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"Notes on reorganlsatlon" "Open letter to 7TP", "Letter to
vSamaJ“ "Comnents on the Vanifesto’ of -the I”G” eto., was

mistakenly labelled no, 17, but was in fact no. 18, 4 nun-—

ber of articles, including further naterial on LO, are al-
- ready.;at hand for no, 20, Contributions for the I B, should
be sent to Foster at the centre, preferably typed AL on '
Roneo stencils,
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Ve are embarked on a nrogen* of adopting technigues from LO Nlthout
having yet thoroughly analyses the exact relation of LO's technigques
to its politics., e must ciarify for ourselves how the techniques
night relate to our pelitics and objectives, For the central fact is
that we are experimenting with adopting techniques from an organis-
ation of a fundamentally different type from the I-CL. The differ-
‘ence lies not in this or that ‘p031t10n' but in the vexry conception
of what revelutionary politics is. And thercfore when nembers of LO
tTalk about things like a revolutionary party, and technique for
bulldlng it, there is o danger of then apnd us using the same tern
for guite: dlfferent things and sinply wisunderx stanulng one another

-~ and a danger of us mis-understanding the use of LO's technlque

If it is a fact that LO is a fundanentally different type of
organisation from the I-CL, then it is an overweening fact in rela-
tion to which everything else has to be sorted out. wWe ccn only hope
to successfullj adapt some of LO's technigues to our political pur-~
poses if we have, and keep firnly in nind, an overall picture of LO
as & political formation,

The conclusions hereafter are based on, o certain anount of con-
tact with LO over 10 years, and especially on discussions vyhich
Reynolds and I had in February this year with.what appears to be
the leadership of L2, in Paris. In addition cd Reynolds has provid-
ed a great deal of facts about LO, which I draw upon and to which I
refer the reader., 1 propose to draw sorte sort of balonce sheet on LO,
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LO is a recognisable strand in post-war Treotskyism., It differs
from groups like Militant and the VEP in having systenatised certain
techniques of political organisation, "The Party" as a goal largely
sufficient to itself; mass work coupled with the more or less explic-—
it assunpticn that "the politics" are already given and tc be found
in a tradition; traditionalist ”Trotskylsd" (1 e, 1940) supplenented
by empirical adjustnents to reality since 1940 - these are the
features counon to ‘a number of "01d Trotskyist" tendencies that
neither opted for post-1951 "USFI" political chaneleonisn nor for
a new class position on the stalinist states,
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AN ORGANISATION -~ DESPITE POLITICS AND
APART FROM VOLI ICs
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LO however differs from 2 group like the WaP (or the older and
gonewhat different SLL) in having consciously systenatised an entire
technigue for building an orgaonisation despite and by ignoring the
pelitical problems that have beset the Trotskyist movenent since
the 1940s. The others have attempted to answer those problems, and
consider their answers inportant; thus they appear nore 'dognatic!
than LO, -

in brganisation which largely dispenses with politics in our
sense of the word, LO does not work with political ideas as we
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understand then, or at least the role of political ideas is radically
different for LO and for us, Fron the Trotskyist tradition LO pre-
serves certain key attitudes and agssunptions, with which it works
instead, It works with the idea of a sociological orientation to the
proletariat, For us as for LO this orientaticn is fundaniental., For
LC however it is alsc a general explanation and neasuring rod, sone-
thing to be counterposed to political analysis and to political
science in general. The "wrong orientation” can be used to explain

a whole range of political errors of the other Trotskyists - and

by and large LO is sipply indifferent to the wide range of political
problens -~ gquestions which for a larxist are to-be-or-not-to-be
questions for a revolutionary working class organisation, as for
exanple an evaluation of the Stalinist states. LO merely asserts .
that these states remain "bourgeois", without seriously arguing as
Marxists., They maintain also that the USSR ig still a degenerated
workers'! state, without realising that this combination is now
totally incoherent neasured against the real world, :

In fact the first mystéry that presents itself for solution when
you encounter LO is how to explain the disparity betweéen clearly
intelligent, knowledgeable, and reasonable, and above .all serious,
conrades, “and the organisation's trifling attitude to serious poli-
tical questions like post-war Stalinisn. It is a nystery the explor-
ation of which leads straight to LO's conception of politics, For,
to those who base themselves on the methods of Lenin and Trotsky,
to say that Bastern Europe, China and Cuba are just bourgeois (not
even state capitalist) is either ignorant or light-ninded. In fact
the explanation is that for LO such questions are largely irrelevant.
It is not interested in such questions, '

LO operates with o fixed socialogical crientation to the working
class, with the idea that an organisation (which it thinks of as a
political party; though LO is not a political party in the sense in
which the word has meaning for us) nust be built, which it carries
over from the Trotskyist novement of the 1940s, and in the belief
that the Trotskyisn of that period before the emergence of sone of
the dominant features of the modern world is not only correct but
adequate and sufficient, % ' i ’

On these assunptions, and operating politically on the basis of
the tradition (and after all it is a weighty tradition) without
trying to develop it and apply it to the changes in the world, LO
operates to build an corganisation, ipart from "the tradition" and
"the class orientation” political questions are entirely secondary
considerations for Lo, Its nilitants are not recruited to political
positions so nuch as to a technique. It is a technique that will
build the party the want of which has been so cruelly felt by the
Trotskyists since the definitive collapse of the Comintern in 1933,
In fact, we shall see, LO's procedure involves a fundamental rupture
with the Trotsky/Lenin conception of the nmarxist revolutionary
party. '
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L0 originates in the beginning of the 40s after the French Trotskyist
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noverient had ncre or less collapsed, It explained that collapse, in ,
which. the Buropean Executive of the FI had t3:vied & position which
made concessions to French patriotism on th~ :.vasion of France in .
1940, in terms of the class composition of °.. . movement, that is its

petty bourgeois composition. LO was eventua.iiy to identify with = =~ =
Trotsky's.comments on the class. composition of the SWP in "In Def-
ence of Marxism" (though it seems not to have given much attention.

to Trotsky's pioneering analysis.of the expansion of Stalinism into
Eastern Poland, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia in 1939-40).

LG says that the FIL collapsed under the weight of patriotism
in 1940, That is not a sufficiently conplete account of what happen-—
ed to be true., The European Executive of the FI, dominated by the
French section, did take a position in 1940 when France fell to the
German armies, which lost sight of the fact that the countries
being invaded (France, Belgium, Holland) were imperinlist countries
towards which revolutionaries could have no attitude other than
defeatism. But in 1944 at the conference of European Trotskyists
which reorganised the movement, the comrades took a clear position
of condennation of the errors wade in 1940, The political confusion
of 1940 was thus an error, a recognised and condeuned error, not
political collapse, Inescapably nistakes - even very great nistakes
-~ are made in politics ~ the expansion of savage Nazi control into
very wide areas of Burope did present real problens, B

L

‘For exanple, in 1933 the ILO did not declare the Conintern
bankrupt after it allowed the Nazis to assume control of Gernany
without a struggle. It declared the German party bankrupt. Only in
August 1933, after the ECCI declared the tactics of the KFD to
have been entirely correct, did Trotsky reluctantly declare the CI
bankrupt. That is, only after the demonstration of inability to
learn fron that trenmendous disaster for the working class. and hunan-—
ity. Certoinly we must use a different scale of nmeasures for a small .
propaganda orgonisation without a serious base in the working class,
which is what the FI was in 1940, But not according to any rational K -
and political scale (as opposed. to a noralistic gne) would it be s
necegsary to declare bankrupt a politieal tendency which.proved ’
capable. of: assessing and correcting its errors, and of criticising
it fron the authentic position of comnunist internidtionalisn,

And 'all the nore so: because it is a fact that it was a series
of nccidents, the product of the organisational weakness and dis-
ruption as well as the war, that allowed the French.section to
speak in the name of the Duropean Executive, That is, in sun, that
the declaration was itself a product of accidental factors, entire-
1y separable from the political complexities and the chaos of
BEurope in mid-1940, : :

"Even if we consider the patriotic error of 1540 to be of
enorrious political inmportance, we still have. to take account of
the fact that this line Adid in fact appear to speak for the EBuro-
pean Executive only because of the organisational weakness of the
.

And what happened to the FI in world war 2 was that it suffer-—
ed orgonisational disruption, within which briefly serious political
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confusion was able to sipeak in the nane of the Furopean Executive.

