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an organisation of Communists whose

purpose is to help create the conditions to form-a revolutionary
party. The rising level of struggle against all oppression in

Britain will not effectively challenge the ruling-class until the
lessons of these struggles are widely understood by the working-
class and its allies. A disciplined party guided by gscientific

socialism is needed to lead in this process of raising the struggle
to a conscious political level.

The historical contradictions leading
tional Communist movement in the early
lved and the lessons applied to the
1lly in Western Europe. Without
ing political line and pro-
t-Leninist movement.

The C.F.B. (M-L) is

. No such party exists.
to the split #n the interna
1960's have not yet been reso
actual conditions existing genera
this being done there will be no guid
gramme and no unity within the Marxis

groups of Marxist-Leninists EDITOR'S NOTE

967 to aid in this vital task
1ves combining two forms of

The C.F.B. (M-1) is comprised of
wr.o have been working together since 1
of forming a party. This process invo
political work.
ng the British people and ' .
REVISIONISM AND THE BRITISH

g the scientific socialist
Stalin and Mao Tsetung. " ANTI-REVISIONIST MOVEMENT..... '

PIRSTLY: We study the main problems faci
the world revolutionary movement, applyin
method developed by Marx, Engels, Lenin,

_ DECONDLY: We engage in immediate struggles on the main issues of
exploitation and oppression. : ]

&

ning the lessons of ‘both these o :

ect line be developed. Without ?ngglggIﬁHE S 5008 ARISTOCRACK

the struggles on all the vital. (Part ) 4
demonstrate the treadmill AR

We believe that only in combi
forms of political work can a corr
such a guiding line and programme
and immediate issues will continue to
chargeteristics of the last 150 years.

In developing this line we recognise the need to destroy the <
influende of secial democracy, revisionism and Trotskyism - the main = DISCUSSION: THE ORIGINS OF
defeatist ideological trends which act to disarm the working-class. = REVISIONISM IN THE U.S.S.R
d that as all these tasks are ‘increasingly.achieved sl
ssible to build a mass revolutionary.movement L ke
QCapahiefdf withstanding ruling-class attacks and finally of.over— x4
throwing and smashing the present system and its State ‘machine.. ~The
working-cldss and its party will then implement. its ‘own dictator- - i
‘ship 'over the present employing class to build socialism and prevent
“the restoration-of capitalicm. : '
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Our busic policy document is
Britain; Origins dand Perspectives' published in 1969.
ing to know morc about our policy and political work shoul
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Editors Note

i d those of our

The sales of M.L.Q. 2. cons1derabl¥ exgeede ' T
first issue and the comments and criticism it provokgd in various
guarters leads us to believe that the upward trend will continue.

id at the outset that we made no pretgnce to have.a
readyyiazzlline on all the important issues facing the WQ?klngT
class movement today and that M.L.Q. would reflect. the dlbuCS?%Qn
and argument within the C.F.B. as we proceed ?owards the formf ion
of policy on domestic and international questlong._ In ;hﬁs ;gfgiism )
we carry the first discussion article on "The Orlglns_o e¥1 ° wé..
The argument will continue over future issues of the journa tinbu—
are sure it will attract the attention,and hopefully the contri

tions, of those outside the C.F.B.

In addition to the second part_of'ﬁhe_'Notes on the Labour
Aristocracy in Britain' we are publishing in M.L.Q. 3 as Ouraioniot
leading article a survey of the dGVelopmen? of the antifr§v1; 0 i;
movement in Britain during the 1960s. It is a 1ong‘ar ice f egts
necessarily treats its subject in some detail. ’In somi re.)pthink
it is an expansion of 'Origins and Perspectives' and %O,ngtain ,
an important contribution to the theory of the party in Bri .

. i all be carrying

In M.L.Q. 4 and subsequent issues we sha
articles on Ireland, the history of the.Comlntern, Peaceful
Co-existence and internationalism, Zionism and Marxism and

Womens' Liberation.

Revisionism & the Bitish
ntirRevidnist Movement

The Marxist-Leninist movement in Britain and throughout the
world has emerged in the course of a complex struggle with modarn
revisionism. In each country the situation and the struggle has had
many individual features, but there have also been experiences and
problems common to all countries. Revisionism has attacked the
basis of Marxism-Leninism on such issues as the state, dictatorship

of the proletariat, the party and imperialism. On these matters it
has successfully diverted, in the short and medium term, parties a=nd
movements in many areas of the world. But its most fundamental blow
at the world communist movement has been the strangulation of dia-
lectical materialist knowledge and method in the old, now revision-
ist, parties. Without a knowledge of dialectics party members are
unable to engage in political discussion of sufficient depth to

unmask revisionism.

