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The C.B.G., the FRACTION
~ and Regroupment

Over the past elghteen months, since the last [ssue
of the Bulletin, the CBG has held a series of thres
meetings with the External Fraction of the ICC,
The Fraction published & report of the flrst three
of these meetings In their magazine Internation-
alist Perspectlves, The two organlsations also
held a joint Publlic Meeting in London on.the crislis
in Eastern Europe. An accounf of thls meeting as
well as the Interventlons made by members of the
1CC and Subversion can be found In IP 1B.

Since the CBG's formation we have discussed and
corresponded with a number of revolutionary groups
and Individuals such as the Tampa Werkers Group,
Wildcat In Britaln and LL Men In Hong Kong. The
basls for these dlscusslons has been an acceptance
of class (Ines: the bourgsols nature of Par!lament,
trades unlons and leftist polltical organisations
and the revolutlfonary potentlal of +the warking
class. At Issue have been the programmatic galns
of the current which traces I+s orlglns to the

German, Dutch and Itallan Left Communists: +he
proletarian nature of the Bolsheviks and +the
Russfan Revalution, the central Importance of

decadence and the dead end of counel)lsm, We
argued that wlthout such an analysls these groups
were led Into academic theorising and short term
locallst activism, Our discussfons with them have,
in the maln, been unable to advance beyond these
questions. ’ )

In contrast the discussions between the CBG and the
Fractlon are at s qualltatlvely different level.
Our two organisations share a common platform and
can agree on which lssues need to be discussed and
how to approach that dlscussfon. We have been able
to meet and put on the agenda the Internatlanal
situation, the level of class struggle and how
revolutlonerles should organise.

These meetings have alsc been in marked contrast to
the relationship we have had with other
organisetions with whom we might seem to share a
commen analysis. In Britaln the Communlst Workers
Organisation was happy to talk to us privately or
as Individuals but never acknowiedged our exlstencs
In its press except as a !pseudo-group’, far less
engaged us In public debate. The Internatlional
Communlst Current fell back on demouncing us as
counter-revolutionarles on ever less convincing
grounds, Thelr latest position Is that there Is no
fonger any basls for saying that we are a bourgeocis
group but sfnce counter-revolutionary groups cannot
become revolutionary we have no alternative but +o
dlssolve the CBG. (1) ]

Malajise,

The beglnning of the dlscussfon with the Fractlon
therefore marked the end of a long period of
isolatlon for the CBG, We might have expected as a
result +c have seen an increased level of activity
by the group and a greater freguency and regularity
of our press. In fact, as our readers wil| know,
the opposlte has been the case. The CBG has falled
+o respond publfely to some of the most Important
events In post war history - the dismantling of the
Russian bloc In Eastern Eurcpe apd the
reuntfication of Germany, or to Intervene In

domestic Issues such as the Poll Tax campalgn.
Until this issue of the BulletIn we have made no
statement on the Gulf War eand I+s signiflcance. A
revolutionary organisation which ceases to
intervene loses {its .reasen for exlstence end
discussions within the group which do not find an
external expresslon are lost to the movement,

I+ ls easy enough to find reasons foar this malalse,
the pressures of work and family are always present
end cen have a profound effsct on a smail group;
revolutionaries are not immune to the ideologlcal
onslaught of the bourgeolsle which recent aevents
have glven rise to, and the absence of ‘& clear
response from the proletariat on I+s own class
terrain to the attacks on I+s 1lving standards
makes Interventlon more difficul+,

Paradoxically a contributory factor could be +he
dlscussfons wlth the Fraction, or at least +he
fmportence which the CBG has placed on them. For a
number of years the CBG ploughed a lonely furrow
defending the gains of the ICC's Platform agalnst
the aberrations of the [CC and the 180 degree turns
of the CwM. ¥We attempted to develop an anti-

sectarian and anti-moncl Ithle theory and practice
of organisatlen.

Then the EFICC appeared making a very simllar
critique of the ICC's bureaucratic organisational
practice and methods of discussfon clalmlng . that
the ICC had degenerated polltically and calling for
& 'renalssance of Marxism'. 1t |ocoked as |f reln-
forcements had arrived, .

Furthermore the Fractlon had & presence In four
different countries and published regularly 1n two
Isnguages. It was qulte conslstent with the views
we had expressed slnce our formetion +hat we should
fnitiate discussions with the Fractlon with a
perspective of an early regroupment of forces,
Such en outcome has not yet materialised. In fact
it tock some time befors the Fraction even
responded -to our [nitlal contacts and agreed +o
hold the present serles of discussions.