If we strip away the specious political elcunent fronm LO's :
account of the "collapse" of the FI; we have nouthing left but the
fact of the organisctional disruption of the 77 (not collapse:
contact was nmaintained between the Trotskyist grouprs in the deno-
cratic inperialist countries, and the International Secretariat con-
tinued to exist in New York, The IS did not make any social patriot-
ic errors, let alcne collapse into pro-Allied 'patriotism', And LO
by talking of the family of Trotskyism -~ in which it includes
people we would exclude -~ seens to agree with that assessnent,

If the FI can be said to have ceased to exist in 1940 the only
explanation in terms of what actually happrened is that it was 100
weak organisationally, LO has an organisational theory of the coll-
apse of the I (and that is inplied in the 'framework of Trotsky-
isn' conception), :

The inplications of such an account are inescapably this: that
the FI should not have been founded in 1938. For it was so feeble
then that it could not and did not base its Justification for ex-~
istence on claius to organisational adeguacy, The Justification for
its existence lay in the continuity of its Programmatic basis with
the CI, of which it had been & faction, and in the programmatic
achievenents of the ILO, Disnissing the argunment that the FI should
only be 'declared' when it had a substantial organised body of
support in the working class (is that LO's position now?) Trotsky
said - the FI has no reason to be declored, It exists, it fights,
But he added: is it still weak? Yes, but strong in its prograrme
and in the tenpering of its cadres, In 1939 Trotsky  recorded that
the International Secretariat scarcely existed, :
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The organisational explanation of the collapse of the FI seens
central to LO's thinking, Certainly LO has no appreciation whatever
of the nature or the inportance of the ideological work which was
the central activity and the central reality of the I up to 1940,
Quite literally it seens unaware of it - .even when apprarently basing
itself on elements 'of Trotsky's thought it is totally drawn out of
context. For LO the collarse was organisational, The task is organ-
isational: build the party, the party as a nachine,

This urgent concern probably began in the 40s - that is when
the general political positions of Trotskyisn were still sufficient~
ly focused on the real world to be roughly adeguate. It was taken
up in 1956 (with the re-birth of LO: in fact, however, the idea of
re-birth is nmystical and cultist) in a situation in vhich the gener-—
al positiocns of 1940 Trotskvisn were not and could not be focused
as the basis of Trotskyisu in the concrete situation. It has contin-
ued as the central concern of LO, which bases itself on o tradition
only, into o situation where the organisation has becone de-politic-
ised (certainly in the sense that 1930s Trotskyists were political;
or, for that nmatter, 1940 LO), T

The cry, Build fhe Party, is of course the cry of the defeated
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Trotskyist movement (SLL, OCI, LO) which exp~ricnced the paralysis
of its own inability to compete in the work: - : class, However, that -
cannot be a task in and of itself; it cannc? “He separated from, or
achieved apart from, the work of political : lysis, theorising from
experience, and then the application of the -esults of the theoris-
ing to ‘guide the organisation's practice, giving political. answers
to the problems of the working class, answers firmly fixed in the
living politics of the Trotskyist party and attempting to be levers .
of the party., All of these are for us the programme. An organisation .
without them is an organisation without a programme, and at best
having a 'tradition', Tradition cannot be a programme,  in the Lenin~
ist sense,of a toocl for the use of an interventionist party.

‘ In another sense too the cry "Build the Party" without the liv-
ing concern with politics and theory (theory as the product and then
the guide to the activity of the party) is devoid of meaning- for
Marxists, o . o .o The root
idea for us concerning the party is the unique character of the
working class as a revolutionary class and the consequent need for
struggle for scientific communist consciousness, for ideolcgical
hegenony against bourgeois ideology. That is the fundamental purpose
of the Leninist party, its unigue purpose derived from the unique
problens of the working class as a class in a society whose
spontaneously dominant ideology is the ideology of the ruling class.

Tradition, even the weighty tradition of Marxism, cannot 'serve
for this -~ only living 'ideological! politics can, through the
Party. The whole history of Marxism shows beyond argument that
even the weighticst and nicst fundanental texts of Marxisn are
entirely Incapable of resisting adulteration and blunting (Lenin,
State & Revolution)., Only the conscious struggle of the living
Marxists, reacting specifically and concretely, focusing and re-
defining Marxisn, can make of Marxism a consistently revolutionary
instrunent for the working class, for separating out and maintaining
scientific consciousness in the revolutionary working class. Vith-
out this you get no revolutionary party, even if you get o machine,

This, it nust be stressed, is what is unique about- our theory
of the party. If it is not true then there is no rational basis .-
for activities designed to build a hard revolutionary party, If the
function of the party is not as above, then there.is no' need for a
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revolutionary working class party of a special type., - -~ ..

If there is no irreplacable function of this type for the Len-
inist party, then there is no need for our party. Certainly the
working class party is not fundamentally a machine for underground
setivity or for preparing an iusurrection, though it - in fact
does all of these things, and nust prepare itself to do then,
Parties of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie-have dcne these
things, though the!bourgeocisie improvises its instrunents (e.g. the
Jacobins in the French Revolution) beccuse it is, unlike the prol-
etariat, a class that develops organically as a dominant class in
the society it nmoves to take control of in its revolutions, Uere it
not for the ideolcgical task of the revolutionary party of the
working class, were it not for the yroblems of the proletariat in
that respect, then the working class $oo could be expected to im-
provise %Whieh of course it does - Iungary, Spain - but it can only
seize and consolidate power if it is conscious), assunming it is a
revolutionary class, If all the proletariat needs is an organisation,
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then ‘the tightly knit organisations are Just sects, Prenature and
alnost certainly 1rrelevant S , ,

, If‘w wat the :roletxriat needs is a machinz — then it does not
need to have its militants lubOhrlné for de..des in advance of the
Leturation f the site ticn vhere it recuwizcs dn L riging, T

oI LO's operatlve conception o the P fty 1o correct then
its activitis are absurd. e

LO does not theorige, does not have a 11v1ng politics other
than the politics of organlsatlon -building in the working class -
that is, o task derived from politics it has virtually forgotten.
It does not see the central task of the party in the Leninist cone-
ception as even important, let alone central, One way of getting
a clear picture of what LO is is to understand that it is almost
a precise inversicn of the IIG new thinking of 1972, The ING said
the Party bhad no adninistrative function and no need to make calls
to action, for ;t central role was to present a rounded conception
to the class, and when the class aCCGEDOu the rounded conception
then it would see the practiecal uCﬁlVlty that was necessary to it
flowing from the 'rounded conception'. Ve made fun of it by L01nt1ng
out that it was a view of the party as a brain - with no hands.

LO is sinply the adminlstr ytive function, the honds ~ ninus every-
thing else,

THE WORKING CLASS ORIZNTATION
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Ve -share with L0 a belief that it is the fundamental duty..of
revolutionaries to implant their politics in the Worhlng class.,
probably share with L0 a belief that unless this is done then
having correot and adequate ‘politics is not in the final analysis
going to make any difference, 4t first sight it appears that we
share also with LO a contenpt for scenarlo—mongerlng rost-war
"Trotskyisn"., .

.
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ile do not however share LO's position, nct even ' on these quest-
ions. For LO the working class orlentutlon is nmore than the stru gle
by o Leninist organisation for its political llne, a line which
usually originates outside, and-is capable of existing apart fron
the working class entirely, For LO the werking class orientation ,
is not a product of a political line (for then it is the product of
the "trad 1tlonullot" pelitics,, it is a universal substitute for a
political line, VWherever political problems exist, problems the
revolutlonury uenlnlst party would try to answer, mO invokes the
class orientation,

 To the whole set of political probleas of the last 40 and
nore years, LO has counterposed a class orientation (to "build the
party") and rests content. Used, fetishised in this way, the
"proletarian orientation" becoues a workerist fetishisn that
dgvour the elenents in our political coaceptlons which the revol-
utionary party brings to the working class, and develops. It
appears that for LO the orientation isg cellberately raised up and
nore or less eyyllcltly proclained as sufflClent and udcguuteo

. Posed as LO poses it, the class crientation becomes a conplete
caricature - one element grotesquelj out of pvoportlon. It trons-
formus itself into a xather vulgar syndicalist indifference Zand
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through LO's internal niethods, cn orgoulised opprosition) to . politics.
Thig is the fundomental reality of LO, what is alive in LO, 1t is
disguised and canoufloged by the references to what is being done
as building the party {(though the party here is not any recognisable
variant:ofuq”Lgninist;;arty‘ and by the traﬁitionalised-Trotskyismﬂ

The central thing about LC'S'claSS'Orientation‘isfnbt that it
is seen as necessary and central, but that it is seen as gufficient,
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Iven LO's position on Russia is not actually a living position,
IT it were then those holding it would find the feeble assertions
that the other Stalinist states are simply bourgeois intolerable,
for really and seriously to hold the view (as opposed to the dogna
- that,is, a nindless inheritance) that Russia is a degenerated
workers' state, you will have to square it with Bastern Europe,
China ete, in order actually to believe it. You can only hold both
the view that Eastern Burope, China ete are bourgecis, and Russia
ig a degenerated workers'! state if you hold neither view seriously,
The one comes from the tradition of irotsky, the other fron derived
vrejudices (as opposed to theorising).
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LO's technique ig its politics, and its politics are its tech-
nigques., That is why cverything else is optional, secondary and irr-
elevant, And why its nilitants function bencath and out of reach of
the sound of the debates that have occupied the Trotskyist movenent
for 40 years. Their "get on with it" approach is only reasonable
and rational if you think you can "get on with it" irrespective of
the political guestions - with just the sinplistic class apiroach:
class loyalty and loyalty to an organisation to which is attributed
all that belongs to the class. Zou-can't. LAnybody who says you can’
is junking the whole thinking of our novenent. LO has done this.,
You can-destroy the living Trotskyist method by relegating and = .
translating it into a tradition. = - S P

e e £t st R i W oy Sk i A e i Ao M S i A o o S o 0 e s s e i
g eagtons vl asvimndangremiemm gt e omaian e iea s utageuspracinarpriaec Rosger e

vt o o s it v S o S b s W T i S b T s T s ra G e Sed ke
N T L N L D L L I N N e L e S LD s o vom m oot

The dominant drives of LO - build an organisation, gear intc the
rhythn of working class life, strip away and abjure everything not
immediately 'practical! for building the party; the systenatic
honing away to reduce all questicns to the proporticns deemed proper
for "a militant's eye view" - these, I think, form a necessary unity
in LO. Dasically the central value, "build an organisation of nili-
tas in the class" is cut away from nost of the conplex of concept-
ions and recognised qualifications, "acconpanying" conditions which
give it its Leninist neaning (partly this cutting away is through
what 30 years of world history have done to the theory LO started
with). For LO orgonisation-building has a Zinovievist (see Zinoviev's
2nd CI Congress docunent on.the party) or a Blanquist technical
neaning, as we've seen, ' . = G s
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Bverything else follows loglcally and correctly from this, If
building an organlsatlon can be poseéd as the goal you must agsume
- you are assuwaing.- that the'polltlcal basis is at least sufficient
to allow it to be bul]t If the party. ig seen: technlcally, there is
a built-in*bias to that assumptlona If the basis is sufflclent - not
just for' the next stepg, but for the: 1ndef1q1te futare - then concern’
with developing and augmeﬁtlng it is a petwy bourgeois "intellectual~
ist" self--lndulgence° nny questlonlng or doubting testifies to a
concern with something other' than the central goal, "and antagonlstlc :
to it, Certainly anything that’ questlons the basic certainties that
allow. the organlsatlon to function is antagonistic - indeed, anything
that night implant in the minds of LO nilitants the idea that scne
other activity night be equally inportant for revolutionary politics
as the deveIGPMent of the organlsat1on is antagonlstlc - loglcully.