1t is necessary to discuss the British Marxist-Leninist move-
ment, its problems and course of development in relation both to
the particular nature of revisionism in this country, and in relation
to the world communist movement. " Born in the fight against
revisionism the Marxist-Leninist movement was shaped by the nature of
that fight, collectively and individually and must be so understood.
Revisionism and Marxism-Leninism are engaged in a struggle, not in
icolation, but in close connection with the day-to~-day class
struggle in Britain and throughout the world. Thus problems of
the development of the Marxist-Leninist movement in Britain cannot

relationship to revisionism and the world communist movement. At
thes present stage the central problem of development faced by
revelutionaries in Britain is the establishment of a Mirxist—
seninist party.

THE C.P.G.B.

Thz nucleus of the anti-revisionist movement in Britain emerged
in the course of struggle, against the Communist Party of Great
Britain. These strugglss, confined to a small number, resulted in
expuleions and resignations in the early 1960's, The anti-
revisionist movement, on a collective basis, can be said to date
cnly from this time, Why should this be so?

It is a major weakness in the Marxist-Leninist movement that
many of the objective reasons for the emergence of modern revision-
Zsm have yet to be identified and analysed. Objective and subjec-
tive factors were prominent in the development of the struggle in
Britain. Although there had been many individual struggles against
the revisionist line of the C.P.G.B. (1) - it was not until.a -
polemic developed in the international communist movement that it
was possible for groups oi anti-revisionists to become establisheqd
in Britain. The most important single reason why this should be so
was the lack of basic philosophical training and practice in the




J.F.0.B. membership. Without an ability to apply Marxist dialectics
o the current political situation the membership, debased in any
case by unselective recruitment, were entirely at the mercy of a
iecadership that at best was weak and misguided, and at its worst
cyrical, corrupt, and opportunistic. Democratic centralism hzd
transformed into bureaucratic centralism, and discipline into
ssion. Lenin's 'disciplined army of the proletariat' had
ively become an obstruction to. the development of working-
polities. The political awareness and freedom of discussion
he membership simply did not exist as corrective factors.

]

t

But the development of this state of affairs in Britain also
has an important international context. The revisionist leader~
ship of the C.P.G.B. drew great authority and prestige from their
connection with the international communist movement - from their
connection with foreign parties engaged in massive, armed struggle,
and of course, from their connection with the Soviet and east
Europsan party leaderships. The importance of such prestige as
political support was (and is) particularly great in Britain
becanss of the small size and relative political isolation of
%z 0.P.G.B. It is not necessary to outline here and discuss
+ne basis of the enormous prestige enjoyed by the Soviet party
its leadership. Perhaps it is important to remind ourselves
t “rom the time of the establishment of the Soviet state its
fencs had been the main task and distinguishing feature of
communists throughout the world. Endorsement by such a party was,
most communists, endorsement by living history, by the most
vowsrful symbol of international working-class unity and aspira-

The low ideological state of the C.P.G.B. membership is
of its21f sufficient to explain the lack of significant
iisctiva resistance to the introduction of the revisionist
‘25 of 'The British Road to Socialism'. Members who opposed,
rad doubts about the c¢correctness of such policies, were
with the prospsct of cutting themselves off not just from
but from the whole world communist movement. (2).
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- many members of the C.FP.G.B., open and unwavering support

r party, and through that party, for the Soviet Union was

ony to their political integrity. When bourgeois commen-

neer at the 'slavishness' of such party members they fail

~ber the times. The Soviet Union and its party were a

: manifestation of the hopes of millions and millions of

v working people all over the world. In themselves they

zcognise that it had its warts, but to do so publicly was

m unthinkable, To do so was to align oneself with the

lists, capitalists, social democrats, fascists and feudalists

211 united in their hatred for the Soviet state. Too many
and traitors had been warmly received, and had made com-

livings from anti-communism and anti-sovietism in this

ry. Paradoxically, therefore, with the development of the
:i_revisionist movement, it was many of the most active and

surich members of the C.P.G.B. who opposed it most vehemently. (3).

tragedy is that their staunchness and integrity had been

‘yulzted by and capitalised upon by a self-perpetuating leader-

. concerned with their own power. (4).
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If a ceatral strength of the corrupt leadership o
8 e S f the C.P.G.B.

?ﬁimﬁf??_t%Plf endorsemgnt by.the seemingly monolitﬁic internagignSl
oo fh{‘ujwffliﬁe?t"thelr position was severely shaken by the polemics
ﬁutedtuniﬂ;i'fr 12 the late f;ftles.and early sixties. At first
Anti—rfvyﬁf:-? ic , the.po;emlcs swif{ly became open and specific.
Ev ;n ;m:mliggi s 1n.Br1ta1n now had their political stand endorsed
tive g@g,ﬂ? section of the international movement. The subjec-

_conditions long a major obstacle for many had now developed to
a point ;uff1c1ent to permit an open attack on the policies and
leadership of the C.P.G.B. (5) B

