen does not take up at all the question of Soviets or workers’
councils as the form of State power, and the meaning of a ‘militia’
without such workers’ self-government. He does not say how this
‘militia’, controlled in fact through the army by the centralized state
apparatus, differs from “the people in arms’. Is it not a fact that the
arms supply is regulated through the army and not through the
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militias? Through the State apparatus and not through workers’ coun-
cils or committees? Why does not Hansen take up our argument that
the old state machine was not smashed but was staffed with personnel
from Castro’s own movement, later supplemented by the Stalinist
bureaucrats? Is it a ‘nerm’ from Marx and Lenin which must now be
dropped? We insist that so long as the perty-bourgeois leadership of
Castro keeps hold of this state machine, bureaucratically independent
of any organs of workers’ power, in control of force in Cuban society,
then it will function as the main hope for the re-entty of the
bourgeoisie into Cuba, nationalization notwithstanding.

4. Essentially connected with the iast point was our characterization
of Castro’s government as a Bonapartist regime resting on bourgeois
state foundations (Trotskyism Betrayed, p. 14). Certainly Castro has
leant heavily on the proletariat and the poor peasantry up to now, but
he also is careful to preserve a relationship with the rich peasants, and
the exigencies of the economy may force him to rely on them more and
more. Hansen should think out how far he is prepared to go with
Castro in such an eventuality, Already Pablo, with whom Hansen
wants to unite, has been working out a theoretical line to justify Ben
Bella’s insistence that in Algeria the peasants are more important than
the workers. If Hansen is to answer the case for saying Castro is a left
Bonaparte, balancing between imperialism and the working class,
then he must give an alternative explanation for the absence of pro-
letarian demoacracy in Cuba. If Cuba is an ‘uncorrupted workers’
regime’ how do we explain the absence of workers’ councils? What
explanation is there other than the preservation of the independence
of the State power by Castre and his mevement, against the working
class as well as against imperialism? Stalin’s regime was also charac-
terized by Trotsky as 2 Bonapartist one. Does that mean that Cuba,
like the USSR, is therefore a workers’ state? No: we say that Stalin’s
was & bureaucratic regime resting on the proletarian state foundations
conquered by the Soviet workers in 1917; Castro’s is a Bonapartist
regime stll resting on bourgeois state foundations. If the Cuban
revolution can be successfully defended from foreign invasion, then
the next stage will be a short period of dual power, with the workers
and peasants led in their Soviets by a new revolutionary party behind
the programme of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

5. Hansen makes no reply to our statement: ‘The attack on
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Escalante was motivated by a desire to keep power centralized in his
own hands and not by hostility to bureaucracy or any other such
thing’. (Troiskyism Betrayed, p. 14). Hansen still writes as if it does not
need proving that Escalante was removed from office as a step against
Stalinist bureaucratism. But we must repeat that he leaves several
points unanswered. What is the significance of the fact that the
majority leadership of the Cuban Stalinists also condemned
Escalante, and that Pravda welcomed his removal as a blow against
‘sectarianism’? Does it mean that they are now taking their place in
Castro’s crusade against Stalinism? But would not this imply that the
Stalinist movement is reforming itself along the right lines? Or does it
mean that the Cuban CP and Pravda decided to humour Castro for the
time being, acknowledging his strong position in Cuba itself? In that
case the nature of the relation between the July 26th movement and
the Stalinists should be exposed by the SWP, and its implications for
the nature of the new ‘united revolutionary party’ recognized.

The main basis for interpreting Escalante’s removal appears to be
the speech of Castro ‘Against Sectarianism and Bureaucracy’. In this
speech Castro gave many examples of favouritism and buresucratic
discrimination in the State administration. Escalante and his group,
according to Castro, used their power to staff the state apparatus at all
levels with their own (Communist Party) nominees. All this seems to
be very fine, but if the speech is read carefully, and compared with
earlier speeches and writings, it becomes clear that there is more there
than meets the eye,

In condemning Escalante’s appointments, Castro repeatedly
remarks that the men appointed were not proved revolutionists but
Party intellectuals, some of whom were under their beds while the
revolutionaries were risking their lives against Batista’s regime. The
clear implication of this part of the speech was to assert the leadership
of the July 26th group over that of the Communist Party, and to
threaten the Communist Party with calling up the sympathies of the
people behind the ‘real revolutionaries’. It was probably against this
very real danger to their own bureaucratic positions that the Stalinists
decided to join in the attack on Escalante and cut their losses. It is very
interesting to compare this speech with Castre’s equally well-known
one, also published by the SWP, in which he claimed to have always
been at least close to communism. In this latter speech, made at a stage
when he was more dependent on the Communist Party for the staffing
of the State bureaucracy, Castro almost apologized for whatever
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hostility ke had shown to Stalinism in his earlier career. He explained
that only his ‘lack of understanding’ prevented him from being a
Communist; he thus glossed over the betrayals of Cuban Stalinism in
the past. He called upon the militants of the July 26th Movement to
learn Marxism from the old hands of the Communist Party. What else
can we call these rapid changes in emphasis except the adaptation of a
Bonaparte to the changing necessities of preserving his domination?
Could anyone suggest that they bear any relation to a serious or
revolutionary evaluation of Stalinism as a political trend?

In this matter, do Castro’s speeches to the populace bear any
relation to the process of ‘educating the masses’ at which he is sup-
posed to be so adept? An article from Hansen on this question would
be interesting. In ‘Cuba — The Acid Test’ he makes only the briefest
references to the question: ‘the alleged take-over of Castro’s forces by
the Cuban Communist Party has been sufficiently exploded by events’
(p. 28).

Hansen chooses here to ignore the point that even if he was right
about the significance of Castro’s actions ‘against bureaucratism’ this
would largely confirm what had been said about the dangers to the
Cuban revolution of Castro’s dependence on the Stalinists in staffing
the State apparatus. He makes no analysis of the actual relations
between the July 26th Movement and the Communist Party, and
simply refers once again to ‘the measures taken by the Castro regime
against Stalinist bureaucratism’ (Cuba — The Actd Test, p. 16) as if
nobody could question their ‘revolutionary’ or progressive character.
But a reading of Castro’s own speech makes the matter quite clear. In
condemning the bureaucratic appointment to State positions of
Communist Party members by Escalante, Castro is defending not
workers’ rule, proletarian dictatorship, but the independence of rhe
State machine. He insists in so many words that the state must have the
right to place all personnel. These officials will be loyal zo the State and
not to any outside organization. The assertion of the worth of the July
26th fighters against those who were ‘under their beds’ is a justifica-
tion of this independent power of the centralized state apparatus
itself, under the direct control of Castro’s government. Guevara’s
speeches against workers’ control in industry, and the attacks on the
Cuban Trotskyists, are in the same line.

6. Hansen repeats all the arguments about nationalization carried
out by the Castro government, without introducing anything new to
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the discussion. We had indicated that nationalization today could
mean many different things, and was often carried out on a large scale
by bourgeots governments, particularly in backward countries. The
longer capitalism continues in the absence of proletarian victory in the
advanced countries, the more capitalist economy will have to adopt
measures which conform to the character of modern industry, divi-
sion of labour and communication, yet still restricting the economy
within the contradictions of capitalism. Hansen makes a terrible hash
of the argument at that point. He says: if nationalizations like those in
Cuba can be carried out by a bourgeois state, doesn’t this lead you to
the conclusion that capitalism can still have a progressive role? This is
only the argument of the revisionists ("Capitalistn can make itself
work”) stood on its head. Hansen is taking at their face value the
claims made by the governments and capitalist spokesmen for such
changes. The fact is that the economy of Cuba, or Israel, or Egypt, or
any other country, will be hampered by such a framework from
becoming part of the rationally planned international economy of
Socialism. Does the use of atomic fission prove that science and
industry can still advance under capitalism, and that Marxism is
wrong? Or doesn’t it demonstrate that every technological advance, so
long as imperialism is not abolished, turns into its opposite, i.c., that
all development involves greater economic and political contradic-
tions?

Hansen does not take up the relevance of his criteria of ‘nationaliza-
ticn’ for say, Egypt or Burma, where a military-nationalist govern-
ment recently nationalized the banks and many foreign holdings.
Perhaps these will have to be called workers’ states, since if somebody
else (bourgeois or petty-bourgeois governmenis) nationalized these
enterprises, that might imply further progressive roles for the
capitalist class and the capitalist system. We raised the question of the
SWP’s evaluation of these states in our earlier document, but Hansen
gives no reply. On the question of nationalization of the land, one
small point will show the incompleteness of Hansen’s presentation.
Hansen says that the alienability of land (whether it can be bought and
sold) is ‘beside the point in this discussion’ but takes the opportunity
to attack the SLL for its ‘ignorance of the facts on this question’. He
goes on: ‘It so happens that the Agrarian Reform Law specifies that
the “vital minimum” of land, to which a campesino gets a deed, *“shall
be inalienable”. Exempt from taxes, this land cannot be attached and
is not subject to contract, lease, sharecrop or usufruct. It can be
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transferred only by sale to the state, or through inheritance by a single
heir on the death of the owner, or, in the event there is no heir, by sale
at a public auction to bidders who must be campesinos or agricultural
workers’. Now a very interesting omission from this passage (a pas-
sage whose only meaning is that the Castro government has tried to
create a stable, small and middle peasant class in Cuba) is that besides
the vital ‘minimum’ there is also the possibility of much larger hold-
ings, up to @ maximum of 1,000 acres. Between the minimum and the
maximum, the land can be s0ld on the market. Hansen’s correction of
our ‘ignorance’ here may perhaps serve as a model of how to start with
‘the facts’.