The mu1t1~d1men 1on&l Trotsgkyist epochal progect to hulld a
revolutionary party, reduced t0 the uni-dinensional’ orgonisation-:
al project of LO- (and the 0CI, WRP, SUP-US..) denands sinplicity,. .
stablllty and certulnty of wttltudes, Thus theorising and ideolog= ., ..\
ical work 'in totality is banished, and tradition takes its place, '
tradition suppleuented by 1mprov1satwunc for current politicds,:and
locked into ‘a ‘technique which'is lln wnraclng, The reduction is
due partly to ‘the problemsﬂthrown ap Jor the Trotskylsts,"and the
inplicit decision’ to 1gnore them for uhe suke of orﬂanlsatlon—
building, s 2 . : Lo

>

Some of the sects.have: carrled out ths reduetion in a way
which de-stabilises thenselves and leads to a rapid turnover of
punch-drunk nenbers, Like the SLL-TVRP they 1umed1ately andganate
their inprovisations or brainstorns with the.basic assumptlons and
prejudices of the organisation g
Thus trident sectarianisn often turns petty things into art101e°
of faith - for a nouwent., LO has a hore sophisticated technique here
too., In the sane way, the 17th Century English philosophers freed
themselves fron the constraints of deisp and religion on science
by saying God was the first cause, the originator of everything,
while the problen for- science was to explore the 1nteractlons and
laws: of the gecondary causes - that: is, the world “LO has the sane
two—tler, ‘dualistic way of reconclllng aogLa and relations with the
real world. LO 'reduces "God"™ to o féw sinp le 'ideas (organisation, &
class, Trotskylst tradltlon - "the books"s and operates emplrlcally
in current politics.’ 1% the 17th’ Céntury thinkers freed thenselves
fron rellglous pseudo—knowledge and liberated thenselves to seek
real knowledgey; what LO ‘"liberntes" itself fron is larxisn as a
living political nethod’ guldlng the organisation in current politics.
Here the useful analogy breaks’ Qown because uany of the Lolitlcal : :
positions in’the tradition will "have an obvioud applloablllty to
situations LO encounters and~reacts to. Nevertheless 1t 1s a
reactionary- duallsm.‘ : : :

For the 'party leaders who think the pollthﬁl basis ‘of the org—
aenisation is sufficient, any ouestlonlng nnust counterrose itself
to "building the organlsatlon in the working -class", tust appear
as dlsruptlve of the organisation's efforts. The ‘onlky ideolcgical *
work ‘needed is systenatic.refinenent of the polltlcal artefacts

to reduce then to dirensions of 2 narrow, and narrowly conceived, .. .. .

practlcalness. Anything in addition is p091t1ve1y to be dex lored. '

Hlere it is mecessary to reunewber that the organisation does. actively,

systematlcally, and continuousgly use Luychcloglcal pressures and
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exercises to condition its menbers so that nothing 'deplorable!
happens, . The sinple basic ideas, the routine, the noralisn, the
integration of as ruch as possible of the personal, intelléctual -

and %now) gexual life of the individual nenber into the organis- .
ation, into the control of the organisation (that is, of a small '
group at the centre - in so far as it is conscious control rather

than the group's inertia) indicates & consistent drive to achieve

this. And it is either stupid or disingenuous to say for exanple ~
we also want total personal comnmituent from revolutionaries.,

e went conuitment based on a living political consciocusness.,
An organisation giructured so as to substitute for living political
consciousness, a technigue and a routine for psychologically pro-
cessing and depersonalising its militants - that is not a revolut~
ionary Marxist organisation, The structure of the LO organisation
and its political and social culture or life~style do in fact sub-
stitute for politics. Given the lack of living politics, this is
necessary. Given the depersonalisation — which appears to be a
deliberate goal of the organisation - it would require an extra-.
ordinary strength of character to oppose one's own judgurient on any-
thing to that of the organisation - that or beconing "possessed"
by sone countervailing and conpeting social, cultural influence.
To counterpose one's own political judgnent to the organisation
without beconing politically disorientated - especially, I should
think, in a hectic political situation - would require in addition
to strength of character a political balance which the LO
organisation cannot encourage - which it indeed forbids by its de-
politicised routine and the erection of this routine as the central
value of the organisation - and which anyway is normally the pro-
duct of an active political life,

St s e e it g e S
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It can be utterly nisleading and disorientating to view the
question through rhetoric and inages about "cormitnent", "devotion",
"Bolshevik discipline", "petty bourgeois individualisn", Rather it
is nystifying, when dealing with a quasi-religious sect ~ for which
these signify sonmething very different to what they mean according
to our polities., Ve do want wholehearted and unreserved commitnent
to the working class and its revolution. We denand an abandonnent
of egotistical concerns and calculations - o spirit of commitnent
to the struggle cone what nay, of a total personal cormitnent that
deliberately leaves itself no way of future personal retreat, Like
ancient warriors who killed their horses before .a battle as a gest-
ure of their decision to win or die -~ revolutionaries should break
their ties to bourgeois society as conpletely and irrevocably as
possible., But this has absolutely nothing to do with the case of
LO and how it differs from a serious political organisation!

That is noteworthy about LO is nct that it Tfosters the decigion
to burn one's boats, but that it achieves this sort of comnmitnent
in one and same process in which it also de-politicises and de-ind-
ividualiscs (to the declared best of its ability) its nilitants, It
does not achieve this as a result of creating political relationships
and political solidarity anong its menbers, but by destroying all
political relaotionships and substituting soeial, organisational and
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rsychological relaticnships; bdsically, by substituting a way of
life, or rather by grafting a way-of-life sect ohto certain goals
that originally were derived - and rationally derived - fron
Trotskyisn. ' ST e

However necessary for us it may be to subordinate ‘and - elininate
whot is personal to us to the perceived needs of the class in act-
ion, it is an individual choice, and & series of indivicdual choices,
'ven if the ehoice -0f one or-nany-nilitants is to choose t6 follow
sonebody else's choice, sceneone else's Judgnent, that is still a
choice and a judgnent voo, This is an essential part of the polit-
ical process; the process ofcogitation, responses, debate and
polenic is in fact a process of selection and tenpering, of group-—
ings and regroupings dround the azis of varying answers to politic—
al problens, The yeast of this process is the active conscious 1life
of the individuals who nake up*the revolutionary 'movenent' or
party. - & TR i i : : L

LO's ‘conception rules out not 'theorising" in’ the abstract -
it rules out.and fights against the possibility of its nmenbers
thinking and deciding about the political problems. To the degree
that its ;rocessing succeeds:'it is the equivalent of-a. surgical
operation in that it removes'certainjpropensities,_A‘Leninist v
organisation should create a clinate of opinion and cultivate in
its nilitants the firnm conviction that to counterpose one's own
personal concerns to the great goals of communisn is contenptible
and in general strive to create a situation where great personal
"strength of character" - that is, of petty egoisn - is indeed
necessary before the organisation's basic goals are questioned,
or denoecratically decided nethods and imnediate tactical decisions
are disrupted or ignored. Dut it nust also ensure the possibility
of objective, raticnal, political assessnent of itself and its
nethods as well as the objective situation. Against every one of
these basic norms LO is fully arned and opposed both in its prenis—
es and its structure and its conditioning process, In no sense is
Marxiso in favour of LO's ‘type of depersonalisation, l iy