SUMMARY

Pwo important conditions enabled the revisioni i ;
the C.P.G.B.lto maintain its position. The low g?ii: i?aﬁﬁﬁigég 21
and gf pract}ce of materialist-dialectics among party members aid
gh% énternatlonal endorsement of the leaders and policies 6f %he
tﬂe.mégé Thi former ponq;tlon arose from a variety of factors:
The mas party - 1in particular the wartime and post-war influx of
democrag§p§£ ;2%12;em:£?22 oi ghihSoXiet Union; centralism without
y y 18, an e low priorit iv i i—
fg% clarlﬁy as against uncritical mass wgrk, pa?tfcuigrf§ igegigg;
docg;gngogemegt. (There were many other factors which must be
o e _and ana;ysed fu;ly if we are to learn from our mistakes)
e condition of 1nteynat10nal endorsement is also complex and in ’
ggeq %fchreful analysis. The chief factor was the role of the
fozlihe géggeissiaizmbgi ?nd dés{inguishing criterion., Support
[ , rty and leadershi i i
relatively formal level, az in the Casehég,tizeg.%ng%venwgg.a
ev1d§ntly enough to secure admission to the internatioﬁél movement
and 1t? suppo?t. (§). For many C.P.G.B. members their own angd
g;?i§sag§§ié§1§?% 1%€eg§ityfrested above all on support for their
) attacks rom wha
C.P.G.B. support for the éoviet UnigSYer puarten, and through tue

THE EARLY ANTI—EEVISIONIST MOVEMENT

The issue of Stalin was an important and comm i i
ggr many anti-revisionists. This was, of course, ggtfégifdggiginlné
e wor}d'outlook of many communists had been based on a defence.
of Sta%ln 8 role and lsadership. The impact of Khrushkhev's 'secret
repor? to the twentieth congress of the C.P.S.U. was widespread
Zﬁg dlverse, For many it was a shattering of near—religious‘beliefs
Othe;:uzige;€Z§ EﬁecgzaﬁgemEe%Xes offsfrom all progressive politics '
C 0 e new Soviet leadership. This group
included most of the members and leaderships of commugist 7 ?
Ehroughout the world. The symbol of Soviet leadership waspgiﬁéZZer
or many than the symbol of Stalin, whilst others were just un-
giltical or opportunist baton-followers. Another group rejected it
: ; Ghﬁushkhev report. Some of this last group stayed in the |
sﬁ‘. -B., and are a part of the group who now criticise the leader-
ip on ;ts attitude to the Soviet Union, and the Soviet invasion
of ngchoglovakia in particular. For those people Marxism has
ossified 1nto‘q set of absolute precepts. The other part of this
group, that rejected Khrushkhev's report, took an anti-revisionist
stand and were expelled from or left the C.P.G.B. '
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i i isioni iti f Stalin was a
T basis of the anti-revisionist p051p10n 0 : o
re'ect?gn of Khrushkhev's sweeping internatlonal'and dome§t1? pgllcles,
1aanched and justified under the pretext of the ?esForatlgn o
Leninism and 'combatting the cult of the persorality’. Th%su;siugs
of Stalin is still under consideration intﬁhefmovimeﬁg,eggiegtatol
i est here is that it was for many the first a ; st to
;ia;gfe§oimulated objection to modern rev1s1ﬁn%§m. Agti;ggvégliﬁéSts
indi i i it e symbo
3 indicated their still close concern wi ] :
iﬁ%ernational communi st movement. That sgstgg,dgasgga;:dlg X?Zh$§
factors such as uncritical loyalty ha@ undoubtedly pl L
i ith changing times and conditions
i hla e i its opposite and had become
lop and had been transformed 1n?o its oppc
igagiggnagy. Although, therefore, ant1«rev1s192}§§§ E?dngggzed a
i ig tter, a stance criti
progressive stance on ?hls_ma , . Jhigad of modern
rvisionism, it is indicative of the bgc groun t
iggéiégical,development that this antlcu%gr lgiuiﬁeoéqi%}résigggﬁist
was the most significant for many. section antl :
this still-subjective stage,
movement has never managed to outg?ow i 1 : )
y i tion for its support,
which relied on dogma rathsr than 1nve§t1ga. . ppert.
i i ill in major conflict in e
Indeed dogma and dialectics are sti : i
i sioni ht on the content o
revisionist movement. Some comrades, rig C L
i i i able to see that it was no
prarticular issue of Stalin, were un ; I o
C il f that content that was -the issue e : _
ggingigf—gevisionxst positions, bgt the'substltutlon of any dogma
{pro-8talin or anti-Stalin) for dialectics,