7. Finally, we raised the question of a new revolutionary party in
Cuba. Hansen ignores this completely. He prefers the ‘facts’.

Hansen's Stlence

In this reply to Cuba — The Acid Test we have restricted ourselves
to the methodological principles raised by Hansen, and to a number of
illustrations of the differences between us on these principles, particu-
larly on Cuba. Other questions which we took up in Trorskyism
Betrayed are ignored by Hansen, and we await his reply. For example,
we took several pages to answer the accusation of ‘subjectivism’ in our
evaluation of the world situation. Taking up Trotsky’s Transitional
Programme and the International Resolution of the SLL (World Pros-
pect for Socialism) we showed that our evaluation of the relation
between leadership and the objective contradictions of capitalism was
the same as Trotsky’s. Hansen makes no attempt to return to the
attack on this point; perhaps he thinks it enough to say that ‘the world
setting today is completely different from what it was in 1936-39°. We
also made a detailed reply defending our characterization of the
Algerian leadership and the Evian sell-out. Once again, nothing from
Hansen in reply (see above). What kind of discussion is Hansen going
in for? We try to take up all the points raised, to carry them to the end,
and Hansen simply drops them. Such discussion soon becomes profit-
less. Similar treatment is given to the question of the Leninist
approach to party-building. We tried to establish, from the documen-
tary evidence, the falseness of Hansen’s claim that Lenin and Trotsky
had built the Party primarily through flexibility and unifications. We
pointed out the essential theoretical firmness and the ability to insist
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on splits characteristic of Lenin, and Trotsky's recognition of this
essence. Hansen replies not a word.

Finally, we took up once again the relation between the revolution
in the advanced capitalist countries and in the backward nations. We
especially insisted on the political implications of the SWP's state-
ment that ‘the pronounced lag in the West, this negative feature (was)
the most important element in the current reality’. All the talk of the
revisionists about ‘favourable objective forces’ amountsin fact to the
opposite of what it appears. Times are good, and getting better, but
for what? For the construction of revolutionary parties around the
programme of the Fourth International? No! For the emergence of
Marxists from the petty-bourgeois political groupings, a development
which Trotskyists shonld direct ail their efforts to supporting! This is
the most that can be gathered from Hansen and the Pabloites. Their
‘deep entry’ and their silence on the principled questions of new
revolutionary parties, Soviet democracy, and the political revolution,
are designed to find ways of ‘getting in on the act’. Someone else is
going to do the job, and at the moment the Stalinist bureaucracy and
the nationalist leaders are getting on with it. As for the advanced
countries: ‘In fact experience wotild seem to indicate that the diffi-
culty of coming to power in the imperialist countries has increased if
anything since the time of the Bolsheviks’. This is used to back up
Hansen’s agreement that the construction of revolutionary parties is
an ‘absolute necessity in the advanced capitalist countries’. In the
advanced countries it’s difficult: you need Marxist parties. But in any
case the ‘epicentre’ of the revolution is elsewhere, and there it can be
done by someone else. In effect the ‘parties’ of Hansen and the
Pabloites in the advanced countries become cheer-leaders for the
petty-bourgeois nationalists in Algeria, Cuba, etc. Hansen chooses to
ignore the line of those Pabloites in Europe who ‘keep their heads
down’ in the Social Democracy, hoping to be discovered as the core of
some future centrist parties, rather than constructing independent
patties in opposition to the reactionary leaderships.

Hansen’s document, Cuba — The Acid Test, is a serious warning to
Marxists. It parades as a serious contribution to anr international
discussion, yet ignores a whole series of vital questions raised
immediately before, questions concerning the whole record and
orientation of Bolshevism.

In place of this, Hansen insists on ‘the facts’, and in particular, the
fact of the Cuban Revolution. Inte this part of the discussion he
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introduces nothing new except a demagogic distortion of the SLL’s
position and a crude attempt to gain something from the different
evaluations of the Cuban state by the French and British sections of
the IC.

All this indicates that Hansen is running away from the fundamen-
tal political questions. His insistenice on ‘The Acid Test’ of Cuba is a
plea for ‘commonsense’ to override theory. It is this which underlies
the wholly different concepts of building the International now divid-
ing the SWP and the SLL. Without revolutionary theory, no
revolutionary party.

The great benefit to be derived from Cuba — The Acid Test is that it
makes explicit the foundations of this abandonment of revolutionary
theory, of dialectical materialism. Hansen has now placed out in the
open his defence of empiricism as a method, a method which has a
natural expression in the politics of opportunism. It is to these politics
that Hansen’s method now leads. It is for this reason that he and
Cannon drive for unification with Pabloism, whose opportunist and
liquidationist revisions of 1953 have not been in any way corrected.
All that has happened is that the theoretical stagnation of the Ameri-
can Trotskyists has led them inescapably to the same end.

Addendum

It is characteristic of the Castro regime that not a single leading
body of the ORI is elected. While Castro inveighs against sectarianism
and dogmatism in the party, he is at the same time responsible for the
installation of an autocratic and self-perpetuating bureaucracy.

For example, the ‘reorganizing process’ in the ORI is carried out by
the National Board — which is appointed. Who reorganizes the
National Board? Presumably Castro. There is no freedom for dissi-
dent tendencies and no provision for minority representation.

All policy decisions are made behind closed doors by a small clique
of Castro and his supporters. There is no democratic debate and little
discussion. For instance, during the last missile crisis, it transpired
that ‘some people’ in the ORI favoured UN inspection. Who these
people were and what chance they had to express themselves we do
not know. We had to wait until Castro spoke to get what facts we
could.

Again recently the workers of Havana were treated to a piece of
organijzational skulduggery without precedent in the revolution. This
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was the decision to dissolve the acting Provincial Committee (37) of
Havana, its executive board and Secretariat. It was replaced with a
small Provisional Executive Board (11) with ‘limited functions consi-
dered indispensable at this stage’.

The ostensible — and official -— reason for this arbitrary action was
the failure of this important leading organ to carry out the ‘reorganiz-
ing work’ but the real reason was probably a political one — the
elimination of the remnants of Escalante’s forces in the ORI.

The Provincial Committee — one of the most important in Cuba —
has no right of appeal to any Congress of the ORI for the simple reason
that there has been no democratically convened Congress, and there is
little prospect of seeing one in the future,

At the same time, too, all the party organizations in the Province of
Havana have been placed under the direction of eleven Regional
Commissions which are not subject to election and renewal.

The bureaucratic centralization going on in the ORI is the
antithesis of working-class democracy and is the surest symptom of
Bonapartism in the revolution.

We do not wish to make a fetish of democracy — nor do we wish 1o
minimise the importance of the bullet vis-a-vis the ballot in a revolu-
tion. But dictatorship if it is to remain popular and viable must be
tempered by the widest democracy. Comrade Cannon in his own
inimitable style expressed this thought succintly when he wrote:

When the founders of scientific socialism said the workers must emanci-
pate themselves, they meant that nobody would do it for them, and
nobody could, The same holds true for their organizations, the instru-
ments of struggle for emancipation. If they are really to serve their pur-
pose, these organizations must belong to the workers and be democrati-
callv operated and controlled by them. Nobody can do it for them. So
thought the great democrats, Marx and Engels. (Notebook of an Agitator,
p. 239, Pioneer Publishers 1958),

We cannot say more.
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DOCUMENT &b

Letter from Pierre Broué to the leadership of the
SWP, February 14, 1963

Dear Comrades,

1 have received, as have a certain number of other Frenchmen, Joe
Hansen’s text ‘Cuba, An Acid Test’, which constitutes an answer to
the positions maintained on Cuba by the SLL and the French.

1 am glad that an international discussion should begin in this way,
on a question of such importance. We shall discuss it again between
ourselves, in order to answer some of Hansen’s objections in detail.
However, I should like, straight away, in the name of my comrades, to
make a few points which seem to preface any dialogue, as they deal
with the conditions themselves of a discussion of an international
scale, that is to say with workers’ democracy itself.

1. The international bulletin of the SWP published Joe Hansen’s
text in reply to our text and to our theses. The comrades of the SWP
who will read it will thus know the answer to texts which they heve not
seen, For our part, we have acted differently, and have published for
our comrades, the texts of the SWP before ours.