Ve counterpose to the individualisn of capitalist society,’ con-
scious political and class golidarity; we' in no sense counterpose |
to it the 'solidarity! of:thé religious order. The revolutionary.
party exists as a collective and ah' entity in action, Its nenber-
ship congists of volunteers who agree to respect a connon discipline.
in action, to abide by mggority'decisions‘etc.'The Party nay eon-
front ome or a nunber of its nenbers as a disciplinarian force = -

vhich insists that a nindrity gives up for now its right to express . .
opinions different fron the majority, that is,. for 'the nopent, the ©

party. L& certain degree ©of difference of opinibn, dependent on a
given situation, nay lead to splits, or expulsions. In no way how-
ever does the party have a right to forbid its nenbers to think, :
Nor should an organisation that wants to be larxist presune to eli-
‘ninate the habit of thinking, of independent-nindedness - nor should
'+ confuse party discipline with nindlessness, still less with de-
xately fostered nindléssnessg, To have to even discuss this as
len which exists in reality indicates that we are dealing
culiar sect which in a linited way reprodpoes sone of the
- \
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characteristics which the Stalinist police-state '"Parties! produced
by & different technique. k e D :

frart sl ool il omeg o e =i
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The totality of LO amounts to a nmisunderstanding of the goals
and nethods of political organisation., Political selection and re—
selection, the posing and resolution of political problens - fluid-
ity, flexibility, and responsiveness to the situation, these are
necessary and irreplaceable, The political watchwords have to be
defined and re-~-defined, and they change, Folitical selection, re-
selection, and regroupnent of nilitants is the political procedure.:
In fact it corresponds to a fluid and changing political reality.
It oust be flexible enough to adjust - even in the teeth of the
opposition of the leaders in a preceding period, LO's structure =
says with every element of its routinised and mechanical functioning
that adjustment can only be with the agreement of the entrenched
leaders, and even only on their initiative, It represents the ’
congealed mechanical unity of a social organisn fused by inflexible
social, traditional/political, and organisational ties into a
purely wmechanical unity, .controlled by an entrenched and unchall-::
engable leadership of 3 or so people. The necessary precondition
of its existence as a fixed, self-perpetuating organisn (it is not
a party ) is the de-perosonalisation and de-politicimtion of the
individual nilitants, Without the elinmination of politics and of
the individual nilitants' habit of thinking critically about the
political problems, an organisation of this sort is impossible; -
otherwise the critical thinking would act as a corroding. and dissolv-
ing acid, , : . : '
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Lo is structured so that there is no political life outside a
circle of perhaps less than half a dozen people. Systematic cond-
itioning of the nenbership is:a central goal of the organisation -
that is, socialisation, control and supervision of reading, of
leisure, of personal life, generation of sustained and pervasive
noral pressure, the absence of channels for any ideological (ana,
it would seem, organisational) initiatives or independence. There
is a fixed and permanent concentration of -all political and organ-
igational initiatives in the organisation, o : : o

The de~politicisation of its members ia a necessary result of
this whole type of organisation, not sonme inexplicable accident.
The class orientation and the project to build an organisation of
nilitants in the class are central and conpartnentalised from all
political questions, That is how LO manages to dispense with polit-
ics and yet build an organisation, ‘ :

It is one of the clearest maniféstations of LO's radicallyrv’
different  conception of politics, '
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organisation LO parallels Blanquiso which (in the -early stage of
Blangui's oareer5 believed the task of communists was to build up
an organlsatlon until it was. strong enough to launch an insurrect- -
ion, -The''grganisation was central - and in fact an 'adequate! OYg-—
anisation was, sufficient. Viewed fron its de~politicised coneern
Wlthﬁthe working class and given its disinclination to concern it-
h .the polr%xpal questlong“Bf the last third of a century,
Y Suﬁme u@ polltlgyalymaﬂ.eﬁiectlvely syndicalist. In -

; keyﬁi e%@dg ‘Eﬁﬁlnlsm (the centrality of the

) @?\ /D n f) have become dislodged fron
i I'e ntary 1&eas which give theu thelr specifice
st and’Lenlnlst charadter.

‘hdé,brdk%h ',Jy fundanentally from the conception which
linked tha&Clas with the 'party of 2 new. type! in nodern Lenin- -
1sm7TrotsLylsm ~ the struggle for the ideological emancipation’ of
the working class. Ve have focys on the working class (common =
also to DBlanquisnm and syndicali sa) but the Marxist-Leninist contr—
ibution to understandlng what is specific to that class as o revol-
utionary class is gone. We have o focus on a vevolutionary party
as essential (common also to Blunqulsm) but also a complete oblive~.
iousness as to what, irx eplacably, ‘that party. must do. in relation . ..
to the working class and its revoluticn, In LO Trotskylsm is de~ ‘
conposed into sone of its prehlstorlo elements. o

1 oy

 IDEOLOGIGAL DISAMMALENT . - i
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Neither BIQHqulaU nar syndicallsm are tradition for Whlch we
have reason to have conteupt - on the contrary, revolutlonary
syndicalisn was a politically underdeveloped working class reaction
against opportunist parliamentarisn, Blanquisn, which becane ex—
plloitly cormunigt, forned for decades the. 11nk between the. plebe~
ian revolutlonarles of the Prench revolutlon und modern communlsm.

But both are Lolltloal currents thwt were abcorbed 1nto,-and
subsuned in, Leninisn « and thus superscded by dt. Neither, : the one
nor the other - nor a coubination of both ‘as in L0 - can” in’ any
sense now be a possible substitue for Marxlsm and Leninisn, For

peorle wanting to base: theuselves on: Marx, Lenin and Trotsky, and
thelr politicsy to settle for such a* substltute is to allow then-
selves to regress back to an earlier® rolitical era, It amounts to .
sloughing off over 100 years of revolutlonary egperlence in polltlcs'

The Blanguists could be found albost 150 years ago focusing.on =
'building a party! and on_'the proletariat! (thaugh Blanqul 4aid, not » A
have a conception:of, the proletarlat that Mar&lStS‘WOuld lagree, '; :
with, apparently ‘including in® i ¥ery broad. plebelan layers ; too)
To think that can now be enough when a tradltlonallsed ’Tro%gkyls L 0%
is added to'itis~ that is._ in fact to aecept - and even contrlbuté
to - & atastroyhlo defeaihfor ’

DMy % 3
It is to:procla' gth@tr11V1ng’udrx1st pql;ticali«” , s"” ,;'
émry;er 1mp¢sslb}e after 19&0‘(aﬁ&<thus st
: ‘1ngw1I* Fherworlk 6f therléading 42 -
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“Jooks ! are a preduct bf a struggle for Marxism, that
ocialism, which was necessary amd must continue -

6 optiﬂnaig‘ﬁnd if the struggle for larxism was

orgl, why did it step, - or rather can people who attempt

rious revolutionaries allow it to stop? ' :

#e

Q;g’;gﬁﬁﬁ‘in 'In Defence of Marxzism!', Trotsky discussed the im-
plications for Marxism if in fact the conclusiohs could not be avoid-
£d any longer that Russia was a new form of class society, neither
“hourgsois nof proletarian - and one which had to be recognised,
given the then stagnation of>the papitalist world system, as the
replacement for and the way out of the irnpasse of moribund capita-
1isn: The programme of layxism would have tq be recognised as out-
moded, he concluded and revolutionaries would have to”elaboxate
a programne for the defenoce of the slaves of the new system - and
begin again the@feﬁi@@ily:whare Marx and Engels began in the 1840s,
Whét LO has dohe-politically bears a remarkable resemblance to what
would have hod “to be done if it had to be concluded from the evi-
dénce that capitalism was being replaced by a new and:unﬂo?wéeen .
forn of class society, Indeed it has done nuch wore than would then
be necessary: it has been defeated into taking refuge in almost -
total ideological disarmanent by the post-war problens, Hot only '
disarmanent but also the adoption of a seot politics that militates
against ideological work, and amounts to a clear repudiation of
such work, In 1940 Trotsky contenplated something similar to the
political situation of LO now as the unavoidable consequence of
the irrefutable establishment by historical development of the
bankruptey of Marxism. IHe thought of it as an epoch-closing
political catastrophe for the politics of revolutionary cormunisn
and the proletariat. : ‘

The way LO is structured proclaims that ideolcgical work, that
is Marxism, is not necessary. In o catastophic situation such as-
Trotsky spoke of, the revolutionaries would have had to partly
disarn ideologically - but they would not have then adopted a way
of relating to the slaves of the new society for the purpose of
"Building an orgonisation of pilitants" that was designed to root
out any possibility of ideoclogical yearmamenta LO does just that, -

LO voluritarily (as a choice, partly a choice of allocation of
resources) has abandoned a struggle for Marxist ideological and
political continuity. To do that is in fact to abandon Marxisn it-
Self. . 4 ‘.: ‘ : v N g ’ N

LO's theoretical position as communis® today is scarcely better
than that of Auguste Blanqui 140 years ago, For either Marxisnm -
that is, revolutionaries using Marxisn - is able to explain and
understand in relation to the prograrme of Marxist conmunisn, the
trenendous changes of the last one third cf a century, or in this
way, by this route, it is found to be bankrupt. The combination of
inplicitly "adnitting" thot Marxisu is bankrupt and of believing
nevertheless that it is still possible to "build a communist
organisation in- the working class" - that is only a roundabout way
of saying it was always irrelevant or at least a luxury.

vhat LO has done — and continues to do - is done in the nane of
building an organisation of militants, But the very conception of
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what an organlswtnon of nilitants must be and what 1t must do 1s e
wrong., " Certainly it is very far fron our conceptlono And if the de-
velopuent .of Marxisn ceased in the 1940s (when it ceased for LO),
then we nmust conclude that most: of the concerns of larxisn in the .
previous 100 years were of little concern to revolutionary ¢ormun—
ist pelitics. Blancui was suff101ent, Everything beyond Blangui
has sinply -been a nisunderstanding - or possibly the result of - qllen
class pressures on the Would—ne comqunlst revélutlonarleso ;