i i i ' i t some length to make
s question of Stalin has beep 01t§d‘a ) 24
the pg?;t %hat much of the early ant1—rev1510n1§t Eoz;téggnwgglemics
ado jective reasons. us
adopted and .supported for gubguc ' - S e hongh
i her parties was a p ,
between the Chinese, Albanian gnd ot ‘ ﬁ
subggctive support éf itself (1rres€ect1velqﬁ 22; gggzzﬁggogftgie
: i i jective support), so dls lang 5
D iherto cxiotins Op . i tters by the revisionists was
hitherto existing line on certain na rs by t 7 g
i ffici tification for the anti
of itself thought to be sufflclept_gug a JTor he ent e s
evisi ist stand. The anti-revisionist mo»gmenﬁ e tras B
§n¥éséoﬁ;rxist—Leninist movement insofar as %t p%ogres?lfeiyrrecog
nisges and discards subjective reaso%ing an%'ggiféilgzg¢%g Lgid e
nvesti i ' jecti motiv .
investigation and argument. Subjective rat Wi o
I i i lopment of the communis .
our Britsoh oondstio th? g condition for development.
our British conditions it was a necessary Rt
i i d replaced by objective
nless recognised for what it is an . _ :
Eigaiion of polfcies it can become a highly reactionary feature, a

major obstruction to political advance.

With a partial and subjective understanding many moved to gn
anti—revisiogist position on the quesplpn ?f Stalln.s F9rt°f2§§§rs'
the issue was that of 'peaceful transition', or the Ovlience ders
transmutation of the Leninist policy of peaceful Cogﬁ%liime Lonte
great power politics. A common feature of many at lg we;e s
was the inability to see how all these matters ouf.po':Lcy._Il -
necessarily linked to modern revisionism, anq how thlsidlat arge
related to economic and social developmepts in phe_wor (i 1as%
artd the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in partlculgr.lt vith b
stage of understanding has yet to be substantially dea

the international communist movement).

In this situation the position of many anti-revisionists regard-
ing the C.P.G.B. itself was far from clear. Many thought that it was

merely a question of policy, and that the C.P.G.B. could be put back
on the revolutionary path by changing its policies in an appropriate
way. These comrades thus thought that the C.P.G.B. could be trans-—
formed from within, They did not see that the C.P.G.B. was rotten
through and through, and that its policies, structure and inner-~
rarty life were all corruptly and necessarily connected. One of the

first internal polemics in the anti-revisionist movement conerned the

question of whether the revisionist party could be reformed, or
whether it had to be. smashed. Given the level of knowledge the now
untenable position of some that the C.P.G.B., if it were not for its
policies, was still the most brogressive party in the country, is
nonetheless understandable, A4 large section of the anti-revisionist
movement, even when they saw the need to smash the C.P.G.B. did not
fully understand why. They thought that all that was needed was to
leave the revisionist barty and go into s Marxist-Leninist party,
with new slogans, and new leadership, and new allies in the inter-
national communist movement, There was no real understanding of the
size of the problem that had to be tackled if the working-class
movement in Britain was to advance.

THE C.D.R.C.U.

The fetishism of the party, seeing the organisation as an end
in itself, and not as a living political body and contribution to )
the class-struggle, entered into the anti-revisionist movement from
the earliest stage. -Many who left the C.P.G.B. behind brought with
them the political expectations of revisionism. Disturbed by
revisionist policies many wefe equally disturbed by the disunity
within the anti-revisionist movement. They wanted all anti-
revisionists to be united as soon ‘ds possible into a brand-new
party which could #hen work out correct policies. Many who were
Vocal opponents of revisionist policies stayed in the C.P.G.B. on
the grounds that they would wajit until the new party was formed
before leaving. There was a failure to take responsibility oneself
for the work necessary to build a new party, indeed, no clzar con-
cept of a Marxist-Leninist party existed for almost all comrades,
There was a hope that leadership would somehow or other emerge.
Rumours circulated about divisions on the E.C. of the C.P.G.B.,
and on the basis of. past rdcord this revisionist leader was
assessed hopefully against another as a possible future leader of
8 new party. The lack of confidence in oneself, the failure to
realise responsibilitys may be called 'the man from London attitude!.
There was a hope in the various groups that secret moves were under
way and that they would soon. be told what the new party and new
leadership required of them. A man would come from London, or
Glasgow, or anywhere .but where the group itself was. -

Bearing in mind the variety of factors that shaped the political
outlook of those who took an anti-revisionist stand in the early
Sixties, the approach to party building of the Committee to Defeat
Revisionism for Communist Unity was inevitable. The C.D.R.C.U. was

-8 direct resporse to the subjective needs of a section of the anti-




revisionist movement for an instant party, legitimated by international
recognition and providing ready-made policie§, formulae, and 1egderj ~
ship. By the very manner of its origin, by its outlook and.gsplyatlonb
tne ¢.D.R.C.U. could not possible have made 2 positive contributiorn to
party building in Britain. (7). Anti-revision;st in name-gnd (ﬁo? _
most of those involved) in intent, it brought into the anti-revisiornist

movement some of the chief features and incorrect political expecta-

tions of organisation that characterised the revisionist C.P.G.B.