2. This lapse in the understanding of what workers’ democracy
should be, is even more deplorable as comrade Hansen has a very
peculiar conception of the way in which an honest militant should put
forward the ideas of his comrades, when he does not share them. I had
a moment of anxjety, while reading his text, and wondered if our
comparison with Spain had been so badly presented that Hansen
could have criticised it as he did, in good faith. But this is not so: we
mentioned Spain to show an example of a bourgeois state — the
republican state — broken by a revolution, and resuscitated by the
altiance between the bourgeois and Stalinists, If Joe Hansen wants to
discuss this point with us, he will have to revise the analyses which our
movement made at that time, and he will kave to tell us that Trotsky
was wrong to speak of the ‘alliance with the shadow of the
bourgeoisie’, ‘with political spectres’ (Works, Vol.3, p.536). It is
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without pleasure that we read Hansen’s jokes about ‘spectres’, for
before writing our text, we re-read Trotsky’s lines in the History of
the Russian Revolution on the ‘semi-speciral dualism of power’ (Vol. 1
of the Reider edition, p. 306). It seems to us that Comrade Hansen, if
he has any consideration for the members of the SWP, should explain
to them either that he is not very familiar with Trotsky's thought, and
that the comrades he mocks are more so than he is, or that he invites us
all to condemn without remission, those of Trotsky’s writings which
we have just mentioned.

3. We have not got the same conception as Joe Hansen has of what
constitutes ‘consideration’ towards comrades: Hansen laughs at the
‘spectres’ which Trotsky taught us existed and that it was just as well
to recognize, and refrains from saying, as he laughs at us, that we are
following Trotsky in speaking of half or quarter-spectres. On the
other hand he reproaches us with not having told our comrades things
that we do not know. If, in fact, we said that we would return to
certain questions at a later date, it was because our work is not yet
complete. We prefer work to gossip, and we think that we have shown
more consideration for the comrades than if, like Hansen, we had
spoken either of a text that they have not been able to read, or of things
we did not know or of which we were not certain. The leaders of the
SWP will soon receive our text on the USSR after Stalin, and we hope
that, this time, the comrades of the SWP will have it too: we believe,
in fact, that it will arm them better to understand and consequently to
practise what constitutes the defence of the USSR, which the analyses
of The Militant and the contributions of Murry Weiss in defence of the
bureaucracy cannot do.

4. We congratulate comrade Hansen on seeing that we have differ-
ences with the comrades of the SLL on the question of Cuba. Qur
agreement with them on fundamental questions is, in fact, so pro-
found that in reading superficially as he seems to do, he could have
overlooked their existence. However, we are sorry that the arguments
that Joe Hansen puts up to the comrades of the SLL are so feeble that
they can hardly help to make them revise the points of their analysis
that we consider debatable. In fact, how can Hansen be taken seri-
ously when he invokes against the SLL the opinion of the ‘peoples’ of
the USSR, Poland, Hungary, etc . . . as it is expressed in the columns
of the press which is edited by the bureaucrats, or in the meetings
where they alone speak? The same opinion of the ‘peaples’, as he says,
called Trotsky a spy and a murderer, and called the Trotskyists
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‘Hitlerites’ . . . And did not the Spanish ‘people’ in the social-
democracy and Stalinist meetings and writings also condemn the
“Trotskyists’, accusing them of calumniating, even of assassinating
their ‘revolution’? At that time, no serious militant in the Trotskyist
movement thought of criticising Trotsky for his analysis, and of
suggesting that in order to explain the contradiction between the
opinion of the ‘people’ and his own, resort must be made to a
psychosis of mania, etc. . . . as comrade Hansen does today. If Hansen
really wants to criticise our comrades of the SLL, who have turned to
Lenin for the definition of a workers’ state — see the number of lines
that Trotsky devotes to the definition of the USSR in The Revolution
Betrayed - he must first of all explain why the construction of a ‘pure’
workers’ state was possible in a backward country at that time, and
why it no longer is in Cuba today, and why he is reduced, as he has
been for the last two vears, to awaiting a speech by Castro, announced
but not in evidence, on the new institutions, in order to know what
workers’ democracy is today. We fear that Hansen may have forgotten
that a revolutionary Marxist must change the world, and not analyse the
way in which it changes by itself under the influence of those uncon-
scious and objective forces which he calls ‘the facts’,

5. Finally, if our text had been published for all the comrades of the
SWP, we presume to think that there would have been at least one to
understand that it was a typing error that substituted ‘cultural assimi-
lation’ -— which is meaningless — for *structural assimilation’, which
was a frequent expression of Trotsky’s pen during the polemic of
1939-40, as in our ranks just after the war. Hansen would thus have
been spared the ridicule of devoting so many lines to a copying
mistake.

However, despite bad procedures and futile lawyer’s manoeuvres,
Joe Hansen's text puts up some serious objections to our theses. We
are getting down to work to answer them, and we shall try and publish
all the texts again, his and ours, hoping that you will do as much. It is
only in this way, in our opinion, that the leadership of the SWP will
prove that it intends a discussion which can made the world move-
ment progress, and that it is not one of those who, with the words of
unity on their tongue, in reality are preparing a split in the obscurity of
a discussion in which the texts of each are not known to all.

Yours fraternally,
Francisco Rodriguez



Chapter Four

‘Reunification’ and the final
rejection of discussion

In the first half of 1963, the International Committee and the SLL
tried to exhaust every possibility of checking the course of the SWP
and its collaborators, with the purpose of ensuring a full discussion of
all the major political questions. But the SWP even chose cynically to
ignore the agreed decision to hold a Conference of all supporters of the
International Committee before any ‘unity’ discussions be held in
Conference with the Pabloites. The correspondence in this chapter is
the record of these two irreconcilable political lines. Even afier the
‘reunification’ the International Committee still sought a framework
for the maximum clarification, and this was refused (Documents 19
and 20).

11}
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DOCUMENT 7a

Letter from Capa (Argentina) to G. Healy,
March 6, 1963

Dear Comrade Burns,

After a number of experiences which would take a very long time to
relate, I have become aware of the position among our own forces and
of the discussion which is going on between yourselves and the New
Zealand comrades. The comrades here did not want to say anything
officially about the discussion until they knew my views and those of
the other comrades in this continent,

Recently through a letter from Paris we have learned that a meeting
of great importance for the future of the IC is being prepared for the
middle of April. I ask you to write to us about it, and, as general
secretary, do the maximum to get the members of the IC 10 accept a
postponement of the meeting at least until the end of June or ideally,
unti! August or July. I make this request for the following important
reasons:

1. You know already that our long struggle against Pabloism began
even before your own. A discussion about unification with them
proposed by the New Zealand comrades should take place with our
direct participation. For this we must all know fully the different
positions and we should be able to intervene directly and personally in
the discussion to resolve these problems. I firmly believe that you,
yourselves, will be the most ardent defender of this right of my
comrades and of myself personally, as a full member of the IC, to have
the maximum possible opportunity of taking part in this meeting. The
fact that this conference is taking place in your continent is a very
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great advantage for yourselves, the Europeans, and as a compensation
for this, some real concessions should be made to those who are not
resident there. I leave the carrying out of this request in your hands.

2. The movement in our continent underwent a series of very grave
difficulties during the whole year 1962. As a consequence of these we
have only been able to re-establish contact again during the past few
months. Between now and the middle of April we cannot guarantee
that we shall be able to re-establish all our contacts and organize our
participation in the conference. If you fix the date as suggested,
especially for July or August, we undertake to send a delegation which
would be representative of four or five countries at a minimum. All
that we need is time. We depend on you to give it to us.

I do not doubt that you will do everything you can to have our
request agreed to and thus to guarantee a representative conference,
fully democratic and which will bear fruit, in which an important
sector of our forces, our own, will intervene.

Fraternal greetings to Mike, yourself and all the other old com-
rades.

Capa

P.S. For obvious reasons I am not sending you any information
about the situation, although it is extremely interesting. I hope that
we shall meet in July or August to exchange information fully about
the situation.
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DOCUMENT 7b

Letter from G. Healy to Capa, March 25, 1963

Dear Comrade,

We were overjoyed to receive your letter of March 6, 1963 and 10
learn that despite all your difficulties our movement in Argentina
appears to have more than vindicated itself in the revolutionary
struggles of the past year.

Your lerter arrived during a session of our National Committee and
it was possible to have it immediately translated and submitted to the
Committee for discussion. You will be pleased to learn that our
Committee voted unanimously 1o agree to a posiponement of the
international congress organized by the International Committee to
the last two weeks in August, 1963. We are recommending this to a
meeting of the International Committee which will be held next
Sunday, March 31.

Naturally, we are very much interested in your political opinions on
the present very serious differences between ourselves and the New
Zealand section. We hope you will submit a document on the perspec-
tives of your section in relation to world problems in time for it to be
studied before our congress meets.