There are a number of reasons for +his. To beglin
with there was a hlstory of susplclon arlsing from
the splits which took place In the ICC In 1982/3,
The Fraction's article tn IP 15 deals with this In
some depth and we have written at length on these
questions In many Issues of the Bulletin In +he
past. At - the Time of +these spllts and the
formatlon of the CBG most of the present members of
the Fractlon were &nd remalned In +he ICC. Our
different . perceptlons of +hese events were
discussed at our flrst meetings and while I+ may
not yet be possible to reconcile our differing
views of these events there is agreement on the
relative [mportance of any continued disagreement

and on the yer greater Importance of pollflcal
questions, :

If we have been able o calm the questions ralsed
by such as the Chenier affalr another issue has run

on through +the dlscussions between us wlthout
reaching any conciusien. This Is usuvally referred
+o &8s the problem of organisations +teking

positions.



For us I+ Is guite clear that the poll+ical basis
for an organisationt!s exlistence Is [+s platform,
But a platform Is nelther a complete nor a finlshed
answer to every question which feces the
organlsation and the working class, There are
always going to be questions of Interpretation, of
the evaluatlon of current events and of attempts to
theorlse from the experiences of the werking class
which are incomplete  and Inconclusive In
themselves, Dlscussfons will go on within
organlsations on these questlons usfng empirical

evidence, reference +o hlstorical events and

debates. Showing how certaln arguments contain
implicit contradictlons with the platform Is part
of the cut end thrust of debate,

No one should expect +thls internal debate +o
produce complete agreement, There will always be
differences. Only when historlical experience shows
which slde of an argument Is correct, when one or
other becomes & class position, can we say that a
guestfon Is no longer open and contlinued
disagresement forces orgenisatlional separation.

‘However, this does not mean that a revolutfonary
organisatlon can or must remaln sflent on these
questions. They must be made public, comrades must
be free to express thelr vlews publlcly. At the
same time an organisation cannot limit |[+s
effectiveness by at all times giving equal weight
to atl the views expressed by I1t+s members. There
will be times when &n orgenisation must take actlon
or express & view. (nh 1917 the Bolsheviks could
not at the same time argue for Insurrection and
against it. Orgsnisations are forced occasionally
to take posttlons, to speak with one volce. For
that purpose they have mechanisms for ensuring that
discussfons reflect the views of the majority or
for electing representative bodies empowered +o
make decislons where an Immedlate response Is
required. :

Questions of corganisatlon, of how to carry on the
internal |1fe of the group must of necessity be
positloris of the organisation. The Fraction part
company with us on thls, I+ believes that taking
positlions, and putting forward the view of +the
majorlty Is one and the s&me thing, Furthermore
the Fraction argues for the taking of positlons as
a way of sharpening dliscussion, of ensuring that
they are taken quickly to elther resolution or o a
clear statement of differences. An example of this
is glven as the differences which have emerged In
I+s own organisatlon over events In Eastern Europe,
namely to what extent the bourgeolsie In Russia Is
In control of develapments. By " attempting to
arrlve at an orgenisetional ‘position on +his
Important questlon the Fraction feels It has
deepened Its understanding on & number of
questions. ' .

While the CBG would applaud the openness with which
the Fraction has carrled on thls discussion we
would point out the dangers that over formallsing a
discusslon cen lead to - that setting up minority
and majorlty posltions forced other views Into one
or other camp, that the differences bacame as
Important as the shared ground and that publication
of debates takes place when events have already
moved on and cut the ground from one or other
positlion.

Qur dlfferences with the Fractlion on this questloen
of positions mey relate *o our different orlglns.
Although both our organlsations were formed from
splits from the [CC, the CBG left on grounds whlich
were clearly seen as dlsagreements on guestlions of
"organisation",
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The comrades of the Fraction on the other hand
spent a long tIme In the ICC engaged In arduous
debates over polltical quastlons; the consclousness
of the class, the meaning of centrlsm and what kind
of Intervention was appropriate, In a direct sense
the Fraction felt I+s split to be on polltlical
grounds. But reading the accounts of these
dlscussions and hearing of the barrlers whlch were
ptaced on the Fractlon's freedom to organlse, and
of the final act of the charade when the Fractfon
members were asked to take some sort of loyalty
oath, then the CBG would draw the concluslon that

the Fractlon's split was as much over organisation
88 Our own.

What our organfsations do agree on is that the
freedom to hold different views was curtailed
within the 1CC, that they had not developed the
mechanisms +o allow differences to co-exlst In the
organisation, This was encapsulated in +the ICC
statutes which stated that differences were alther
a sign of Immaturity of presaged a split, The CBG
and the Fraction have both agresd +hat this
sentiment must be well and +ruly burled.’

A Call to the Fraction

Which takes us to the matter In hand, namely
whither the Fraction and the CBG? Undoubtedly
nelther organisation has been able +to Intrude
Itself Into the larger world, The only area that
we can Immediately Influence {and this with *he
long term 1intention of iInfluencing the larger

world} 1Is that of our political-organisational

direction.