Catastrophlc defeat was: e&p rlenced by the Trotskylsts in . the
'40s, Organisational disrupbion at the:beginning of the Wur,'ra11y~
ing after 1944 only to see capitalisn .and stalinisn successfully link
arps against revolution, apalnst the revolutionary proletariat; coll-
apse at the end of the 40s in Britain and France. The docuuents of
the Second Vorld .Congress, held at the beglnnlng 0f71948, are very
nuch permeated with a spirit of defeat and pessinisn, though the
congress unanbiguously reaffirned the political positions of our
novenent, The "mainstrean".found a way out of this situation by
attaching its hopes first:to the.Yugoslav CP and later to o varisty:
of events which were.seen. increasingly as a "process" to which.
the riainstrean tried.to attach itself, It took.the LO conrades o
decade after.the late-40s collapse to get going again,, Their 501~
ution was ‘to: abandon polltlcs other. than the politics of organis—.
ation-building. LO seens to have recoiled as a response to the
events of the 1940s, But it is not possible to recoil from the
probleng of - the world Wlthout regressing to-an earlier stage of
developuent, LO.is a regression to 1940 Trotskyisn, just as the
USFI is often an abandonuent of it. The I-CL nust face up to the
problems of the real world, dlsarﬁlng 1deologlca11y in nelther the
USFI nor the LO sense°, S v _

————m IR

By

The Worklng class and organlsatlonal focus. of LO and its
attitude to Marxisn, are best understood by ref@rence tc syndical-
isn and Blanguisn, But nothing less than religious fornmations offer
us the type of ‘systenatically processed and regulated Yife which ..
exists in LO - Loyola's ‘Scciety of Jesus (and,: in a different way,
various cults that exist today: sclentologlgts, ete,) LO is not @
an organisation with o high political dl elpllne - its discipline
is that of an 1ntegrated organlsm. Sy Lo :

_______
PRI S '=:;=q5;:M

Reynolds reccunts that the ultluate argunent he encountered -
which justified the incoherence of saying Russia is a degenerated
workers' state and the other Stalinist states, ddentical in social
structure, are bourgeois, is that one nakes a poral choice.: There-
fore, in deference to the October Revolution, Russin renains o
degenerated workers'! state, and as. a sort of reprisal for 'the.
course history has taken,in these countries, China etec., remain
ginply bourgeois states, though if one refers to the facts they
are nore or less identical to the Soviet Unlono -

Just as the idea of "building the party" hus grown out t of al
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proportion, and grown away from its political root ideas, so also
with the idea of politics as a noral choice, P :

In fact morality is an important part of our outlook. Not the
norality of priests, and other self-proclaimed vicars of "God",
nor a norality that is above society and its classes or above
history; but still, a norality - based on the needs of the prolet-
arian class struggle and of revolutionary activity in class soc-
iety, understood scientifically, that is, understood by Marxists,
Insofar as ideas translate into inperatives for practice, they est-
ablish a2 political norality. Certainly the revolutionary rarty nust
instill into its nilitants that it is iomoral not to act as a
corrmunist nilitant once one has understood what communisn is and
what the proletarian class struggle is, ‘

Thére is o norality growing cut of our programne and our ideas
- and subordinate to then, T

LO however takes the fact that for revolutionary nilitants
political consciousness dictates behaviour which becones a noral
inperative, and uses it as a substitute for political consciousness,

and for exercising rational choices within our politics. It becones
a noral question, not only to act for the proletarian revolution
and to focus oneself on this task, It is a matter of norality to
have this or that position within the framework of communism,

Instead of political nmorality being the link between the basic
ideas of cormunisn and our personal cormitment to then - that is,
a function of accepting certain ideas,- morality enters as o basic
deterninant at the start, and serves also to answer - that,is, to
back up the LO leadership's nakeshift answer to - problems that
arise in the course of political life. In addition, appeals to
this basiec corrunist morality as a solution to political disjuteg
that arise anong comnunists are used, This procedure in an organis-
ation is simply an abuse of its position by the leadership: an
appeal to a force outside of the framework of the political prob-
lens that are actually posed, and outside a franework of rational
positions and decisions. : ' o B

In fact, such a conception of morality in politics makes ration-
ality inpossible. Whereds the morality of a Marxist and a coomunist
is derived fron reasoning about society (it may of course originate
in a ‘'‘gut! class reaction: the point however is that Marxism trans-
lates such instinctive reactions into a rational and ccherent set
of ideas) and is thus relative, the nmorality that would take as
given conclusions about Russia or China which could only rationally
be derived fron reascning is absolute and a-historical., It is thus
irrational, And it is not just quaint, In fact it takes politics
back to the nmedieval world where political judgment was & product
of religious and noral ireuiscs, produced not by rational but by
noral choices, ultinately justified with references to God's will.
It thus operates with the basic ideas of conrmunisn as if they are
a-historical, and, indeed, outside of history,(+) This, again, is
logical step from the fundanental LO position of abandoning the
tideological! combat aspect of Marxist politics., For 1f the goals
of connunist activity are not validated and re-defined in an inter-
action with the developnents in the real world, then they can only

(+) See footnote on next page,
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be proclaimed in opposition to and in definance of that world and
its developuents (e.g. the Stalinist states in the last 30 years).
They nust be proclained and defended within current and recent world.
history - or they can only be validated outside of it, Like everyth-
ing else about LO its moralisnm fits logically into its whole out—
look. Here a8 elsewhere LO has catapulted itself backwoards in hist-
ory to beyond the starting point of larx and Engels. The goal of

"an organisation of nilitants in the working class" is reserved at
the cost of abandoning, inplicitly or explicitly, all that Marxisn
has done in one-and-a-third centuries to make communisn rational

and scientific, : : =

It takes 'LO right outside not only Marxisn but also rational
and scientific thinking, It raises sharply for the I-CL the quest-~
ion of whether it is in fact possible to have an ideological and
political dialogue with LO, For clearly we speak a different lang-
uage.,:- R R L

No Marxist could accept a retreat like LO's to suprahistorical
noral principles as . a "defence" of comnunisn against the probiens.
of the last decades: the very idea is itself an assault on corrmn-
isn conceived as anything other than an aspiration. L0's ‘'noralist!
defence of conmunisn takes us back not only to Auguste Blangui but
to any nuwber of individuals and groups in 2000 years and nore, in
which there has been much advocacy of variants of communisn as a
desirable type of society, But LO!'s definition of communisn derives
fron Marxism and relates to the proletariot in capitalist society?
0f course, and therefore the lcgical absurdity of LO's position is
not irmediately obvious, But in so far as communisn depends on LO
to uphold its rationality and to defend its claims to be scientific
now, in relation to the developuents of modern history since Marx
and since Trotsky (e.g. nodern Stalinisn), LO sinply declines the
challenge. ‘ T
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The: I-CL has in counon with LO a general contenpt for the specw
ulative scenario-umongering which has dominated nost of post-war
"Trotskyisn", Not only is this the nain feature of the USFI curr-—
ents, it is also a serious and sonetines the predoninant feature of
some of those who split in 1952-53 (e.g. the OCI and, 1less so, the
SLL). Even though we insist on a cold realisn, we do not, however,
abandon all "scenarios", that is all projections and extrapolations
from a given reality to act as a guide for the work of the organis—
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(+) The absurdity of all this can be seen if we follow it through
logically. 4 morality that is outside of human choice and which is
not an established ideological safeguard of a ruling class leads
straight to one or other variant of the idea of 'God!' as the fount-
ainhead of the norality which is outside of history and society. The
idea that it is a moral choice to maintain that the USSR continues
to be a degenerated workers state is only tenable if we appeal to a
source for the 'moral' choice outside of human society and human
reason, If the USSR is o degenerated workers state as a result of a
‘moral! decision that means because some force that is usually call-
ed 'God' says sol! - or rather because 'his' vicars, the LO leader-
ship, say sol ‘ i
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all astempts to function as conscious Marxists orientating within ..
a given reality according to a Marxist perception of it and of its
potential for transformation by revolutionary zetion, - e :

In.fact if we. do not do the latiter, we can only grope along ' ‘
empirically; never rising to the:possibility of conscious action -~ "
to the sort. of action Marxism, and experience, tell us is necess-
ary for the proletarian revolution, Trotsky wrote, "Without a -
theoretical conception vevolutionary action is impossible", He
meant that without an overview of the general trends and possibil-
ities it was impossible to orientate as revolutionaries within a'' -
situation some of whose key features necessarily appear as stable
and imputable to an empirical (and superficial) view, ‘which takes -
the appearances for reality and does not attempt to grasp the active - -
forces and dynamics which in fact dominate this reality. Without :
the ability to orientate the revolutionary organisation in such a i
way that it can transform the given reality beccuse it sees both its
context and its potential - that is, grasps it theoretically - with-
out that ability no conscious: revolutionary action is possible.