Now that we have re-established communications, we shall be
sending you all available material in the international discussions.

With warmest regards to all your comrades,

Yours fraternally,

G. Preston
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DOCUMENT 7c

Letter from Joseph Hansen to G. Healy,
March 19, 1963

Dear Comrade Preston,
There are a couple of items I should like to take up.

(1) When I received the mimeographed copy of your letter to Com-
rade Germain concerning an unfavourable development in relations
among the Trotskyist youth in Britain and indications that this may
lead to the withdrawal of the SLL from the Parity Committee, I got in
touch with Comrade Frank to determine what he knew about the
incident you mention. He was completely in the dark. I got a similar
response from Comrade Germain with the added information that he
had not received the original letter which you addressed to him and
which was presumably sent to him from your office, so that this was
the first he had heard about it. In view of the rather far-reaching
implications of what you say about the SLL possibly withdrawing
from the Parity Committee, the IS decided to send comrade Frank to
England in an effort to ascertain the facts. They also asked me if I
would care to go there at the same time so that I would be in a position
to draw my own independent conctusions. I agreed to this and plan to
arrive in London on Wednesday, March 27. As soon as I get settled
with a room I will give you a ring.

(2) I received a carbon copy of a letter to Comrade Burns from
Comrade Capa in Argentina. Also one to you from Comrade Dowson
of Canada. Both of them ask about the possibility of a postponement

of the IC Congress.

Besides the problems they raise, I would like very frankly to raise an
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additional consideration. As you know, the IC reached agreement
some time ago to put on the agenda for discussion at the IC Congress
the question of early reunification. Since then the SWP Political
Committee has issued a statement purtting in succinct written form
what it considers to be the main points of political agreement that
make reunification on the basis of these points and suggests that a
reunification congress be held immediately following the IC and IS
congresses. On the side of the IS, the response to this statement is
quite positive. They welcome the suggestion for a reunification con-
gress and express agreement with the points in the statement of the
Political Committee. I hope that the proposals made by the SWP meet
with equal approval from the SLL leadership and that you will decide
to participate vigorously in the effort at early reunification.

Whatever your decision, as one sector of the IC, may be to this, a
practical problem is raised. If an early reunification is decided upon
by the majority of delegates at the IC congress, as seems likely, and
they decide to join with the delegates of the IS in a congress that would
reunify the overwhelming majority of the world Trotskyist move-
ment, it would be highly advantageous for a number of obvious
reasons to hold the two congresses closely together. Not least of these
reasons are finances and the need to return as soon as possible to
revolutionary duties in such areas of extremely active class struggle as
Latin America. I therefore add my voice to that of Argentina and
Canada and strongly urge that the IC congress be postponed to some
time in the last rwoe weeks of May.

Since the next meeting of the Parity Committee has been postponed
until next month and its continuation even put in question by your
letter to Comrade Germain, it is difficult to consider the question of
co-ordinating the two congresses in a normal joint gathering of IC and
IS leaders, I therefore checked again with the representatives of the IS
about the date of their congress. This will come close enough to the
two-week bracket I suggest to enable us to solve the problem. I asked
them about the possibility of a later date for their congress than the
one they have scheduled. While they would derive certain advantages
from a postponement for a few months, it is not feasible for them
primarily because of the prohibitive costs involved in holding any
gathering during the tourist season. They already have a financial
problem because of the size of the gatheriag they expect and cannot
swing something that would be more costly.

We can discuss this further next week when I am in London.
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However in order to save time, which is now growing quite short, [ am
sending copies of this as well as the letters of Capa and Dowson to the
various IC sections in hope it will expedite reaching a quick decision in
favour of the last two weeks in May which, despite some inconveni-
ence, seems me to be the best possible date for all concerned in view of
the complications.

Fraternally,
Joseph Hansen
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DOCUMENT 7d

Letter from G. Healy to Joseph Hansen,
March 29, 1963

Dear Comrade Hansen,

Your letter of March 19 provides us with the opportunity to return
in written form to some of the thoughts concerning unification which
we expressed in our conversations at the Japuary meeting of the
International Committee.

Before going on to these, I would like to say how grateful we are for
your thoughtful action in contacting Pierre Frank with the copy of our
letter to Ernest Germain. This is the second unfortunate experience
we have had with this address. Towards the end of the third week in
January, we wrote to him regarding the time of arrival of our delega-
tion to discuss with his comrades. Unfortunately, this letter did not
arrive either, so on February 3 our people wasted half a day without
being able to contact anybody. It seems clear that some letters posted
to this address arrive, and others, especially some of the important
ones, do not.

Over the last weekend we have had a meeting of our National
Committee and you will be pleased, I am sure, to learn that the news
that a special commission was at last going to meet in connection with
the activities of certain elements in the British movement posing as
supporters of Trotskyism was regarded as satisfactory by all the
comrades. Of course, now that the commission is meeting, we shall
continue with the work on the Parity Committee as in the past.

We called for such an internationa}! commission originally at the
February 3 meeting of the Parity Committee because we couid envis-
age a situation where incidents such as this might require interven-
tion. We are glad to learn that you will be here in the capacity of
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‘independent observer’ since this will enable you to listen to the
witnesses and examine the evidence that we produce.

We are all aware of the nature of the serious differences which exist
between the Socialist Labour League and the Socialist Workers Party.
The fact, however, that these are being at present discussed within the
international movement should not prevent us from talking in an
objective way about our political and organizational responsibilities.
What we have to say now is mainly related to these.

After the end of World War II, we were all part of a unified
international movement. At the time of the third world congress in
September 1951, we were still all unified and yet by the December of
1953 our movement was split from top to bottom by the activities of
Pablo.

There have been comrades who, after the split, suggested that there
should have been more discussion at the time. But this was, of course,
something that it was then too late to rectify. May I suggest that it
would be equally erroneous now to rush into an early unification
without adequate discussion and preparation.

The explosive, unprepared nature of the split of 1953 is only one of
a series of similar incidents which have continued within the Pabloite
camp. Cochran, Clarke, Lawrence and Mestre resigned, also without
much discussion, after the Pabloite fourth congress in the summer of
1954. Last year the Posadas group which included practically the
whole of their cadre in South America suddenly broke away, once
again without adequate discussion.

There is now another deep-going crisis inside the same organiza-
tion. You, yourself, reported to us that you had listened to a discus-
sion on their International Executive Committee lasting for 20 hours
on their internal situation. You told us that this was very heated and
that Pablo had announced the formation of a faction.

At this meeting Pablo apparently denounced Germain as the leader
of a right opportunist tendency which was guilty of misapplying his
theory of ‘entrism sui generis’. He charged Germain with the fact that
the majority of one section had succumbed to this deviation.

When the vote was taken, Germain, Frank and Maitan were able to
muster a two 1o one majority against Pablo. According to you this was
the first meeting of its kind that had been held for three years, since
Pablo was imprisoned. Much of the discussion was heated because, in
your opinion, what was really involved was ‘Pablo’s personai methods
of ieadership’, In the course of the same meeting they decided to set
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up an international control commission to examine the charges on
both sides.

This is hardly encouraging soil on which to prepare the foundations
for a serious reunification at short notice. We feel sure that many
comrades in the international movement will want to read and study
all sides of this most interesting development. How can you elect a
stable leadership from people who are appearing before a control
commission?

Ancther explosion might well occur at any moment now, the cir-
cumstances of which can be just as obscure as the Posadas split.

It would be wrong to hastily involve sections in Latin America into
a unification on the grounds that they appear to agree with you over
the designation of Cuba as a workers’ state. This does not at al! mean
that they agree with Pabloism and its activities in the international
movement. The Chilean section, for example, has asked that two
main documents be prepared which could be utilized in exploting the
possibilities of unification. These will require some time and collec-
tive discussion within the ranks of the International Commirtee.

Replying to the letter from Comrade Capa, the National Committee
of the Socialist Labour League unanimously agreed that the IC inter-
national congress should be postponed until the last two weeks in
August 1963. We ar¢ extremely interested in what our Argentinian
section has to say. The postponement requested is a bare minimum
since we hope 10 be able to discuss in written form some of their
opinions beforehand.

If you rush into a unification now with the crisis inside the Pabloite
ranks and confusion over Pabloism in our own ranks, not only will you
run the danger of further splits and explosions such as in 1953, but we
may very well be saddled with a leadership which will be nothing more
than a continuation of the old clique of the past. In what way will the
leadership of this early unified movement be different from the past so
far as political ideas are concerned? If it is necessary for the Pabloites
to have an international control commission to sort out their own
affairs, then a real case can be made out for a similar commission to
sort out some of the happenings from 1953 onwards.

The SWP convention will take place some time in June or July and
yet you appear prepared for an international unification before this
convention pronounces on your differences with us. Have we not the
right to attend your convention and present our point of view with the
hope that some comrades would give it consideration?
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We are holding our nationai conference early in June and we will
certainly invite a delegation from the SWP to come and present their
point of view on their differences with us to the conference.