Why have we been meeting? It Is not simply that we
believe dialogie is a necessary component of
revolutionary activity.. Dlalogue has an organls-
&tlonal goal. We seek to convince others of the
correctness of our analysls but not (we would hape)
via dogmatism, We do try to keep ourselves open to
counter-~argument and persuasion where we might be
found to be weak., At the same +Ime ‘we acknowledge
that some questions will not produce consensus and
can  be left unresclved, By clarifylng and
extending our political analysis we better arm
ourselves for Interventlon In the class struggle,

But to be fully armed we require organisation and
thus the meetings between the Fraction and the CBG
have (for us) had as their Immedlate goal the
possibllity of organisational regroupment. We
belleve that there are no polltlical reasons for the
two groups remaining ~separate, that  greater
strength ls possible by the Fraction and the CBG
coming together, This has surely been clear In all
our  texts which argue for openness end
central isatlon, o ' '

Obviously the Fraction seeks the same political
goal as the CBG but what of +the organisational
means to achleve |+ and ‘the Imperatives which
accompany 1t? Does the Fractfon want ‘o regroup?
To be frank we find 1+ hard to accept that the
re~organisational vislon which motivates us Is
endersed by the Fractlon. There Is evidence of a

willingness to discuss but no clear reason why and
wharaefore, i

ls 1t that you see clear political dlfferences
which separate us ~ the economic foundations of
decadence, the state In the perlod of transitlion or
some other points? Whlist we recognlse differences
we do not see them as barriers to regroupment,
Those that exist cen and should be contalned within
one organisetion. If you belleve otherwise then
spell 1t out. Be direct and clear.



On the other hand, glven the record of the CBG |t
is posslible {ITkely?} that reticence to regroup Is
based upon the Fractlon's uncertainty about our
viabillty, |In other words you think we are not up
to the job; that we could not carry out the tasks
whlch go wlth regroupment; that we would be a dead
welght. |f thls Is the case then say so and if
you think that indlvidual assimitation is a more
realistic target then state I+,

One further possible scenarfoc |s that the Fractlon
1s concerned that the collective lidentity of the
CBG woutd remaln within a regrouped organisation.

The central
discusslons between our two organisatlons has been
the CBG's stand on the question of organisational
adoption of positlons. .

stumbling block, +o date, In the

This tendency (of *he CBG) to pose
and then hold open many questlons
stems from a reluctance to take
positlions, as an organisaetlon,
unless +the current slituation 1=
posing an immediate and burning
question. The CBG has a positlive
deslre to encourage the dlverslty
of wvliews which always emerges 1In
discussion on such a complex
reality, but they push this to a
fault. They do not see +that 1In
taking a poslitlon an organisation
can also be assfistfng dlscusslon
both within 1tself and withln +the
milieu as & whole"®

(Internationalist Perspective 18)

We should say Immediately that thls eritlcism fs on
a profoundly different level from the distortions
of the 1CC who argued In Internatlonal Review 55
that we want to: ' : ’

" ,.dedlcate ourselves to a work of
study and 'open' debate In which will
particlpate, at a leve! of forma!
equallty, milltant organisations,
Individuals and circles who  have
nothing better to do." :

And that we want to build

" ..an open, democratlic party In
which everyone is free to say and
do whatever they please"

As we argqued in our response to these wltless
slanders In the last Bulletin this Is absolutely
net our positfon. Members of the CBG, while +hey
remain members, are absolutely bound to the defence
of the class lines contalped in our Platform.
There 1s no place in our organlsation for anyone
who does not accept the reallty of capitaifst
decadence and I+s pelltical consequences:

~ the Inevitability in this era of state caplitalism
end imperlalism. .

NOS1itic
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There s a history of members of the CBG working as
a continuous pollttcal unit from the time of the
CWO In the 1970s Yo the CBG today. There might be
genulne grounds for fearing that thls 1dentlty
would remaln in 2 new format and consequent!y be an
ever- present threat to political stabiiity. We do

‘not see thla ourselves but If you do then say so.

Thera Is Iittle point In discusslon for
discusslon's sake. We should continue our dlalogue
yes, but let us clearly set out our Immedlate
respactive goals, Ours Is regroupment, What Is
yours?