At best we could hope for a2 lucky guess or rely on someone's intuit- '

ion (given LO's structure, it means relying on the 'intuition'’ of
the .inner group). Without theory only. a routine, supplemented by -
enpirical adaptation, is possible: a routine, noreover, tuned to past
experience and .therefore almost certainly doomed to breed conserv- -
atism in a situation where new qualities are thrown up by the class
struggle, and, certainly, new combinations can be expected to be -
thrown up in-any serious revolutionary upsurge, o Ll

LO doeSnit just(abjure the wild speculative flights of imdgin—'
ation ‘characteristic of vulgar "Trotskyism®", It doesn't just refuse’

to beé pulled- into "revolutionary Micawberisn", into optimistic and : ...

passive "revolutiocnary expéctations" such as have donminated "main~
atrean" post-war Trotskyism., In fact it abandons all "scenariesM =
that is, all perspectives, all theorising as a guide to action,

(For exanple, on Portugal recently - and more pointedly on France
during the general strike of 1968 (+)). LO abandons all theory as

a living guide to action, Thus, again, it differs from a root idea
for us of what the revolutionary party is to do, apart from
"puilding" itself "in the class", It replaces Marxist theory-amd .
the role of thecry in a revolutionary party on the Marxist model~
Dy instinct, empirical shifts, and a routine for naintaining and. ' * °
expanding the "party rooted in the ‘class"., .= a8 B IR
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In fact LO quité logically will wind up as a 'substitutionist! ™
grouping, focused on itself, on its project of 'developing an org-
anisation of nmilitants in the class', and not on the working class,
For us the idea of a "spontanecus comnunisn" (not spontaneous s
Marxisn, not spontaneous scientific consciousness) as an attribute:
of the working class in nodern conditions at a certdin level of
nobilisation in conflict with the bourgeoisie, is a'vital part of
our belief in the possibility of a working class revolution, One of
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(+) LO declares that the situation in May-June 1968 was never any- ' |
where near revolutionary, and that all the more general slogans used
by the revolutionaries were meaningless until genuine‘'strike comm-" '
jttees had been built on a wider scale —(Typist's note.) = »: ' .
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our central concerns is how the revclutionary organisation can 1link
up with the class during o nass upsurge, For L0, however, the focus
is on 'building the organisation!, Just as the raising of certain
political questions can be disruptive, so also can events in the
class struggle disrupt the work of the 'party builders', Thus LO
related to the General Strike of 1968 and to the Portuguese events
as things that had no potential because no LO type organisation ex-
isted'(Portugal) or was big enough (France), This logic was already -
displayed fully in the best period of.the.2nd International., Build-
ing the organisation was the purpose of activity. Working class act-
ivity could in fact nmake that task difficult, could disrupt the
work., Like the 2nd International, LO has no use for transitional
deuands (though it does 'bow! to the Transitional Prograrme) -~ that
is, for the use of demands that have as their goal the mobilisation
of sections of the working class, or of the working class, which
have not yet understood socialisr, or have not yet accepted cormun-
ist goals (see 1.C, no.2/3). LO's focus on "building the organisat-—
ion" quite logically distances it fron the working class as a
creative force in action, just as it distances it fron grappling
with the political problems - that is, fronm Marzisno. "Building an
organisation of nilitants in the working class" can be counterposed
to revolutionary direct action by the working class just as easily
as it can be counterposed to tackling the problens of politics
which for militants using the approach of Lenin and Trotsky are

the to-be-or-not-to-be of party-building. If "building the party"

is the central objective and the precondition for revolution, then
the counterposition is as logical for LO as it is for the WRP.,

The LO "nitty gritty" day-to-day routine forns the exact para-
llel of the inaginative scenario-nongering of the USFI, The pract-
ical result for their adherents of these two approaches differ
narkedly, and the lessons to be learned from either are not the
sane, In terms of political method both are equidistant from the
I-CL - and from Marxisn. (Though at least the USFI, and even those
groups with which LO has a lot in common such as the RASL, the WRP
and the OCL, attenpt to be larxists in that they attenpt to theorise
and to establish "perspectives", LO is content to be 'revolutionary!,
LO in practice believes it is possible to be revolutionary without
a living Marxisn, in communion, so to speak, with the shades of the
Marxism that mysteriously ceased to, develop in thé 1940s, after
100 years of development.,.) =~ 7 g
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Given its organisational character it is inpossible to avoid the
conclusion that the LO. organisation is a forn of cultisn. But instead
of an ad hoec cult having grown up around a given individual, LO is
a fixed, standardised and consciously processed cult around the
existing leadership. The lack of any political life, any decision
neking, outside of the inmer group of perhaps 3 peorle, ‘together
with the. apparently deliberate creation and re—~creation of non- _
political organisational relationships, adds up to an inplicit but
scarcely. avoidable assunption of the infallibility of the existing
leadership, The education of its menbers to take a given political
line passively, together with the active discouragenent throughout
the whole organisation, at all levels, of the fornmation of ~politic-
al opinions other than those of the leadership (perhaps 3 people)
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add up to an asgunption of infallibility for the future too. For .

there is no provision whatsoever for coping if the entrenched lead- ..

ership is not adequate, if it is slow, unimaginative, or for when .. .
it sinply gets 9ld, . f . : s s
; To say that it is to
ship, which is of an a-political kind, that in fact exists between -
the nembership and the leadership. With the given organisational
structure and way of functioning the relationship between the lead-
ership and the menbership could not be other than cultist, The e
apparently collegiate leadership of the 3 or so leading LO comrades
does not change the essential character of its relationship with
the rest of the organisation, The relationship is one -in which the
centre of the cult is subject neither to denocratic checking (it
geeng they are not regularly, if at all, subnitted for re-dection),
nor even to any political or ideolcgical constrains other than
what they themselves choose, This is true even of "Trotskyisn", o
For it is, at.the least, strange to find LO resting its case for its.
sociological orientation heavily on Trotsky's conments.on :the class
conposition of the SWP at the end of the 1930s, as contained in "In
Defence of Marxisn", and at the same tine ignoring the pioneering
analysis in this book of the Baltic states and Eostern Poland's i
structural assimilation intoc the USSR, Mot arguing with, .or reject- .
ing, Trotsky's case - just ignoring it. Such arbitrariness is pro-
bably only possible where the political ideas are not actually L
related to as ideas. The talk of the rebirth of LO is also, unavoid- .
ably, cultist and nystical., ' '

Marwisn holds that the risht te form  tendencies is not a .
luxury but the necessary safeguard for the organisation in face of
a conplex and chenging reality, towards which there can be no guar-.
antee that the given leadership of an organisation will be adequate,
The structure of LO iuplies that the leadership is and always will
be omniscient, The implication is even that everything is known at
the beginning, at least everything that will be needed fron now i
until the organigation has been built and has carried out the revo-..
lution, If it isn't theén there is no way of taking account of it o
unless the 3 take account of it, Should they refuse .or be umable - ::
to, then the tightly-controlled organisotion with . dne-way flow: .
of ideas, has no provision for rectifying this, The organisation . -
militates enormously against this very possibility. The central '
value - build the organisation - and the whole range of moral and
psychological pressures which add up to a totalitarian regine -
rieans there would have to be a revolt for it to happen,
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The combination of tradition, dognatisn based on an early - :
"gnapshot" (1940, 1953) of Trotskyisn, enpirical nakeshifts in
relation to current political problems, and a routine activity, . .-
usually acconnodationist (here LO nmay be the exception) (bulletins;
LP entry, 'canpaigns') are all common to the RSL, WRP, LO; OCIL,
partly the SUP-US, They differ in the 'dogmas!' according to when .
they became ideologically autononous, and -thus they differ on the
question of post-war Stalinism, Cormon is o theoretical sterility,
behind the 'tradition', !'conpensated' for with nakeshifts enpir-
ically adopted according to the 'values' of the organisation, '
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according to its orientation (LP, industrial, or both as with the
SLL), sometimes according to its brainstorns (VRP), .

The high level of irrationality in some of these groups (ocx,
WRP) is the by-product of & fundamentally religious way of think-
ing. Typically key parts of the world are sealed off from ration-
al examination because the basic dogma of the sect has. it that
everything is already known about them {(and facts are ignored -~ or
falsified -~ when they don't fit), LO's procedure, though very
'reasonable'!, dispenses with rationality outside of a linited area
of practical work., It has streamlined Cown the 'dogma' to a few
basic positions -~ its position on the USSR is obviously now no
more than a product of a historical accident, for it has no real
neaning (and could not have outside of a situation of a Rugsian -
Anerican clash) in practical politics or in ideological coherence,

What is remarkable about LO igs the rigorous systematisation,
and "developnent" with a quite acute intelligence and self-awarc-
ness, . of things to be found in the other named groups, LO differs
fron the others in its cxplicit pogition, for practical purposes,
that technique has rendered theorising and even ideological combat
work obsolete, The other named groups battle and squabble about
their inherited ideas and sone they nake up as they go along, LO
ig far more 'econcmical'.with its time and resources. In doing that
however LO passes beyond the spectrunm of politics, in which even
the OCI and VRP pay 1lip service to the Trotskyist conception of
politics, and into what is probably best described as a sort of
syndicalismn, . ‘

Comion to these groups also is the approach that cones down
to the view that 'the party! nust be built and theory is suffic-
ient already. The OCI and the VAP add political doodles (e.g. on
Cuba (+)) but even they hardly take then seriously. Inplicit is
the view that it is 2ll "finished", "the books" exist already,
needing only "the unity of theory and practice" to come alive - not
just that there is a sufficiently political basis for corrmnists
to build in the class, _

~LO appears superior to the othexr naned tendencies in its no
nonsense seriousness and focus on work which we can readily agree
is necessary. Politically it appears to present o modest alnost
blank sliate, This can be disarning, The point is that. if LO appears
to be free from the convoluted politics and 'theories'! of the
RSL/TRP/OCI etc. it is because it has chosen to relapse back beyond
larxisn, whereas the others have at least attenpted to stand on
Marxisn -~ and therefore felt the need to attenpt to develop it, to
attenpt with it to answer the political problens posed in the last
third of a century. LO's appoarent superiority here is an optical
illusion, LO is only 'superior' if the work the Trotskyists as a
tendency have been doing since 1923 is an irrelevance, LO ig
"different", not superior, » :