There are minorities in the SWP who have opinions on interna-
tional matters and yet before they can present them to your confer-
ence, you want to present everybhody with a fait accompli. We say that
this is not the way to educate and prepare the international movement
for real unification. It is, in fact, dangerously close to the old Pabloite
methods that led 1o the split of 1953.

The Socialist Labour League has always fought for international
reorganization and unification. We propose that the first step is to
clarify politically the forces of the IC, We have produced a number of
internal bulletins and articles towards this end. These have not yet
been adequately studied in Latin America, or, for that matter, in the
US and Canada. We have exchanged a few bulletins through the
Parity Commiittee with the organizations of the International Sec-
retariat, but this is only a beginning. There is, as yet, no evidence that
this material has been discussed in their sections, or for that matter in
some of those affiliated to the IC.

You talk about the need for delegates to return home from an early
reunification 10 continue with their revolutionary obligations. But
how can they successfully tackle their revolutionary obligations if
there is no proper pelitical preparation of this unification conference?
Surely, the highest point of all our political work at the moment is the
preparation of this international conference.

For our part, we will find it impossible to agree to unification on the
terms set forth by you and the SWP. We will not take the responsibil-
ity of again committing the political and organizational mistakes of the
past. We do not agree to a reunification congress on the dates you
suggest.

We explained all this to you at the IC in January and you assured us
that no one on your side had any intention of closing the door on
relations between our two tendencies. We told you that if you rushed
the question of unification that this may well precipitate a definitive
split. Yet you appear to be doing just this.

We, on the other hand, suggest the following procedure,

Let the two separate international congresses go forward with an
exchange of delegations supporting a joint resolution urging the
organization of the discussion. Let the Parity Committee continue
organizing joint work where possible, distributing the material that is
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available internationally from both congresses and the publishing of
the contributions of all comrades.

We suggest that in order to remove organizational and factionat
disagreements and to allow the groundwork for the most favourable
political relations between the tendencies, that the constitution of an
international control commission be agreed at the two congresses.
This commission would investigate, just as the 1IEC commission is
doing, all charges and counter-charges, thus allowing the Parity
Committee to continue with its work of organizing joint activity as
well as the discussion.

If this is agreed and the discussion organized thoroughly, we can
prepare an international conference of the two tendencies for some-
time during September or October 1964, certainly not before. If
properly prepared, this conference would be in a position to discuss all
the questions affecting the differences between the tendencies and the
work of the various sections.

It would not be so much a unification conference, although a
unification may very well arise as a result of it. It would be a confer-
ence whose prime purpose would be to make a balance sheet of the
discussion that had already taken place, and then work out the next
steps towards reorganization and reunification.

The Socialist Labour League would leave no stone untumned in its
efforts to obtain genuine unification at that conference,

We hope that after further consideration we will arrive at an agreed
solution to these problems.

Yours fraternally,

G. Healy
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DOCUMENT 7e

Letter from Joseph Hansen to G. Healy,
April 13, 1963

Dear Comrade Healy,

First of all, in response to your letter of March 29, let me express
appreciation for your effort at presenting in a succinct and reasoned
way your position on the question of early reunification of the world
Trotskyist movement. I shall try in a similar way to explain our
reactions to the points you have raised.

I take it that you intend your letter to serve both as a rejection of the
suggestion that the international conference of the International
Committee be held some time in May and as a declaration of your
opposition to the March 1 statement by the Political Committee of the
SWP ‘For Early Reunification of the World Trotskyist Movement’
which suggests a principled basis on which the world Trotskyist
movement could unite in the immediate future. If I understand you
correctly, you refer to this statement when you write: ‘For our part,
we will find it impossible to agree to unification on the terms set forth
by you and the SWP’,

Exactly what items in the suggested basis for reunification you find
it impossible to agree to remains unknown to me, since you do not
discuss the matter in your letter. The International Secretariat on the
other hand considers this set of concrete points to be acceptable.

The rejection by the SLL of the proposed basis for reunification
leaves us with a difficuit problem. Before indicating a course of action
that could lead to an adequate solution in the circumstances, I should
like to state, for purposes of clarification, how the reality of the overall
situation now appears to us.

On the side of the IC, the available evidence shows that a clear
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majority are in favour of reunification without any further delays. The
Argentinians, Austrians, Canadians, Chileans and Chinese have
receatly recorded their opinions on this. The Peruvians and
Uruguayans, so far as I know, are of the same view. In a recent
communication, the Japanese comrades indicate that they doubt that
the IS is free from ‘revisionism’ but that the ‘Political differences
between the IC and IS should be resolved through internal discussions
after the reunification’. While they do not state specifically that they
favour ‘early’ reunification, that is clearly the logic of their position
and they have accepted an invitation from the IS to attend the IS
Congress as observers. As for the SWP, you are well aware of its
strong stand in favour of early reunification. It is quite true that
differences exist among this majority over tactical procedure. These
differences, | am convinced could be resolved in a conference without
great difficulty. In any case, it appears that all nine organizations are
in agreement on the main question which is the advisability and
feasibility of early reunification of the world Trotskyist movement.

In opposition to this stand, the SLL appears to be backed by only
the comrades of the La Verité group and scattered individuals here and
there, including a small group in the SWP. Obviously you represent a
minority position in the IC.

On the side of the IS no sizeable group — since the split of the
Posadas tendency — has expressed opposition to early reunification.
At most, some comrades have expressed doubts about certain sectors
of the IC, but have not felt that these doubts required postponement
of unification. In case you are interested in the bearing such doubs
might have on the stability of a reunified movement, the strongest
ones relate to past positions on Algeria and to such matters as democ-
ratic guarantees for minorities in the British sector in case of fusion of
the two sides, a question that is better answered, in our opinion, by
participating in common activities in a common international organi-
zation than by additional years of discussing, partly in public,
whether the doubts are justified or not.

Whatever the existing differences and nuances, both political and
organizational, may be on both the IC and IS sides — and some of
these are undoubtedly important — it is evident that the overwhelm-
ing majority of the world Trotskyist movement is in favour of early
reunification. In view of this prevailing sentiment it would seem
eminently reasonable for that majority to go ahead and unify. As for
the minority who oppose early reunification, they clearly confront the
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problem of defining their attitude toward a united movement and
determining whether the wisest course is not to participate in the
unification under the rules of democratic centralism.

It may be argued that the remaining differences are of such vital
importance as to override the obvious advantages of joining in the
unification. Situations have occurred in the history of the Marxist
movement where the majority betrayed fundamental principles and it
was necessary for a minority to stand alone and conduct war without
compromise against all other tendencies. If this is your position, as it
may be, judging from certain statements in your documents, then you
cannot be much interested in whether the majority unites or does not
unite since it would be a fifth-rate question in relation to issues
requiring a stand like that of Lenin in 1914. More likely, however,
your real position is that a split occurred in 1953 which was not
thoroughly prepared; and you are opposed to healing that split if it
simply means trying to glue the old pieces together again — some of
the pieces aren’t worth the effort and the glue isn’t strong enough.
Thus everything will just fall to pieces again. At best the projectisa
waste of time; at worst it can seriously disorient the movement.

However, this leaves you with the problem of explaining why the
sentiment for unity has become so strong, why it is expressed from
such different quarters and why it has succeeded in gaining such a
large majority. Even if you seek to account for it as a case of ‘betrayal’
or of ‘degeneration’ what are the fundamental reasons for such a
widespread phenomenon?

We see the reality in quite a different way. The situation of 1953 no
longer exists. The same pieces no longer exist. A lot has changed in the
past ten years.

First of all, as you yourself note, the wing which showed a tendency
1o capitulate to Stalinism, and which so alarmed us in 1953, split
away. It disintegrated completely. The IS did not follow them but
tejected their course. This was completely to the credit of the IS; it

:came a key factor in preparing the ground for reunification. Since
1954 the IS has gained new forces. I have met typical representatives
in various countries. They are genuine Trotskyists, make no mistake
about it.

The adherents and partisans of the IC have also changed since 1953.
They have grown stronger, have undergone enriching experiences,
have brought forward new comrades of leadership calibre. Notleast in
this respect has been the British sector of the IC.
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Thus it should be clear that what we are trying to bring together is
not the broken pieces of 1953, but the movement as it has grown and
developed since then.

The composition of forces on the two sides, which I have merely
alluded to here, indicates that the reunified movement will be far
stronger than it was in 1953 and of quite different internal pattern. If
new differences appear — as they surely will in a living movement —
they are bound to cut across the groupings that go back to 1953. Proof
enough of this is provided by the internal differentiation which has
appeared among both IS and IC forces in the past three years.