By 1963 various hitherto isolated individuals agd groups adopt}ng
an anti-revisionist position had come together for dlscgs31ons apd_ln
an attempt to co-ordinate work. A central issue, as.hag been mentioned,
was whether the C.P.G.B. could be transformed from within or whether
2 new political party was necessary. Michael McCreery and others
later in the C.D.R.C.U. to their credit supportgd the creation of a
new Marxist-Leninist party. But. McCreery and his supporter; gpllt
with those who also supporied the building of a Marglgt—Lenlnlst
party. The basis of the split ostensibly was the tlmlng and megns
of achieving the new party. At a meeting in London in the agtu?ﬁ
of 1963, McCreery and his supporters presented an_ultlmatum in e
form of a document entitled "Appeal to all Communists from Membeys
of thé C.P.G.B." If the others present at the meeting did not S}gn
the document, then McCreery and his supporters wogld d9 so, it wa;h
stated. This they did, failing to carry the meeting with them. e
document was published and, as expected, McCreery and the other
signatories were expelled from the C.P.G.B.

2 roach of McCreery and his C.D.R.C.U. rested on the premise
that E?'l?ggership were provgded'the rank and file anpl—?ev1S}on}s§s
would rally Yo it. In other words, they saw leadership in pr1n01% y
organisational rather than in political terms. Here.was_an accept-
ance of the 'man from London' attitude, and a determ;naglon to_be.
that man. But if politics were not seen as the basls 0f leaqeyshlp,
what was? Specifically,the C.D.R.C.U. sought to erect an edifice
that would attract those whose subjsctive needs were for a new N
Marxist-Leninist party, with the 'correct' slogans and_lnteynatlona
connections now. The C.D.R.C.U. was in essence a cgntlnuatlgn of
revisionism im the form of the party fetish, asserting organisation
above politics, asserting form above content.

What was needed if the C.D.R.C.U. was to be quickly transformed
into a nsw party? - obviously,members. With members and a new 1
organisation, it was reasoned, the correct slogans and tactics couhi
then be worked out. So the central problem was torattract mgmbgrs D.
As the very concept ol the C.D.R.C.U., rested on subg?ctlye and 12—
correct analysis, it is hardly surprising that grganlsatlon ;gthurd
than politics were seen as-the means of attracting a membership an
thus opening the way for future development.

ORGANISATION VERSUS POLITICS

¢.D.R.C.U. was established in November 1963. By February
1964 ggepublished the first issue of its_journal 'Vanguarq'. Anyone
with experience of setting up a new pub}lcat;on'must ?gallsemthat
the only task of the C.D.R.C.U. in the intervening period must have
been the work necessary to produce this publication. The effort
required was considerable, and the numbers involved in the C.D.R.C.T.

were small. But the effort was organisational rather than political;
a task carried cut by a smagll group. of 'leaders' in an attempt to
attract members, rather than an outcome of political building and a
response to the needs of political developments which had already
taken place. For a journal to be established on the correct political
basis it is not enough that it should attempt to adopt the right
slogans. It should be the outcome of the political work of an organi-
sation involved in political struggle. Only in that way can it serve
the needs of the struggle. A pdper that is not the result of involve-
ment in struggle will be academic, lifeless, and sterile. ILenin's
observation on agitational papers rested on this same reasoning. To
found & working-class paper, he said, it was necessary to "start it
not as a business (as usually newspapers are started in capitalist
countries), not with big sums of money, not in ordinary and usual
manner, - but as an economic and political tool of the masses in

their struggle. Either the miners of this district are capable

to pay halfpenny daily (for the beginning weekly, if you like) for
their own dally (or weekly) newspaper (be 1t very small, it is not
important) - or THERE IS NO BEGINNING of the really communist mass
movement in this part of your country. 1If the Communist Party of

this district cannot collect few pounds in order to publish small
leaflets daily as a beginning of the really proletarian communist
newspaper - if it so, if gvery miner will not pay a penny for it,

then there is not serious, not genuine affiliation to the Third.
International.”™ (8],

Lenin's observations on the building of the mass movement were
equally applicable to the building of the anti-revisionist movement.
If a paper was to help in the building of that movement it had to
reflect the political and organisational level of that movement.
Only thus could it help to resolve the problems of raising political
levels and organisational experience. It is necessary for a journal
to be involved in the real organisational and political problems of
the movement. Such a paper could not be launched as a business,
'bought' for the movement with a large sum of money. Indeed, insofar
as McCreery and his supporters attempted to do this they were acting
in a revisionist manner. The press of the C.P.G.B. had long since
ceased to reflect the real problems of that organisation, reflecting
the political and organisational experiences of members. The
revisionist press was supplied as a service to help keep intact the
revisionist organisation. This function of the revisionist press
was as incorrect as the content of the publications often were.