~ the bourgeols Identlty
par|lamentarism and reformlism.
= the Imposslbltity of progressive factlons of the
bourgeolsta,

= the counter revalutionary nature of all national
1fberg+lon strugagles.

of +rade

unfonlsm,

For us these lessons have been definitely declded
by the blood of the working class. . Members are
required to actept +the indispensable role of
Marxism In the struggle of the working class and
1tz revolutionary minorltles and must defend the
notion of the unavoldable nécessity for a
centralised Internatlionai Party to play a leading
rele In the revolutlonary process.

in additlon, It Is not sufflecient for members- to
simply accept these poslitions in the abstract.
They must accept the political practice within
which these posltions are defended and promulgated,
what the role of revelutlonary fractlons Is, and
how that role is carried out. That Is something we
have detailed at length In past 1ssues,

With regard to the -Internal life of our
organisation i+ demands and  understanding that
clarlty [s a product of the whole and depends upon
+he widest possible debate and that centrallsation,
which Is Inevitable In a pelitical organisation,
exists in order to facliitate that. Central organs
are neither the creafors nor the repository of

clarity. They are not the ldecloglcal thought
police of an organisetlon. They do not exist In
order to take up posltions ‘on behalf of an

organisation within the debate, nor to declide who
is right or wrong In any partlcuiar debate,
However thelr task 1s not simply the collatlon of
votes. They zre charged with a political task.
They must try to Impose a coherence "on the
discusslon, to draw out the lesszons and try te
polnt out the most fruitful dlirection for the
development of the debate.

When the immediacy of the class struggle and the
needs of Intervention demand i+ +they have +the
respensibliity of speaking for the organisation.
But In dolng se they de not, and cannot, fix that
as a permanent position of the organisation,

On the questlon of minorifles and tendencles there
Is no room in the CB6 for +he ICC's conception that



tendencies are an expression of immaturi+y or
weakness, On the contrary we think that they are
an inevitable expression of the process of
clarificatlon. The terror of tendencies expressed
by the 1CC Is entirely allen to 2 living healthy
revolutlonary life. It has Its roots in the perlod
of the most profound defeats of the class and Is
entirely absent from revolutionary practice during
the perlods when +the revolution Ii+self was
unfelding, In 1917 Lenin argued strenucusly +hat
all electlons within the party, both for +the
executive organs and the deliberative cnes, should
glve expresslon to the formal confrontatlon of
tendencles, How, In an organisatton whose 1ife
blood Is debate, could It be otherwise?

" ... the history of Bolshevism [ a
history of the struggle of
factions., And Indeed how could a
genuinely revolutionary organ=-
isation setting l1tself the task of
overthrowling the world and unlitling
under T+s banner . the mos+t
audaclous lconoclasts, flghters
and Insurgents, Ilive and develop
without intellectual confllets,
without groupings and temporary,
factlional formations,"

(John Molyneux MarxIsm and the Party)

The Hilleu.

As far as the external 11fe of the CBS Is concerned
members must share the cleariy stated orientation
towards the rest of the milfeu we have established
In past Issues of the Bulletin. They must accept
that no slingle organisation can possess or be
responsible for producing polltficel clarity. The
process of clerlflication must Involve the whole
milfeu and that demands & recognition of the
fraternal commentary which exlsts and the
responsiblilties which flow from that,
Sectarlanlsm can have no place In our |ife, The
CB6 is commltted to fraternal, open, public debate
and to ongeing joint work with other elements where
possible,

Part of the CBE's political Identity (s +the
understanding that the Party of the future will not
emerge from any single organisation or currently
existing body of posltions. Llke the Bolshevik
party In the past [+ will be a product of many
elements from within the mllleu. 1+ will be the
end resul¥ of a long process of clarification
involving the unceasing efforts of reveolutlonaries
now towards its creation, Therefore we think It Is
necessary that revolutlonarles today regroup thelr
forces on as wlide as possible a basls, but 1t mus+t
be a redgroupment whlch does not place chalns on +the
very process of clarification which is required for
+he flinal regroupment of +tomorrow. Of necessity,
we think that demands an organlisatlon both more
open end less nerrowly defined than +he model on
offer from organisatlons |lke the ICC and the CHWO,
The basis for regroupment which we defined in the
foundling texts of the CBG and which we state agaln
in thls text is a deflning position for the CBG and
1ts members, ‘

The Class.

In addltion, members are obliged to accept a well
defined conception of interventlonary work in t+he
working claess based on the understanding that
revolutionaries play a leading role within +he
proletariat by virtue of the elarlty of their
programme and slogans end not on thelr capacity for

physically organising the struggles of the class
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and the unfolding of +t+he revolutionary process,
Although the freedom of debete and the expression
of pollitical differences remalns an absolute, even
at the helght of the class struggle, when the need
for determined and coherent action becomes
paramount, there ts no room Tn the CBG for members
who use thelr differences to refuse to undertake
aspects of the orgenlsationts work, That 15 =&
stance alien to & marxlst organisation,

Taking all this together then, I+ is very cleaﬁ
that nothing remalns of the [CC's accusatlon that
vwe are an organisation in which:

" ...everyone Is free to say and do
whatever they plea;e."