As to the political differences that existed in 1953, these, too, in our
opinion, have not remained fixed and frozen. On all the main gues-
tions of the day the positions of the two sides in the majority have
become indistinguishable. It requires no detective work to discover
this. The basic positions are stated ones, published in the press,
ascertainable to anyone who can read. They have now been codified
by the Political Committee of the SWY in its statement ‘For Early
Reunification of the World Trotskyist Movement’. If these are
accepted as a common platform for unification, the completely prin-
cipled character of the unification should be self-evident.

Finally — and this is most important of all — the two sides have
been drawn together by the fact that they find themselves fighting
shoulder to shoulder in the Cuban Revolution, Active participation in
a revolution is the ultimate test for a revolutionary. It was so in the
Russian Revolution of October 1917 and it has been repeated each
time that Revolution became extended, the latest instance being
Cuba. The majority of the Trotskyists participating in the Cuban
Revolution, particularly in its extension in the rest of Latin America,
feel that unification would strengthen our capacity to seize the oppor-
tunities now open to us — open not a year from now, or two years from
now, or some time in the distant future, but at this very moment.

For all Trotskyists who have reached a common position on the
basically socialist character of the Cuban Revolution, the discussion
has been completed. Not only has the time come for action, we have
already been engaged in action and on a common line since Cuba
became a workers state. We are not opposed to continuing the discus-
sion with comrades who are stifl hesitant about recognizing Cuba as a
workers state. But why can’t the discussion continue in a unified
movement which would also have the advantage of strengthening our
common action?
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In addition to this there are many openings in the colonial revolu-
tion as a whole, in the de-Stalinization process and in the revival of the
class struggle in the industrially advanced countries in which max-
imum gains for Trotskyism could be made by a united movement.

To summarize: as we understand your position, you consider it
illusory and dangerous to attempt to heal the split of 1953. Our
position is that this objection is irrelevant. We propose to unite the
movement that has developed in the decade since 1953 and which
stands on common basic principles today, including a common
appreciation of a living revolution in which both sides are participat-
ing. We recognize that differences will remain but we are convinced
that they are of secondary character and that they can be resolved
more easily and more fruitfully inside a united movement than by
maintaining the division of our forces.

In the light of these general considerations, the series of objections
to early reunification which you raise lose force. However, I propose
totake them up cne by one in order to examine their specific validity.

{1) Youargue that some comrades have ‘suggested that there should
have been more discussion’ at the time of the 1953 split. As an
advocate of the general value of discussion and as a participant in some
not unimportant ones, I could agree with the comrades who have
suggested this. While the discussion in the SWP at the time was
voluminous, it is probably true that on the international plane it was
inadequate. I would hold, however, that the final judgment on this
and related questions can well be left to the historians; or at least to a
later time in the reunited movement.

(2) Itdoes not follow at all ‘that it would be equally erroneous now to
rush into an early unification without adequate discussion and prep-
aration’. However, there is not much point to debating the logical
consistency between your premise (inadequate discussion in 1953)
and your conclusion (that early reunification now is ‘erronecus’).
Nobody, so far as I am aware, has proposed ‘to rush into an early
unification without adequate discussion and preparation’. The SWP
raised the question six years ago. The IS raised it even earlier. After
the first attempt at unification failed, it was raised again. In fact it has
been a perennial topic of discussion internally on both sides fora long
time, intensively so during the past year. Common work is being
carried out in some areas. The experience of the Parity Committee, as
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you yourself note, has been fruitful even though limited in scope. If I
am not mistaken, in the SLL itself the question of unification is not
exactly new. Wasn’t it under active discussion as early as 1957, six
years ago?

(3} Your argument that splits have occurred in the IS ‘without much
discussion” and that this places early reunification in question remains
obscure to me. First of all, ] am not familiar enough with the internal
history of the IS to determine whether there was ‘much’ or ‘livie’
discussion and if there was little whether this was the fault of the IS or
of the splitters. You mention two cases, one nine years ago and one last
year. The 1954 instance spoke favourably for the IS, since, as I noted
above, it was the wing of our movement which went soft on Stalinism
that split away. As for the 1962 split of the Posadas group, this
involved such key issues as the advocacy by this group of ‘preventive’
atomic war. The IS again took a correct stand. Although the SWP has
not taken an official position, the Militant has severely criticized the
Posadas position. I have not yet had the opportunity of reading an
SLL statement on the Posadas position but I would be much sur-
prised if you should find any merit ir it.

It should be added that it seems somewhat one-sided to apply the
argument only to the IS. Has the IC existed for ten years without splits
or ‘incidents’? Have all these been accompanied by ‘much’ discus-
sion?

(4) Your next argument, the onc about ‘another deep-going crisis’
inside the 1S, seems to me to g0 counter 1o your previous onc. Is a
twenty-hour discussion in an International Executive Committee
meeting then too much of a good thing?

In my report about the IEC meeting, which I was privileged to
attend as an observer, I mentioned that the main discussion was on
such questions as the Algerian Revolution, proper appreciation of the
relationship between the colonial revolution and the proletarian
revolution in the industrially advanced countries, the danger inherent
in nuclear war, and so on, and that it was a rich and informative
discussion such as might be conducted in the sections of the IC or in
the SWP. The possible danger of a rightist deviation occupied some
attention and led to sharp polemical exchanges but not to such exagg-
erated charges as has been bandied about by some of the participants
in the current IC discussion,
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1 do not understand your references to the IEC setting up a control
commission. You seem to draw from this bare fact an invidious
meaning. You do this without knowing what was referred to the
commission, whom it involved or what political importance, if any,
might attach to the points in dispute. Does it not occur to you that this
may involve nothing more than certain questions of fact related to
revolutionary activities in which there was mutual agreement that
such matters were better handled in a smaller body, in a leisurely way,
and without any polemical heat?

The fact that the IS is now conducting a warm discussion on such
questions as the Chinese-Soviet dispute, the problem of nuclear war,
the relative role of the colonial revolution, the necessity, difficulties
and dangers of entryism in certain countries, etc., is no valid argu-
ment against unification. On the contrary it demonstrates the ideolog-
ical vitality of the IS. The existence of tendencies shows that it is not
monolithic. Still more, it should attract the IC forces who are espe-
cially appreciative of opportunities to engage in discussion. In a
unified movement the possibility of participating in the debate now
confined to the IS would be opened — and under the most favourable
circumstances of being heard.

Elsewhere in your letter you express reservations over the slowness
with which material submitted by the SL1. is circulated among the IS
forces. Your desire to bring the SLL viewpoint to the attention of the
IS comrades, in other words to participate with them in reaching
positions, is completely understandable and shared by all of us, justas
the IS has similar feelings toward us. But this view speaks powerfully
for early reunification!

(5) From the discussion going on in the IS, you deduce that
‘Another explosion might well occur at any moment now, the circum-
stances of which can be just as obscure as the Posadas split’.

No guarantees can be given by anyone that there won’t be new
‘explosions’, including explosions on the IC side. How best can this
possibility be countered? By early reunification. How else do you
propose to dampen the powder and persuade dead-end factionalists
on both sides to stop tossing lighted matches? Both sides should
follow active policies of countering fresh splits, of seeking to block
them from occurring even on the other side. The most effective way to
do that is obviously in a unified movement.
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(6) Besides the danger of ‘further splits and explosions’ you argue
that in an early reunification ‘we may very well be saddled with a
leadership which will be nothing more than a continuation of the old
clique of the past’.

Your fears on this point do not seem to us to have any real basis in
the new situation as it has developed since 1953, There is not much
point to arguing this at length since our estimate and yours, as I
indicated at the beginning, are quite different, However, both esti-
mates can be put to the side so far as the practical question is con-
cerned. I call your attention to the following two paragraphs in the
March 1 statement by the Political Committee of the SWP:

Early reunification, in short, has become a necessity for the world Trots-
kyist movement. Naturally, difficult problems will remain in vartous
countries where the faction fight has been long and bitter. But these
problems, too, can best be worked out under the conditions of general
international reunification, so that it is possible for the outstanding leaders
of both sides 10 begin the job of establishing a new comradely atmosphere
and of removing fears which have no real basis in the situation in the world
Trotwskyist movement today. After a period of common fraternal activity in
an increasing number of areas, we are convinced that what may appear at
the outset to be insuperable local problems will be solved by the comrades
themselves through democratic means.

We think that it should also be possible for a reunified organization to
bring in recommendations for subsequent consideration and adoption
which, without breaching the centralist side of democratic centralism,
would remove any doubts that might still remain as to the guarantee of
democratic rights contained in the statutes.

These two paragraphs deserve your most serious aitention, The IS
for its part will, I am convinced, agree to all the specific guarantees
needed to allay any fears about arbitrary interventions in national
sections and so on.

(7} In response to my pointing out the need for delegates to return
home as so0n as possible to continue with their revolutionary obliga-
tions, you suggest that this cannot be done successfully if there is ‘no
proper political preparation of this unification congress’.

Your premise is, of course, that ‘no proper political preparation’
has taken place. On this we disagree.