The C.D.R.C.U., wittingly or unwittingly, whilst in much of the
content of their journal attempting to adopt an anti-revisionisit
line, in the method by which they founded it were acting in a
revisionist manner, Nor is this surprising. The political exper-
ience of all the leading figures involved had been shaped by
revisionism, and a long process would be required if they were to
ever be able to recognise the revisionist components of their basic
political outlook. '

Vanguard,; the paper of the C.D.R.C.U., rested on the funds of
one man, Michael McCreery. McCreery's private means' were the chief
resource for the journal, and were also the chief resource for the
political and organisational work of the C.D.R.C.U. The journal was
levish in size - Sixteen well composited and illustrated pages. The
entire resources of all those organisations who today, after ten




years of growth and development, describe themselves ds Marxist-
Leninist, could not produce such a journal as McCreery produced with
a literal handful of people.

The first issue of Vanguard serves well to illustrate the political
outlook of the C.D.R.C.U., - its inability to 'put politics in command’'.
The lead article, by McCreery, was entitled "The Way Forward". 1In
many ways this was a succinet statement of the anti-revisionist posi-
tion (with the addition of McCreery's own position on the national
question, which led him to call for separate parties for England,
Scotland and Wales). But what analysis was there of the historical
background and immediate political problems of the anti-revisionist
movement? None! Yet without such an analysis how could the various
individuals and groups begin the process of emancipating themselves
from revisionism and establishing a Marxist-Leninist political
analysis in Britain? Although in his article McCreery quite rightly
attacked the C.P.G.B. for its lack of political education and its
suppression of politics, there was no discussion of the impact of
this feature of the C.P.G.B. on the anti-revisionist movement.

This shows clearly that McCreery was objectively in the same camp

as those who sought to reform the revisionist C.P.G.B., and did not
see that revisionism characterised and arose from the structure and
methods of work, linked indissolubly with the policies. They put
organisation and form above politics and content. McCreery and his
supporters did exactly the same thing. The central problem to them
was a new form of organisation. Little real attention was paid to
content, including the historical background of the movement. There
was no recognition that organisation had. to be treated politically,
and as subordinate to politics. When dealing with how the new

party should differ from the old revisionist party, the only organi-
sational difference that McCreery mentioned was the re-establishment
of factory branches, as the main form of organisation. TYet the
abolition of factory branchss as the main form of organisation in
the C.P.G.B. was not the cause of revisionism, just as the adoption
of incorrect analyses and slogans were not the cause of revisionism.
Pailure to analyse the rise of revisionism from within the processes
of the C.P.G.B. itself, and within its international context, showed
that McCreery, whatever his subjective motivation, however much he
condemned the C.P.G.B. teaching on the state, its line on China,
ete., could not free himself from revisionist ideolozv.

Other features of the first issue of Vanguard also reflected
its incorrect basis, With the objective of recruiting support, and
copying the C.P.G.B. use of international endorsement as a means of
securing a position of leadership, great use was made of inter-
national greetings. A message from Enver Hoxha was printed - "I
wish you success in your veéry noble struggle against imperialism
and modern revisionism for the unity of Marxist-Leninist Communists
in your country, for the triumph of peace, freedom, democracy and
socialism in the world." There is nothing exceptional in. that
letter, and British anti-revisionists welcomed the political support
given by the Albanian Party of Labour. What was incorrect was the
context of the letter and the way in which it was used. This
letter was being employed, not as a support to the British anti-
revisionist movement as a whole, but to a tiny part of it - the
¢.D.R.C.U., This letter was not featured prominently in Vanguard

Tor its politi
cance, Thia

¢. 1 significance, but for ite organicational oigni fi-
2e . ' as much an appeal to the subjective, revisionist
conditionvd fooiings of the anti-revisionist movement i was any usie
ol endorseme}: ‘rom abroad by the revisionist C.P.G.B. leaderchip.
The use o7 thio letter, seen in the context of the objective of
pgblication, waa a clear revisionist act. likewise was the publica-
tion of the second international greeting from Jacques Grippa, at
that time leader of a substantial breakaway from the Belgian C.P.
known as the Brussels Federation of the Belgian Communist Party. 29).

) Other contents of Vanguard also reflected the obviously intended
desire to create an impression of size and widespread support. There
were unsigned and differently signed articles written by McCreery and
his associates, displayed in order t6 present an exaggerated picture
of the number of people involved. Three full pages ot letters had
been written mainly by individuals in the small group assoclated with
McCreery, in an attempt to create an impression of countryside support.
There were advertisements for Albanian and other publications, agree-
able enough in themselves, but in this context actually drawing atten-
tion to international connections and support. B

By issue No.9 (October 1964) a Central Committee complete with
a Secretariat was announced. The function of the secretariat wan to
"determine the general line and policies of the C.D.R.C.U." 5o just
as McCreery had provided an 'instant journal' for his organisatién;
now he was going to provide politics - and all without the pain of
political discussion, investigation and learning by the memberchip.
Fpr years the bulk of the C.P.G.B. membership had taken their poli-
t}cs painlessly from the provided party journals, and McCreery ahd
hly.agsociates followed the same method of work - of course the
politics given to the membership would be 'anti-revisionist' politice!
Bogus'regional committees for Scotland, Wales, ILancashire and York-
shire were said to have supported the formation of the 'Central
Committee' and the 'Secretariat'.