However the erlticisms of the Fraction clearly do
not lle at +hls level, Rather, they are concerned
that our caution asbout taking up an organisatlonsal
positlon might hinder debate -by |eaving it
fragmented or shapeless and render uys less able to
speak and act decisively when required. With
hindsight, It ls clear to us now that much of the
discussion between us has been bedevl}ied by a
certaln amount of talking at cross purposes. When
the CBE talk about taking up positicns, we use the .
phrase in & very preclse sense. For us, to take up
a positlon, fs to programmatically Incorporate that
position Into the [dentlty of the organisation, It
becomes part of the deflnition of the organisation
fn a way whleh clearly separates It from other
organfisations and the rest of the milieu. I+

. becomes bindIing on members who become cobllgated to

defend I+ In public and forms a barrier +o
polltical recruits who do not accept It. 1+
commits +the central organs to using It as a
foundatlon for debate (Internal and external) and
Intervention. Although, on positlions falling short
of class 1lnes, dissenting views could s+i1l| exist
and be expressed internally and pubilcly, I+ would
happen within the Influance of organisational
discipline., The whole weight of the organisation's
energy and direction stands behind an
orgenisatjonal position.

This Is part of, but not [dentical to, the process
by whlch an organisation puts forward conjunctural
enalyses as part and parcel of I+s ongolng |ife.

An organisation does not remaln silent In +he face
of events. I+ Is part of the task of revelut-
Tonarles to analyse and pronounce upon the world
outside 1t,- To do thls §s not the same as taking
up & posltloen programmatically Incorporating the
pronouncement intc +the organlsation's [dentity.
Rather, It Is to contribute to the debate within
the mllieu, to particlpate In the process of
clarffication. Such analyses can carry varylng
degrees of certalnty and conviction, depending on
the nature of the issue and the circumstances of
the debate. It can be the product of a minority
view, a majority view and might even be unanimous.
But evemn In the latter case [+ remalns a
contributlen te the debate and a statement about
the current state of understanding wi+thin the
organlsation, I+ 1s not binding on members and
does not stop or hinder differing contrlbutlons.
It does not become a requirement for Integration.
For example the current [(ssue of the Bulletin
carrles:a text analysing the events of the eastern
bloc. The essentlals of the text are endorsed by
the bulk of the CBG and would be defended In public
debate but i+ is In no sense a position of the CBG.
I+ Is both a contrlbutfon to the wider debate, a

" summing up of current thinklng wlthin the group.,

In such & complex and fast moving slituatien It
seems to us that taking up a position risks



freezing the discussion Into a false polarisation,
We can not see the polint of any organisation having
+o speak wlth one volece [n such & situation.

Certalnly in the event of action belng demanded In
any particular situation, foregofng analyses will
be drawn upon as a gulfde and the action declded
upon wlll be binding on fIndividual members,
however the analysis will not be, and debate will
be free to continue.

Debates  wilthin a centralised revolutionary
organisatfon are not simply a collectlion of
indivlidual contrlbutlons, Discussion exists for

the purpose of polltical clarlfication and thet can
not meaningfully take place simply on a show of
hands and a totting up of positions. A political
synthesfs has to be made and a 'hilan' drawn up to
glve directlon and shape to the process, ° No
organisation can avold thls, It is a necessary
part of polltical 1ife. But when an organisation,
or Its central organs does this It |Is not the same
as the taking up of an organisational position. It
does not have the same organisational consequences,

We cennot wunderstand +the argument that an
organlsation must take a position 1n order to:

" assist discussion both within
ftself and within the milleu as a
whole®

As we have just polnted out perfectly good
mechanisms for achleving that already exist In
normel political |ife. On the basls of ongoing
discusslon, central organs syntheslise, make =&
"bflan' lay down orientations; to the outside world
the organisatlon speaks, pronounces, states what 1+
~thinks. Depending on the clrcumstances that can be
with one voice, maJority and minority posTtions or
even simply the presentation of & spectrum of
debate. ’

Organisational poslitlons, on the other hand, are
not simply contributions to debate. By definltlon
they are what separate one organisation from
another, on Issues where an organlsetion 1is
convinced 1t must speak wlth one volce and must
separate ltself from what other organlsations are
saying., We can see the necesslty for this on the
class |ines which have been definltely settled by
the class itself end demand a very speciflc
pollt+ical programme. We can see the necesslty on
the question of organtsation, on what the role of
an organisation is and how that must be carrfed
out. But cen the comrades of the Fractlon tell us
why we need to speak wlth one volece on the guestion
of Rosa Luxemburg's economic analysis? Do we need
orgenlsational separation on the debate between
saturated markets versus falling rate of profl+?
Do we need to spesk with one volce on the Left iIn
oppositfon theory, or on the Machiavelllanism of
the bourgeolsie? Do we need organisational
separation on the question of the definltive date
of the death of the Bolshevik Revolutlon? Do we
nead to speak with one volce today on +he I[ssues of
the Perlod of Trensltlon? Does ongoing analyses of
events In the Eastern Bloc require to bacome part
of organisational Tdentlity? - :