On the basis that there has been proper political preparation, I
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urged a telescoping of dates so that delegates could attend an IC
conference; observe the IS congress, if mutually acceptable arrange-
ments can be made; and also participate in a reunification congress if
the IC conference so decided. The comrades I had especially in mind
were those in Latin America. They happen to be deep in situations of
the utmost importance to the fate of the Cuban Revolution, of the
revolution in their own countries and of the world Trotskyist move-
ment. These situations exist right now. The key to a correct orienta-
tion in these developing revolutionary struggles is proper understand-
ing of the Cuban Revolution. On this crucial issue all the comrades in
Latin America are aware that their position, that of the SWP and that
of the IS are identical in all essential respects. This is one of the main
reasons why they stand for early reunification. So far as their main
revolutionary tasks for the coming period are concerned, the political
preparation has been completed. What they need now is the backing
of a united world Trotskyist movement — not an indefinite ‘discus-
sion’ among warring factions for the next year, or two years, or three
years, about who was right in 1953, important and interesting as that
queston may be.

(8) You, of course, have a different opinion and this leads you into
arguing, ‘It would be wrong to hastily involve sections in Latin
America into unification on the grounds that they appear to agree with
you over the designation of Cuba as a workers’ state. This does not at
all mean that they agree with Pabloism and its activities in the interna-
tional movement’.

Naturally it ‘does not at all mean . . .” What it does mean is that
they have taken a fresh look at the forces of the IS in Latin America,
especially after the Posadas split, since they found themselves work-
ing side by side with the IS comrades in defence of the Cuban
Revolution and on the basis of a common appreciation of that Revolu-
tion and the workers state that emerged from it. There is no force
mighter than a living revolution in bringing dedicated revolutionaries
together despite important differences.

In Britain, which is remote from the scene of revolutionary action,
the Cuban Revolution unfortunately is seen through insular eyes.
Thus a discussion for the next years on the meaning of the 1953 split
appears much more important than the problem of properly
appreciating and engaging in the opening of the socialist revolution in
the Western Hemisphere. The Latin-American comrades are entitled
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to a more sensitive response to the conclusions they have drawn from
experiences.

(9)  You refer to the scheduling of an SWP convention this summer
and to the fact that the SWP appears ‘prepared for an international
unification before this convention pronounces on your differences
with us’. You raise the question of your right to attend our convention
and to present your point of view before the delegates. You also
suggest that there are minorities in the SWP who have ‘opinions on
international matters and yet before they can present them to your
conference, you want to present everybody with a fait accompls’.

But the SWP has strongly favoured reunification for six years! In
fact, for several years following 1957 we were under the impression
that the leadership of the SLL agreed with us on this and that the main
obstacle to reunification came only from the side of the IS. Later, in
the light of fresh evidence, we reached the conclusion that lack of will
for reunification existed on both sides and that so long as this
remained the case for unification, desirable as it was, was not feasible.
We stated this publicly in official resolutions. It is now clear to us, and
has been for the past year, that the IS is strongly in favour of unifica-
tion. Itis also now clear that the majority of the IC favours unification.
Moreover both sides favour it on the basis of the same general
principles on which the SWP was built and on which it still stands,

The majority of the SWP proposes to act in accordance with the
basic principles of the party and on an issue which it has advocated for
six years. What is undemocratic about that?

Your suggestion, on the other hand, if adopted by the SWP would

v{olate the elementary princ{ples of Jemocrat}c centraﬂsm s{nce {t
proposes that the SWP majority should not act because a minority or
minorities oppose it.

By acting in accordance with its estimate of the situation, the SWP
majority violates none of the rights of the minority. They have full
right to publish and advocate their views inside the party in accor-
dance with the rules of democratic centralism.

In this particular instance the implication that the democratic rights
of the minority or of a fraternal organization would be infringed by
taking action is all the flimsier, since their democratic rights would be
fully guaranteed in a united world Trotskyist movement.

Moreover, even if your argument were correct about the majority of
the SWP being morally bound not to take any further action in the



THE FINAL REJECTION OF DISCUSSION 133

course it has followed for six years until it first hears a delegation from
the SLL and the representatives of the minorities at its convention,
what about the sectors of the IC who have declared for early reunifica-
tion and who constitute a majority in the IC without counting the
SWP? If they go ahead and carry out the policy of unification which
they favour, all the SWP convention could do is express approval or
disapproval. But this is all it can do in any case, so far as their actions
are concerned. They are not bound by the decisions of the SWP.
Surely you do not suggest that it would be undemocratic if these
sectors of the IC go ahead without waiting until the SWP reaffirms
once again a position it has consistently advocated these six years!

Finaily even if the other sections of the IC were to bow te this thin
argument and ask the IS to postpone its congress so that reunification
could be co-ordinated after representatives of the SLL and the SWP
minorities have been heard at the SWP convention, this would change
little. You do not suggest such an arrangement since to do so would
imply that the SLL leadership would abide by the decision of the
SWP convention or independently consider joining in the reunifica-
tion immediately following the IS congress. You exclude early
reunification under any circumstances, In face of this declared stand,
you are quite correct in refraining from suggesting in any way that the
IS congress should be postponed. The truth is that in return for
acceding to your argument, you offer absolutely nothing to the IC
sections who favour early reunification except an effective way of
blocking achievement of their ajms.

I come now to your suggested procedure. You readily acceded to
Corrade Capa’s suggestion that the IC conference be postponed to
August. You overlooked the fact that he was also amenable to a June
date. You disregarded our request for a late May date, although I
think that Comrade Capa would agree to that date if it was the most
feasible for all concerned. But in choosing the August date, which
Comrade Capa had suggested as being ideal organizationally, you
advanced a whole series of political arguments that represent a posi-
tion completely opposed to the one on which Comrade Capa stands
and with an aim completely opposed to Comrade Capa’s, who wants to
facilitate an early reunification. In accordance with these political
argumnents, which represent the minority position of the SLL leader-
ship and possibly some ‘minorites’ in the SWP, you propose a proce-
dure which would biock early reunification. In fact, anyone studying
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all the qualifying phrases can only conclude that you view unification
at best as merely a remote possibility so far as it concerns the SLL.

First you suggest organization of an international control commis-
sion. *This commission would investigate, just as the IEC commission
is doing, all charges and counter-charges, thus allow the Parity Com-
mittee to continue with its work of organizing joint activity as well as
the discussion.

‘If this is agreed’, you continue, ‘and the discussion organized
thoroughly, we can prepare an international conference of the two
tendencies for sometime during September or October 1964, certainly
not before. If properly prepared, this conference would be in a
position to discuss al! the questions affecting the differences between
the tendencies and the work of the various sections’.

‘It would not be so much a unification conference, aithough a
unification may very well arise as a result of it. It would be a confer-
ence whose prime purpose would be to make a balance sheet of the
discussion that had already taken place, and then work out the next
steps towards reorganization and reunification’.

Take another look at the if's, and’s and bur’s. First a control
commission is to be set up to ‘investigate . . . all charges and counter-
charges’. If this is satisfactory, it will allow the Parity Committee to
continue, ‘If this is agreed’ and if the discussion is organized
‘thoroughly’ then an international conference can be held in the fail of
1964, ‘If properly prepared’ this conference ‘would be in a position to
discuss . . .> Out of all this, unification ‘may very well arise . . .’

And who is to judge if this series of hurdles has been properly
cleared? Let us assume that it will be the majority of the world
Trotskyist movement whose decision will be recognized and
accepted. Bus all the evidence shows that the majority is prepared to
render its decision right now. To oppose this with such a series of
qualifications is to cling in reality to the perspective of maintaining the
split for the next years if not longer.

This perspective of continuing the split seems incorrect to us. In
fact from our viewpoint — which we recognize you do not share -—itis
unprincipled. We therefore find the course you suggest to be unac-
ceptable.

By way of exception we do find ourselves in agreement on one
point. This is that there should be an exchange of delegations between
the two congresses. As you will recall, this was taken up in the Parity
Committee and the IS accepted the IC proposal for an eéxchange of two
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delegates from each side. The IS, not having the power to make a final
decision, said that they would strongly recommend it to the IS con-
gress.

On receiving a letter from the Japanese comrades, I learned that the
IS sent a direct mvitation to them to attend as observers. I checked
about this with the IS representatives. They said that they had been
surprised that the IC wished to confine the exchange of delegations to
only two people. They are quite willing to recommend that delegates
from all sections of the IC be invited to attend their congress as
observers.

In light of this and the situation as a whole, we are now consulting as
rapidly as possible with all sections of the IC who have indicated that
they favour early reunification. It is quite important, we think, that
the delegates have an opportunity to meet the IS delegates personally
and to observe their congress 5o as to be in better position to judge its
political positions. This, too, is part of the process of ‘clarification”
and ‘preparation’.