Even that nmost disgusting trait of the OCI-URP, systenatic
and deliberate lying and uisrepresentation of their factional
opponents, is not entirely absent in LO, The assertion that the
FI collapsed because of the chauvinisnm of the European Executive.
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(+) While describing China, Yugoslavia, etc as workers! sfates,
the CCI and'@RP consider Cuba capitalist - (Typists note),
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in 19%o is so denonstrably false that to ccntinue asserting it is -
lying (+). LO is urbane, where the others are usually hysterical,
But then it is very urbane about the whole range of problems:of. -
the Trotsikyist movement, If it is less strident that. is. because LO.
is less concerned with things like that., In-any casge the gern is -
certainly there, Ixplaoining one of its central positions by on ass-—
ertion which o respongible investigation would show to be untrue -
thot is not gualitaotively different from-the lealyites and the OCI
on "Pobloisn", The difference is in style, not substance, It must
gerve the sanme function with LO menbers and for the leadership; .-
that isQ;the nanipulation of the umenbers. : ; R

i

, L,0, AND THEI IDEOLOGICAL STRUGGLE
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Thé focus on building an organisation of nilitants in the class,
wkich arises from a fundaonentally organisational understonding of the
problens of the Trotskyist riovenent and an organisational explanat—
ion for the supposed collapse of the FI in 1940 (which in turn inmplies
an organisational raison d'etre for the FI in 1938 - and is a gross
nisunderstanding) has taken LO to a condition where it hos no use
at all for political and ideclogical struggle, or for propaganda
beyond o minimun based on 2 or 3 basic ideas, There is no "battle
on the ideological front", no theorising, no serious polenic, no
serious dialogue with the revolutionary left, nor even with what LO
calls "the fanily of Tretskyisn”,. The selction of cadres is not -
jideological/political selection, nor is what is required of the
tparty! ideological work., Hot having concerned itself with the living
political questions -~ not even to the extent of having discussion-
werthy answers to such central problems as the expansion of Stalinisn
after world war 2 -~ LO canunot Jdo ideolegical work - at 2ll,

The coneeption of building a fighting propagonda group is totally
alien to what LC is and does,.it would seen to have been alien to LO
ag for back as its decicion that the problems of Trotskyisn were
problens of organisation rooted in the petty bougeois conposition
and uethods of functicning of ithe Trotskyists in the 1930s and 40s.

Even if that wos fore or less’ the central truth in the 1930s
and 1940s, it peles into a ninor detail in the period after 1948
(roughly) for then the problens of the Trotskyist.movenent were.
problens of an enoriious political and thecoretieal nmagnitude. IT ;
one can denonstrate that the political chameleon-lilke instability: '
of the mainstrean (and even of the IC tendencies) has some.analogy
with petty bourgeois "methods", petty bourgeois instability, and
petty bourgecis lack of a stable centre of gravity, nevertheless o
focus on that analegy with petity bourgeois nethods,. or even pointing
to recognisable petty bourgeois traits within the Trotskyist move—
nent -~ that isg to confuse the issue: fundamentally it is even poli-
tical evasion, ’ '

From the late 1940s the problem.of Trotskyisn were prbb1emslof ,
ideological self-reconstruction in relation to the '‘new reality'! in
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(+) icecording to cd Reynolds, when you get reclly close to LO the
question ‘does not seen very inportant. It is, nevertheless, one of
the central ideas you get when you rely on "discussion', that is,

an exchange of "reasons" and ideas as we understand then,
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the world. By then, and aiter il was re-formed in 1956, LC uld not
bother with these problems at all,

In fact its 'solution' to the problems of Trots ryism is simply
arohaic. A

: 4t best it ‘has neaning in termus of the '30s and '40s wTen "the
politics" could be said (though with serious reservations in the
1940s) to be adeguate, Given LO's coaccrtraulo on the party.as
organisation after the war, and after 19 vogether with the fail-
ure to keep abreast politically (1ngteud LEViub the pretence that
e‘ver;y"ﬂ:l'nmr ceased devel ping around 1940, at least everything worth

noting and subjecting to liarxist %nJ?quv) we . get the grad ually nore
complete depcliticisntion of the organisation. Centrally, given the
orgaonic character of the organis uulOu, and the focus on o tlny group
as "the brain', as the only people who are politically alive in the
I-CL sense,'tzls must wean the depolltlclsatlon of the leadership of
the organisation, o .

It is therefore misleading to say siuply that LO has th
respectworthy conception of building an organisation of militants
without seriously, cualifying it. They regeot - and LO's entire struct-.
ure and mode of functioning militates against -~ the project of
building a propaganda group, in the seunse of o politiczal vanguord
fighting for political and ideological hegenony: technique renders
this irrelevant., Whe party as technigue is one—uL'edly counterposed
to the party as ideolcgical centre, The notion of nullalng a propa-—
ganda group seens to be cuteborlsed by LO as something from the "petty
bourgeois" period of Trotskyism against which it reacted, The argu-—
nent is quite logical. The selection of militants is mot - and could
- not be - selection by a proven political Legemony, “wt by an orgunls—
ational techmnigque, It is recruitnent into o technique and a way of
life, no% to politics other than traditiomal Trotskyism, The politi-
cal and ideological struggle is replaced by the trugﬁle for o party
conceived of as gseparate from such questions, except in so far as
they exist in & past period and are recorded in "the books" which
form the tradition., SBecause .thé tradition is by no means dead it all-
ows LO to relate to the Communist Party pertinently. And no doubt.
that fact helps perpetuate the belief in its own politiecal sufficiency.
Fror this necessarily follows & psychological selection and pornan—
ent psychologiecal condltlonlng Vlthln Lo, together w1th the maxinun
regiment“tlon of the lives .of their mllltants. ‘

The position is entirely logical: when an organisation is seen
as everything and the politics necessary to its construction as
largely already in existence ~ then no political life is neoessary
L0 is not & case of a group structured so as to be an organisation
of militants fighting for & place inside the working clags and rat-—
ionally coupartnentalising its functions and streanlining its
activities, It is a case of o whole org311ﬂat10n being consciougly
and -systenatically structured so as to do without politics other than
the tradition - which is a form of pelitica 1 anoeetor—worshlp -~ and
to be a fundanerntally immtional formation, Li's pOllwlCS are rermants
rather than sonething olive: its 'party! nachine is not in the serv-
ice of its politics -~ other than its positive ideas, which are prob-
ably begt déscribed as a sort of syndicalisnm. fgainst the other left
tendericies it builds o nachine ingtead of engoging in ideological
demorcation and struggle,
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LO AND THEE ZXISTING WOnIING CLASS CRGANISATIONS
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LO produces 250 factory bulletins, These deal with general poli-
tical quections and with events concerning the factories (or sections
of factories) they go into. Now it is sensible and necessary to talk
to the whole workforce where the organisation has an implantation, . :
Taken together, however,. the sum total of this work seems to me to be.
nass work - a whole number of spedfically directed bulletins which
add up to an attenpt to address the whole class: and in so far as the
objective is to expand and duplicate this work in nore and more fact-
ories (and nore intensively by producing leaflets for as nany sections
of a factory as possible) the inmplication inescapably is of a steady
growth of the organisation in the class - of an organic expansion = = '
from the existing base, This links clearly with LO's. selection of
basic issues, It may not necessarily demand an abstinence fron the.
political guestions and from concern with the major political problens
presented to larxists since world war 2, 7ith LO, however, it is
linked with this. The conbined result is an attenpt to build a party
which. relates to the whole class (and recruits largely, it seens,
previously non-political people - and this in a highly politicised
country, where noninal cormmunisn has for long been a mass novenent, :
and where even the far left is 1arge); which does not relate politic-
ally to the left other than by the general.ideas of Trotskyisn on -
refornisn and Stalinisn (and Stalinist reformism); which uniguely ‘
offers a technicue for huilding a party'; and which has a perspective.
of building the revolutionary party as a linear developnment of itself,

 LO's substitution of an organisational project for ideological
work, its reliance on an organisational technique ingtead of the ideo-
logical work without which it cannot hope to establislh ideological
hegenony on the left, leaves it little possibility other than this-
perspective, Thus it acts as if there were not in existence in the
working elass novement the wide number of left wing forces that do
exist, with its factory routine and low profile general propaganda..
Twhich is necessarily part of a political sinking fund 1f it is.not ..
linked to ideological development and a struggle to develop the b
'tradition! and foeus it). Zven in relation to. the CP the LO persp- .
ective geems to be of an abcretion“Qi@Strength'agaiHSt the CP ~ of
concucst tnrouzh the development of its machine from factory to fact-
ory., LC has evolved as a formation which tries to 'build the party'
directly in the nasses, ignoring the problens of post-war Trotskyisn,
and building outwards fron one factory and fron factory to factory.
For such a project and such a perspective to succeed it regquires
stability and a routine and tine, LO, it seens, did not think in the
'40s that there was much tine, and even now it only gives itself 10
to 20 years before the Third Torld Var, This outlook must have con-
tributed to the drive to ninimise "difficulties" by "building the
party" .as a depoliticised routine -~ beconing progressively depolitic-
iged over time as a cunulative result of political neglect in a world
that posed complicated cuesticnse. -

‘Wow the serious working class focus and the responsible attitude
to the construction of an organisation and to the recruitment and ed-
neation of nmilitants (the type of education is a separate cuestion)
gtands in favourable contrast to the 'speculative Trotskyists', whose
tspot the trend' general approach neant speculating on this or that
split occurring in the established parties of the working class, and
on the possible energence of this or that current in which they nmight
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imnerse themselves. LC's initial drive to build was correct against
these people,