We do not need positions on all these, we need
clerity, and that Is produced by wlde ranging,
continuous debate within and wlthout each
organlsation. We cannot produce clerfty by
organisational "~measures, by voting, passing
resclutlons or adopting positions. :
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To argue that the very act of takling a position is
an ald to discussion seems grotesque In the |ight
of our own history. We know from bltter experience
within the ICC that posltlons were taken precisaly
to stop debate and to smother dissent. |+ became
the primary tool for sniffing out heresy and
buitding an edifice of horriflc monclithism In
which every nuance, every exposltion of =
theoretical polnt became a position and where +to
disagree with a position was to identlfled as an
atien presence, Even before this profound
degeneration took place, cur shared hlstory In the
ICC contains compelling evidence that adopting a
position crippled debate. On the questlon of the
state In the perlod of transition, for example, the
Tmperative to produce a poslitlon, firstly produced
an artiflelal polarisation, reducing a complex
debate to two poles, and flnally, when a pesl+ion
was adopted, stopping debate altogether.

However we don't have to confine ourselves to the
ICC. The monollthic sectarianism of the -CHO has
been just as destructive from 1ts earliest days,
AY ona point it even reached +he staggering
conclusion that the only revelutionarles in the
world were the dozen or so indivlduals who accepted
the positlions of the CHO! ’

We know that the EFICC agres with us that this
malady Ts not a product of Indlvidual organisations

" but Is an expression of the conditlon of the entlire

revalutionary milfeu, which today Is In a state of
erisis. After two decades of existence It remsins
entirely stagnant, without growth, cut off from the
class, afflicted by political degeneration and a
crippling and rancorous fragmentation. There
exlsts little or no sense of fraternal community,
no forum for direct discussion and no possibility
of jolnt work. The Imperative for the regroupment
of ravolutionary forces remalns entlrely blocked by
the blind and wliful insistence that a bewildering
and changing myrlad of specific positlons demand
organlsatfonal separation. We have seen group
after group presenting set after set of "essentlal®
positions which meke regroupment Impeossible, debate
diffleult and jJjoint work a non-starter, but which

ultimately turn out to be transitory as morning
mist, '

1f revolutlonary forces are to go forward we must
find 8 way of surmounting thls, We have to be able
to distingulsh between what [s historically
necessary and Inseparable from revolutionary
Tdentity (the class lines and organisatlon), and
what 1s, for the moment, purely conjunctural (le.
the analysls of a particular situation), or simply
debatable (In the fullest sense of the worid), Ilke
the economics of decadence or the date of the death
of the Russlan revolution, This has always been
*rue of revolutlionary work but .In the present
period It has become of overriding Importance.

We have argued many +Imes in +he past that we
cannot properly approach +thes task of how +to
organlse our work until we grasp the historlcally
unprecedented sltuation which confronts
revolutionarties, The materfial,  pollfical and
soclial condltlons of the period of capltalist
decadence has produced a rupture 1In the
relatlfonship betwsen +the proletariat and its
revolutlonary fractlons unique in working class
history, The abllitty of revolutlonarles +to
function, and prosper, withln the day %o day [ife
and struggles of the proletarlat dIsappeared when
the Second Internatfonal and the mass class organs
which comprised I+ passed passed irrevocably Into



the camp of the bourgeolsle. With the passage of
three score vyears and ten since the Third
Internatlonal followed sult on the death of the
tast revolutlonary wave the political basis for +he
exlstence of a revolutionary tradition within +he
working cless, of a familiarlty with revolutionary
fractlons and thelr positions, also disappeared.

The revolutlonary milleu as a whole has yet to get
to grips with what this means for the develcpment
of class consclousness In the perfod but Its
slgnificance for the |ife of revoluticnaries Is
unmistakable, Today we exIst on such a minute
scale [t Is scarcely comprehendlble, Fourtean
years before the outbreak of the revolutlon In
Russia the Bolsheviks had a membership In tens of
thousands, Relatively small within a class of
perhaps flve milllon but they represented only a
part of a much wider healthy and vigorous poll+ical
milleu, Thelr existence and thelr polltiecs were
widely known wlthin the class. Thelr militants
were on every shop floor, they were promlnent In
every strlke. On the eve of the revolutlon they
were numbered In hundreds of thousands.

Today In a world wide population of workers
numbered fn hundreds of milllons, revolutlonarles
number tn thelr hundreds. The class have no ldea
we exlst, no knowledge of our politics, - We have
only the most minimal of contact, confined fargely
to the dlstribution of a few thousand leaflets
outside factory gates and marches. When we speak
we are not heard.