We also think it highly advisable to have a preliminary consultation
among the IC delegates before they attend the IS congress, Comrade
Peng has suggested that a formal call be made for an international
conference of the IC secticns who favour early reunification, the
conference to be held at the latter part of May. The purpose of the
conference would be to consider the situation as it now stands and to
decide what steps to take.

It would be excellent if the next date for the regular IC meeting,
sometime in June, I believe, were now reconsidered, set for the end of
May and converted into a full international IC conference with the
question of reunification as first point on the agenda. This would fit in
very well with Comrade Peng’s proposal which I imagine most sec-
tions will respond to, in any case, with a favourable decision.

What we suggest in short is:

(1) that a meeting be held at the end of May by representatives of
all sections of the IC which favour early reunification;

(2) that other sections of the IC consider the advisability of par-
ticipating in this gathering so as to convert it into a full IC conference;

(3) thatif this is agreed upon, the first point on the agenda be the
question of early reunification.

I believe only one more point remains to be clarified. In your letter
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where you state your opposition to the basis of unification proposed
by the Political Committee of the SWP in its statement ‘For Early
Reunification of the World Trotskyist Movement’, and your disag-
reement on holding the IC conference in May, you bring up the
question of relations between the SWP and the SLL. You say:

We explained all this to you at the ICin January and you assured us that no
one on your side had any intention of closing the door on relations between
our two tendencies. We told you that if you rushed the guestion of
unification that this may well precipitate a definitive split. Yet you appear
to be doing just this.

I fail to see any contradiction between seeking to unify that world
Trotskyist movement and also seeking to maintain comradely rela-
tions between our two tendencies. In fact, the thoroughly principled
way in which we have approached the problem of reunification,
excluding all manceuvres at anyone’s expense, requires us to seek to
maintain friendly relations with all Trowskyists — and to seek to
establish friendly relations where they do not already exist. We are out
10 help unite the world Trotskyist movement on a principled basis,
not to maintain an old split, still less to precipitate new ones. At the
same time we understand very well that in some countries an early
fusion of otganizations is not feasible and that unification on an
international scale raises very difficult local questions in such coun-
tries although it should bring an immediate amelioration of relations
where factional hostility remains unduly sharp. In the case of Britain
we have always held the SLL and its preceding formations in highest
respect, have prized its achievements and have tried to demonstrate
this appreciation in every possible way., We have not changed in this.
Despite the recent appearance of deep differences, especially over
such issues as evaluation of the importance of the colonial revolution
and correct tactics toward it, our policy has been to do everything
possible to maintain comradely relations, to avoid a split, and to
refrain from taking our differences into public although this was very
difficult in relation to the Cuban Revolution where we felt that some
of your public statements were very damaging. We see no reason to
change this policy. I repeat, we want to help unify the movementon a
principled basis, not precipitate new splits.

However, successful maintenance of this policy does not rest solely
with us. It requires reciprocity on your part. Doubt is cast on your
good will by such declarations as “We told you that if you rushed the
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question of unification that this may well precipitate a definitive split.
Yet vou appear to be doing just this’. A more positive approach would
be an assurance — if your organization is not yet prepared for unifica-
tion — that you will nevertheless make every reasonable effort to
collaborate despite your differences, that you wish the united move-
ment success, and that you are prepared to continue to work in a
comradely way in bodies of mutually agreeable composition and scope
such as was tested in the Parity Committee. It appears to me that the
united world Trotskyist movement would have every reason to wel-
come such a declaration of policy and to go more than halfway in
meeting it.

In closing I cannot help but express once again my conviction that
the world Trotskyist movement is now confronted with a decision as
important historically as was the founding of the Fourth International
in 1938. The leadership of the SLL could play a central role in
assuring full success in reunifying cur movement. I hope that the SLL
will vet help celebrate the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Fourth
International by sending a full delegation to the reunification con-

gress.

Fraternally yours,

Foseph Hansen
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DOCUMENT 7f

Letter from G. Healy (for the SLL) to
Joseph Hansen, April 25, 1963

Dear Comrade Hansen,

Your letter of Apri! 13 does not contain any new political arguments
that would alter the implications of the present differences between
us. It simply reveals your intention to go ahead and organize a
conference of the IC amongst sections which you declare support your
position on reunification. Even if such support for a reunification with
the Pabloites in June were true, the least we might expect is that the
sections of the IC should give consideration to our proposals of March
29 before rushing into an undertaking that will split the forces of the
IC. Apart from your letter, we have received no intimation from these
sections that you claim are in your ‘majority’ that they agree with you.

You and comrade Peng have, in fact, presented us with an
ultimatum in the following paragraph:

What we suggest in short is (1) that a meeting be held at the end of May by
representatives of all sections of the IC which favour early reunification;
(2) that other sections of the IC consider the advisability of participating in
this gathering so as to convert it into a full IC conference; (3) that if this is
agreed upon the first point on the agenda be the queston of early reunifica-
tion.

At the last meeting of the International Committee, you offered no
political or organizational objections whatsoever to the postponement
of the international conference, Comrade Capa pleaded for such a
postponement in order that four or five Latin American representa-
tives could attend. The best date for this, he suggested, would be late
August. We agreed because we want to have at our disposal in written
form the opinions of our Latin American comrades on the interna-
tional problems and, what is more, we want the right to try and
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convince them of our positions. It is nonsense to suggest that we
wanted to manoeuvre with comrade Capa’s letter in order to impede
those who wanted early unification.

Qur political differences are well-known. We consider that the line
and methods of the SWP leadership have their roots in a basic revision
of Marxism -— a pragmatist rejection of dialectics. We consider that
the preparation of the IC is a most serious political question and that
your ultimatum is, in fact, an attempt to manoeuvre a unification
towards a date mutually satisfactory to the Pabloites.

You do not really desire a discussion at an IC conference with the
Latin American comrades present. Instead, you make your own
estimation of what you consider to be your ‘majority’ and call a
conference where this and not the actual discussion between all the IC
representatives will be recorded.

Both you and comrade Peng remained silent at the last IC when the
representatives from France and Britain outlined the political reasons
for postponing the conference. It is now obvicus that you had at the
time an agreement with the Pabloites to push for an early reunifica-
tion, where you could present the IC on a platter as it were to the
Pabloite conference, with the SWP as the hero of the piece. Of course,
what you are trying to do is to evade the growing crisis inside both the
SWP and the Pabloite camps.

At the very moment that you are talking about this reunification,
Murry Weiss declares in New York that the Cochranites were right in
1953. Arne Swabeck, who agrees with you on Cuba, demands from
your SWP majority that they apply the same standards established by
them for Cuba to China. Milton Alvin, a strong supporter of your
majority against Swabeck, declares that it is a Stalinist canard to
suggest that the political revolution against the bureaucracy entails its
violent overthrow,

It is also clear that the longer discussion continues, the more these
differences are going to come into the open, not only in the SWP but
in the Pabloite organizations as well. If you rush into unification, you
will only make matters worse.

It1s not enough for you to stress the ‘sentiment’ for unification. The
great danger today arises from the considerable political confusion
within our movement as a result of the Pabloites, the split of 1953 and
now the capitulation of the SWP to Pabloism. Any unification carried
out on the basis of such confusion will only accelerate the splitting and
disintegration of our forces in the next period. What the Trotskyist
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movement needs is a thoroughgeing discussion which will lay a firm
foundation for the reorganization of the Fourth International.

We are not impressed by ‘sentiment’ which is directed towards a
unification at the expense of principle.

We ask you to halt this move towards a split and agree to our
proposals for holding the international conference of the IC late in
August or early in September.

We ask you not to call a conference of your own faction of the IC. If
such a conference takes place, and is followed by a reunification with
the Pabloites, we shall consider it as a hostile political act. It will most
certainly tend to sharpen the international split, something which we
want to avoid.

Unification can, in our opinion, only be carried out after there is
adequate discussion under conditions where the closest working rela-
tions are established through the medium of the Parity Committee.
We urge you once more to consider seriously the proposals contained
in our letter of March 29. We proposed a control commission as a
practical way to overcome organizational grievances arising from the
split. If you feel that this may impede developments towards an
international conference of the tendencies in October 1964, then we
will withdraw it. Whilst the SLL cannot say in advance whether or not
this conference would lead to a reunification, as a responsible organi-
zation within the Fourth International we would do everything possi-
ble to work towards such a goal.

We do not share your view that all that is necessary is to carry out a
unification and then commence the discussion afterwards. Our
experience of past unifications emphasizes that where a unification
has been achieved after a period of bitter hostility between the groups
involved, it is essential that a peniod of time elapse before discussion
reopens. A unified movement, if it is to have any chance of success
must have some peace in the initial stages, otherwise the experiences
of joint practical work cannot be brought to bear in resolving the
outstanding differences.

If you go ahead and split the International Committee, this would
automatically cancel the proposals contained in our letter of March
29. We would then be required to make a new assessment of the
situation to see if it were possible to arrange joint activity and discus-
sion between our respective organizations.

Yours fraternally,

G. Healy National Secretary