Hevertheless the 'speculators' did take account of the fact that,
going by all experience since the emrgence of the CFg after world
war 1, the establishment of vrevolutionary communist (Trotskyist)
organisations as dominant forces in the working class presupposes
splits, divisions, and the movement of sizable , major sections of
the traditional parties' militants towards fusion with the Trotsky-
ists (the mechanics can vary), LO does not take account of this, nor
could its whole project allow it to, First of all the possibility
of political hegemony for the Trotskyists demands that the political
work LOC neglects be done, The Trotskyists cannot, by definition,
establish a political hegemony by reference to the traditional
"Trotskyism", Even if LO can deal more or less adequately with the
PCF using the tradition, any political elements breaking from the
PCF to revolutionary politics would surely want to do more than
worship the Trotskyist tradition ~ which mysteriously ceased to
function in relation to the real world after 1940, And the whole
sect-like structure of LO means that its possibility of amalgamation
with other forces is almost nil, It can only grow and develop by the
'conquest! and integration of individuals into the given structure,
The balance of tensions and pressures through which the existing
LO organisation keeps going would certainly be disrupted if LO fused
with other major forces, Znd LO would not have a coherent political
Presence in such an amalgamated organisation, T 77777

If it is not possible for the revolutionary party" to be built
as a linear extension from the given LO (and would even LO openly
claim that it is?) then what role LO can play is difficult to imag-
ine, In the 1972 document "Fusion of Education and Organisation" I
dissociated any attenpt to adopt LO technigue from the unavoidable
implications of what LO is as a totality, Here and now it is import—
ant to reiterate that, LC's drive to build now is serious as compar—
ed to vapid ersatz-Trotskyist speculations. Indeed.an organisation:
that actually builds itself in the class is likely to be able to
take best advantage of opportunities that develop in the establish-
ed working class parties (e.g. the proto-SLL and the CPGB in '56-7).
LO however has built a de-politicised sect which leaves itself no .
possible perspective that is compatible with what it has built and
is building, other than a linear development for itself, recruiting
individuals, AR SR A L e ‘ i

That is actuvally .on a tangent away from what the experience
since the Second International leads us to believe is a realistic
perspective for the development of the Trotskyist party, Zere LO
is a diversion, Its apparent strengths are weaknesses - .even its
party building is the construction of a sort of 'white elephant',
10's project could only make sense in terms of 'building a revol-
utionary party in the working class', a party that could make a
revolution, if the situation were the same as when the Second .
International was being constructed, It is not the same, It is not
now possible to "rebuild the labour nmovenent" in any 'developed'!
country without allowing for shifts and breaks in the existing
novement and for their amalgamation with the previously Trotskyist
forces. ABy project for 'building an organisation of militants in
the working class' which does not allow for this is likely to be an
illusion and a diversion. :
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The central fact to grasp about LO is that it does not work
with political ideas as we understand thenm. It has quite a differ-
ent conception of politics from what we have, It constructs .a way
of life politics fuelled not by political consciousness in the
Trotskyist sense but by moralism and psychological conditioning, :
Such an organisation cannot be expected to lead a proletarian rev—
olution. Its strengths are the strengths of a sort of secular B
Loyolaisn (+) — dedication, obedience, faith, hierarchy, submerg-
ence of the minds of its militants, so that for purposes of poli-

tics, outside a narrow practical range of operations, the only

political intelligence operating in the organisation is the"CentréJ .

Loyolaisn could serve the Counter-Reformation as a militant .
arn because it rested on religious certainties and on an established.
Church and tradition which it defended. The proletarian .revolution
needs and presupposes the conscious awakening of the creative and
ceritical faculties of the proletariat, It needs not faith, outside
rationality, but faith and comnitment derived from and sustained by
reason, not hierarchy based on ascription and deference but polit-
ical solidarity and discipline based on the.awareness of the nilit-
ants, not based on a blind faith and 'trust® in an infallible
leadership. ARV T o e S

It would be a mistake however to shrug off the possibility that
the I-CL could be subverted by LO because of the political poverty
of LO, That political nullity can be and has been disarming, LO A
could not proselytise the menbers of the I-CL politically. It has’
no ideas or proposals to offer, and if it had we might usefully .
discuss them, 3But LO cen proselytise on the basis of its professed
solution to a problem we believe to be central. It appears to . '
offor solutions for organisational problems. R

:vﬁéfganlprobab1y~Iearn'fromﬂLQ“and benefit from some of its
organisational methods., here a conscious’ attempt to Tearn from
LOt's technique would be indistinguishable from being proselytised
to LO politics would be at the point where the goal of building
an organisation began to displace our framework of political con-
Geptions as to what that party pust be, and to displace our ideas
on the necessary achievement of certain essential political and.
jdeological preconditions as essential to a Leninist party by an
urgency for 'building the party'! which detaches itself from our. :
overall understanding of what a Leninist organisation is and is not.

For central to LO is a political nistake: the error of allow-.
ing the project to build an organisation to grow away from all the
political gualifications and prerequisites and to become an end in
itsclf, To allow that to happen is to move away fron Marxist coon-
nnism and back towards the prinitive communisn of August Blanqui.

Rigorous adgption of LO's technique, in association with or
under the supervision of LO, especially, is itself a giant political
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(+) Ignatius Loyola, founder of the Society of Jesus (Jéesuits)’
during the Catholic "Counter-Reformation of the 16th Century,



26,

step towards LO (which is fundamentally a technique) unless it is
accompanied by a clear assessment, understood throughout the org-
anisation, according to the politicg of the I~-CL -~ Tundomentally
according to our conception of what a real revolutionary :

party must be, We must scrutinise the technigues from the awareness
that they are from an entirely Cifferent type of organigsation, and
be clear exactly how any techniques we adopt from LO flw 1nto our
polltlcal conceptlons and relate to our goals,

Given the mutually alien eonceptlons of polltlcs and gplltlcal
activity of LOC and the I-CL, the organisations can probably relate -
to each other only in an antagonlstlc way, as soon as we g__beyond -
superflclal contact,

For exauple, any group of comrades in LO who began to view
politics in the Trotskyist or Leninist way wouldn't just develop
different opinions on Eastern Europe or China. 1Ifore fundamentally
they would come into conflict with the wheole spirit of LC, LO's
routine would be unsatisfying and increasingly politically meaning-
lesgss to then., They would surely find LC's retreat from Marxism and
even political rationalism incompatible with Marxist politics. They
would certainly fall foul of the charge of disrupting the organis-
ation. It appears that the state-capitalist split-away from Lo,
Combat Communiste, was forced into an organisational conflit 1t
would not have chosen because the leadership insisted that their
position was intolerable. For ourselves it would be sinmply a blat-
ant piece of political immorality if we failed to use any influence
we gained in LC to attack the root irrationalism which is precented
as Trotskylsmn :

Any comrades in the I-CL who began to think that LO has, nore
or less, the answer to our problems, would probably first see the
political questiomns, and our central political dlfferences with LO
(that- is, our differences of political position) as relegated to

~second place, not at all incoapatible with adoptlng LC techniques,
Thls is a quite loglcal position,

‘Even if LO had-every one of our positions it would still be an
abonination against any rational politics, -not to speak of llarxist
politics., However, I think that such a position would be an unstable
one. LO's sinplified positions are very convenient and in consonance
with its central organisation-building drive., Its political -
blanknessg gives it a Stwblllty as compared with groups like the 0CI
and VRP whose approach is rather like LO, but whose political pos-
itions contribute to their problems., If building the party is a2 goal
sufficient to itself, or sufficient to the basic work of comnunists,
the LO simplicities recommend themselves, Any comrades who accepted
10!'s organisational nethods (as opposed to adopting certain things
to our political goals) would probably wind up also accepting LO's
political positions, The LO leadership must think so. Otherwise
their collaboration with arch-heretics like ourselves at the sane
tine as ejecting state-capitalists from LO wouldn't make much
sense, The LO leadership nust regard the I-CL as 'an organisation
of a different class', as they regard the LCR. And they are not
stupid or unaware people,

For us there is an additional problem: we are in a position of
having formulated consciously during our discussions on the FI,
the 1dea that much of what has been aconplished by the pout—war
FI (of which we — both the original UF and the present I-CL - are
part) is unsatisfactory to say the least. Te have not fornulated
an alternative, LO have "an alternative" of sorts, to the degree



one begins to see technique - i.e. 'building the party' as the
thing, even the 'moral' thing, then the simplicities of LO can
seen an attractive 'interim solution! that allows serious poli-
tical work to be done - that is the illusion of serious work,

It is possible to settle for LO's "solution" as a result of an _
awareness that the political problems of post-war "Trotskyismn" are
‘very acute, On all our observations the LO leadership are not at =
all stupid or backward - yet they settle for ideological disarm-
anent, We should not flatter ourselves that there is not a threat
to the I-CL. I think we are not stupid. But we are acutely aware

of problems to which we have not ready answers.

The only guarantee against an adaptation of some LO techniques
turning into an embracing of LO is that the organisation under-
stands LO - and understends what we are doing in terms of what we
are not doing - that is, understands what we are doing neasured
against the totality of LO, which we do not want to copy.

It would be to misunderstand the political assessment made in
this document to conclude that having criticised LO in this way
we should sit back and wait until we have "developed theory", or
for that matter adopt a pharasaical attitude to the conrades of
LO., 7e can learn and should learn from the seriousness of the LO
conrades - and if we think we know better,than LO does about
Trotskyist.politics, then it is all the more incunbent on us to act
as Trotskyists in building the organisation. The point of this
assessment of LO is not to counterpose a . !'project! for repairing
the gaps in the positions of Trotskyisn to building an organisation,
Tle pust build the I-CL, The point about LO is that its very struct-
ure, way of operating, and the utterly distorted focus on "an org-
anisation" rules out the possibility of thinking. Ve must preserve
the right to think and theorise, . . R R
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