In March 1965 Vanguard reported McCreery i11l1. The very next
issue departed from monthly, publication, and was reduced in sige
and gquality of producticon., MeCreery died in April 1965, Only four
regularly published editions followed his death. (Three bi-monthlies
an a monthly.) Regular production ceased in October 1965. McCreery's
money and other resources were no longer available, and the illusion
had collapsed,

There was some half-hearted but revealing self-criticism in
the August/September issue - "Initially some comrades expected over-
night fireworks and a dramatic build-up of Marxist-Leninist forces
- such optimism led to impatience and disillusion when Progress was
gradual..." There was admission, for the first time, that only a
small nucleus had been involved and that the turnover of members
of that tiny nucleus had been great. The grand-sounding 'Central
Committee' and 'Secretariat' were exposed as the sham they had
always been. The last regular issue, in October 1965 gave a list
Qf achievements of the previous ten months. The achievements
included what today would be considered a derisory increase (for
a national organisation) in the circulation of their journal, and
& small number of leaflets circulated. There was also the statement
that "we have conducted several discussions with enti-revisionist
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. - . b_ - . .- C‘. B_ with
froups and individuals, both within and outflde the C.P.G.B.,
3 veispective of uniteé action" (p.l16). This was the closegt thgt. _
r2uard ever came to even a mention of the rest of the anti-revisionist

ovement. (10).

The C.D.R.C.U. declined to a rump with a constantly changing
membership, Shorn of some of its delusions of grandeur,_lt mggg an
pearance at a meeting of the Joint Committeg of Communists in early
%9. (11). At that meeting it claimed th@t it saw its task not as
¢ other groups did, in engaging in practlgal local work, and
btuilding theory through analysis and education, but rather as .
rroviding theory for the movement as a who}e! Once. an obst%cle 8 J
tha development of a genuine Marxist-Leninist movement the C.D.R.C.U.
now exists only as a negative example.

SUMMARY

ern revisionism cannot be understood merely ;n terms of
incorgggt and disruptive policies., Such a 1imited view led some
in thé\early anti-revisionist movement tp belleye.that the problem
o7 development consisted merely of changing policies or of estng
_ishing a new organisation which could then'pursue correct p911C1es.
in fact, the development of modern revisionism must be understood

*in terms of the relationship between policy, party structure and

me s of work. The nature of the revisionist party and itg pol}—
;igzog;eoiot accidental, but are necessarily linkeq. No revisionist
tarty can be won to correct Marxist-Leninist policies in ﬁhe long
“erm, Revisionism must first be exposed and then‘routed in the _
ing of revisionist parties and the construction of new Marxist-

118t organisations.

An essential characteristic of the anti—reyis;onist_moyement
Zs that 1t was called into being by the contradictions within the
rational and international revisionist movement., At one levgl it
15 & truism, but important all the same, to say thgt the‘antlj‘
rzvigsionist movement could not exist without the d}stortlons of
zvisionism. There are however important implications here for
anti-revisionist movement. Anti-revisionists.were themselvgs
zhaped by revisionism in their political gxpectatlons and organisa- -
nal experience, For the anti-revisionist movgment to devglog 15 nus
ognise this, and by such recognition and continual analysis seek

i ivi i i ‘ i i the anti-
£ical activity and organisation. ‘Such organlsat%on as 1
revisionist movement constructs must have thg objective of building
consciousness, and must be in a form appropriate to the developi
m=nt of that consciousness and be capable of resolving the problems

involved.

The C.P.G.B. had, at the time of the emergence of the anti-
rzvisionist movement, long since made a feti;h of the party. That
iz to say, they had transformed Lenin's requirements of‘demecraoy
znd centralism into political direction of the memberghlp of thg
Zeading group.. An attack on the policies of the leading group lﬁ
the C.P.G.B. was portrayed as an attack on the party, and throug
the party on the entire international communist movement. Loyalty

to the organisation was placed higher than loyalty to principled

)
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political analysis and debate. The revisionist party provided
newspapers, journals, pamphlets and so forth. A great part of the
function of these publications was simply the maintenance of the
revisionist organisation, and they were rrovided rather than an
outcome of inner party political 1ife and siruggle. With low levels
of political training and incorrect expectations of party organisa-
tions, many members saw loyalty to the organisation as the criterion
by which friends could be distinguished from enemies. International
endorsement was a central support for the revisionist leadership and
a central deterrent for would be eritics. Overall, it can be said
that it was (and is) characteristic of the C.P.G.B, that organisa-
tion has primacy over politics, and that as an organisation it
coheres on the basis of subjective rather than objective thought.