This situation produces an unavoidable weakening In
the process by which revolutionary fractions give
volce and shape to the clarlty which emerges from
the aetivity of +he class as a whole. When
revolutionaries of the past reflected on, and
pronounced on, the lessons of the proletariat’s
experlence they did so ms a living pert of the
cless, in a fashlon which al lowed them not only a
sensitivity to the +twists and turns of the
development of the classé consclousness, but more
Importantly, provided them wlth &n Immediate
feedback on the valldity of thelr 'reflections!.

All this is denled to us however. Not only are we
condemned to carry on the process of clerifleation
from the posltlon of virtual bystanders, but the
frults of thls process, the political posltfons
which underpin our activity, are not subject to the
same testing In the forger of the actual struggle.
We have no way to Judge the validlity of any
particular position by virtue of the cless!
response bscause the response Is always the same -
zero,

In this situetion there [s aimost nothing to guard
agalnst an ARBITRARINESS in +the evolution of
dlscusslon, +the adoption of posltions and the
welght we accord them. In an organisation with
only & dozen or a few dozen members, the process of
clarificatlon can be badly skewed by Irrelavances -
by the Influence of a guru flgure, by a milltant
with a bee In his bonnet, by the emergence of a
ctique or even the political behaviour of married
couples always supporting one another. Laughable
parhaps, but there Is not one of us In the Fractlon
and the CBG6 who has not seen examples of all of the
above,

None of this Is an argument for organlisstional
impotence, But it should lead to the exercise of
great cauflon about programmatic commlitment and +o
the understanding that once the adoption of a
position becomes Inescapable it must not be used In
a2 sectarfan fashlon agalnst the rest of +the milieu
or as a monollthic weapon agalnst internal debate.
There ls a world of difference between the pertisan
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defence of a position as an element contributing
posltively to the overall process of clariflcation
within the mlifeu as a whole and the defence of a
positfon as a means to build a barrler against that
mitleu. Certalnly an crganisatlon can claim, must
clalm, the correctness of [ts pelitical positions
and analyses and hence must fight for them. But
this must be done within the understanding that for
Marxism & number of possible Interpretatlons can
coaxist at any time. we must guard agalnst the
Illusion that the deflnftive marxist Interpretation
is easlly and finally tocated.

However the need for cautlion about programmatic
commitment does not simply derlve from the
specificitles of the present perlod. It springs
directly from the role that revolutionaries must
pley within the revolutfonary process, We s+and
with Luxemburg and the German left in Inslsting
that I+ Is not the Party's capaclty to organlse the
class that Is essentlal. We are not the general
staff of the proletarlia+t, we have no blueprint for
the revelutfon, no detalled bsttle plan. We have
ne need to bulld & unlfled exacutive machine
capable of carrying out wWwith miiltary discipline
the manceuvres and {nstructions emerging from
Communlst infallibllfty,

what we bring to the revolutionary process Is a
potItical leadershlp based on programmatic clarlty.
IT Is not the Party's Instructions which are vital
to the revalution but our abillty to give poll+ical
shape and direction to the class' own activity, to
absorb the advances made by tha class In actfon, to

. transcend those advances In a way that the class as

a whole cannot (lacking as 1+ does the historical
overview and programmatic clarity unique to
revolutionary fractlons), and +hen to Incorporate
these advances Into a clear vision of the way
ahead. . In thls way ravolutionary fractlions act as
the political compass of the class, able to polnt
the way forward by accentuating what is positive In
the class' own activity and fighting agalnst the
cul-de-sacs and dead ends.

Our only weapon here Is our pofltical vision, our
clarlty and that Is not a flxed, Immutable entlty,
elther In its totality or Its constituent parts.
I Ilves and develops In ways Impossible +to
foresee, Inextricably {lnked +o the |ife and
struggles of the cless. Clarlty is not & finlshed
product, It is a process, Inseparable from living
open debate, as wide and as thorough-going as
possible, allled to an openness and respons veness
to the class (tself, If we. look back at +he
history of +he last revolutionary wave [+ 1is
frultless. to  search for programmatic and
organisational perfection. What we see Is an
entire process of clarification, more or less
confused, with moments of clarlty appearing here
and there, wlth the differing experlences of
different branches of +he revolutlonary movement
highlighting only partlal aspects of the problem,
No one got everything right. Although +the
Bolshevik Party was pre-eminent In +he revolutlon
in Russia the organisation and programme i+ took
Into the events of 1917 was a product of many
elements from within the milieu as a whole,

Llkewlse today no fractlon can Imagine that the
clarity It contributes can be anything other than
partial and fragmentary. The only thing we can be
certaln of is that some of what we defend wili
prove fo be useless or wrong and that some of what
other elements defend wil). prove +o be valuable and
correct, We need a methoed of working which
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belleves this is not on, or will mean glving the
wost oo much ~ well Its not possible +o say what
thelr plans are. But for both sections, 1 we
belleve perestroika wlll not succeed and going back
to Brezhnev and/or Stalin wont work either, what

alternative once they have defeated the workers Is
there but war?

But another thecretical framework for understandling
the sltuation Is also available. We may deny the
loglcal progress outitned above and argue that In
the col lapse of the Russlan bloc, the clear retreat
from the prospect .of Global War betwesn the blocs
we can ses counterposed the economic and soclal
fragmentation of Eastern Europe - wlth the
prospect, as their crisls deepens, that this will
Inevitebly spread to Russia 1tself. Elsewhere In
the world the 'Third World' Is already far along
the path to absolute pauperisation and chaos and
even within the conflnes of the West the recesslon
[s getting deeper and deeper,

in such unprecedented circumstances can |+ not be
argued that the alternatives of War or Revolutlon
are no longer valld?  The blocs are less and less
capable of mobllising their economles for war and
thelr populations are far less willing to fight a
war, But the proletarlat has, +thus far, been
unable to face up to the crisls and thelr class
enemy on their own ¢lass terraln. ‘

War or Revolution was orlginally a spaclflc
theoretical development of a more theoretical
framework from the last revolutionary wave that the
only alternatives for Capltallsm as I+ lurched Into
1+s decadent phase was Soclallsm or Barbarfsm. |[+ts
transcendence by the viectory of It+s slaves in a
revolutfonery transformation or I+s decline into a
barbarlc rule seeking at all costs to keep power In
an ever worsening situation, The notlon that .the
alternatives 'soctallsm or barbarism! could be more
specifically Identifled =s 'revolution or world
war! was based wupon an assessment by the
revolutionary movement that the speclflc way In
which decadent capltal hed shown and would show {+s
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barbarlc alternative was and would be through world
war to be followed by a new cycle of accumulation
based upon victory In that war and on the rulns of
the defeated.

it may well be that events this past few years have
found that this "tightening up" of tha genera!
theory was Incorrect and that the particular manner
In which the alternatives "soclallsm or barbar|sm"
will present themselves to the proletariat and the
bourgealsie will be dl fferent. tf thls Is the
case, then as revelutionarles trying to comprehend
the dynamic of capltalism we will have to approach
these Issues with an open mind and in a spiri+ of
free and fraternal discussion.

For the crux of all +these questions 1z how we
understand +the present clrcumstances of the
proletariat Internaetionally, what the balance of
class forces 1s and what prospects there are for
preletarian  actlen agalnst the silide [i¥o
capltallst erisis, Throughout this text we .have
clalmed the present sltuation +o be unprecedented,
And this lles at the root of our problem. We have
no real comparlsons wlth +he past to relate t+o In
understanding a situation where the world Fs moving
deeper and deeper Into recesslon, where a hloc has -
collapsed, but where the protetarian response has
been so muted, s0 hamgtrung by bourgeofs ldeologles
tlke nationalism and ‘democracyt, !'free market!
etc. A sltuation where there has been no major
appearance of class consclous struggle, neo
appearance of communist mlinoritles. At root this
.refers .back to the circumstances of the [ate
Twentieth Century and the separation of the
proletariat from +heir own history and minorities
about which we have spoken many times before In the
pages of the Bulletin. But we have now reached +he
point where it ls no longer merely a +theoretical
question, The capltalist world |s. col lapsing
before our very eyes. Where Is the proletarian
alternative baing posed? :

Ingram
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emphaslses and defends +he process of clarification
and not simply this or +hat point of possible
clarity, We need +o be able to encompass as much
of the mllleu and as much of the debate as we can
within any organisation and that mesns keeping our
programmatic [dentity as wide as possible. Every
time an organlisation programmatically Incorporates
a position 1+ necessarlly cuts itself off from
other parts of the milieu and Iimits 1ts own
Internal debate. In such ¢lrcumstances 1+ must be
doubly sure that any such Incorporation is
justifled, We have nothing to fear from polltical
diversity and nothing to fear from debate,

The Fractlon have clearly drewn some of the
political lessons from the splits from the ICC,
they have emerged wlth a strong desire to deal with
the reality of the freglility of the revolutlonary

movement and to confront the  horrifylng
destructiveness of sectarlanism and monolithism
which dominates +the milleu. However, good
Intentions are ot sufflclent. Without =a
comprehensive rejection of the I1CC's polltical
practice, Internal and external, and a clear

understanding. of the organlsatlonal consequences
which flow from that rejection they face the danger
of being saddled with a method of work and
organisatfon which, for all their good Intentlons,
will easily fall prey to the same sectarianism they
believed they had escaped from,

Corsi .