The C.D.R.C.U. continued the revisionist practice of placing
organisation above politics, and met, therefore, the subjective
needs of many anti-revisionists for & Marxist-Leninist organisa-
tion leading to a party, which once established, they thought,
would be capable of putting forward correct analyses. The need,
for them, was to have an organisation which would follow correct
poliecies, rather than an attempt to discover the basis of revision-
ism, and thus be able effectively to combat it. In their subjec-
tive anxiety for a new party, in their desire to quickly overcome
the divisions in the anti-revisionist ranks, these people failed
to see that anti-revisionists had first consciously to emancipate
their own political organisations and politics from revisionism.
Without this process of examination, often carried on through
debate andgd polemic, politics could not be put in command, and
any new 'Marxist-Leninist!' organisation would in essense be as
corrupt and revisionist in essence as the C.P.G.B,

The techniques of revisionism of relying on a prominent display
of their international connections, of providing an organisational
facdade to mask the sterility of their politics were continued by
the C.D.R.C.U. which, although it may never had made it explicit,
indeed it may not have been part of its consciousness, followed
the same political line of the C.P.G.B. with respect to organisa-
tion and therefore failed to develop. Any organisation constituted
on the basis of the C.D.R.C.U. would similarly have failed to develop
into a Marxist-Leninist organisation.

It can be seen that, emerging as it does from the development
of revisionism, the anti-revisionist movement develops insofar as
it recognises and changes the revisionism in its cwn polities,
With a predominantly subjective basis in its early stages, it is
necessary for the anti-revisionist movement to progress increasingly
to political consciousness and objective direction of work. To the
extent that this progress from the subjective to the objective takes
place the anti-revisionist movement develops, on a quantitative and
qualitative basis, into a Marxist-Leninist movement. Prcgress from
the subjective to the objective opens more and more issues and
problems to assessment by revolutionary dialectics, and places
the party increasingly in charge of its own Tate, an effective
revolutionary weapon of the working class, not simply responding
to historical change but developing that change itself,

- 13 -




'"THE MARXIST!'

The next significant attempt seeking by revisionist methods
to establish a national Marxist-Leninist organisation was the
launching of the Marxist in November 1966. The journal was
initiated and supported by a group of wealthy businessmen, largely

‘engaged in trade with China. The previous year some of theése busi-

nessmen had financed the production and distribution of a series of
articles attacking revisionist policies in the period preceding the
1965 Congress of the C,P.G.B.

~ The Marxist, like the C.D.R.C.U. was in no way an outcome of
political activity in. the many Marxist-Leninist groups up and down
the country., It was provided complete and intact without the
support or participation of any group. The amount of money involved
was large. "The journal was expensively produced. Wages and acco-
mmodation for a full-time worker, M.Faulkner, were provided for
almost a year. (12). Ownership was rested in a £100 limited company,
Oasis Publishing Co. Ltd., with a registered office at Borough High
Street,_London S.E.1. Two shares in the company were- takén up, one
by a writer, and the other by an engineering worker. Jim Kean, the
secretary, had no share holding.

The Marxist venture was based on a mechanical interpretation
and application of Lenin's What is to be Done? In this article
Lenin advocated the setting up of an all-Russian political journal
which would serve to bring together the Marxist groups all over
Russia. The articles would unite the groups politically, whilst
distribution of the journal would bring about greater organisational
cohesion. Obviously the problems of the Russian revolutionary
movement in 1902 and the problems of the anti-revisionist movement
in Britain over sixty years later could, at the lsast, well be
different, but the Marxist group undertook no investigation of
the problems, ideological, political and organisational, of the
anti-revisionist movement. ZEven a cursory investigation of the
nature and practice of British revisionism would have revealed
to those concerned their incorrect approach.

With no investigation, an attempt was made which, objectively,
would have destroyed the whole basis of the anti-revisionist move.
ment in Britain, by destroying the groups. The tactics of the
Marxist organisation were to set up Marxist clubs all over the
country. These clubs would (a) support the Marxist organisationally,
(v) discuss articles appearing in the Marxist and suggest new
articles, (c) arrange educational syllabi, (d) engage in political
activities, appropriate to members of the group. (13). Those
concerned with the Marxist-used whatever contacts they had in
anti-revisionist groups, and also visited various parts of the
country to attempt to further their ends. In most cases the tac-
tics were to bypass existing groups and approach individual members
directly. In some instances they succeeded in splitting and

destroying groups.

This organisation had little overall impact. It lacked any
real base, and was unable to contribute significantly to the
deVelopment of the politics of most of the anti-revisionist groups
then existing. The fact that it had been launched by wealthy
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businessmen was uncovered and widely publicised, and though this

fact in itself was not supported by any political snalysis and =
contrary indication of the correct path of development, it cause
severe damage to the Marxist organisation and its ambitions,
Politically and organisationally all it could offer was the mere
vehicle of a journal, whose control and coanditions of establishment
were viewed with increasing suspicion on a subjactive basis alone

by most active groups. So far as is known, the chief revisionist
feature of this organisation was its attempt %o impose a facade
without political investigation. I% did not achieve the international

connections of the C.D.R.C.U,

By August 1967 contradictions within the Marxist group had come
to a head., It was decided on a subjective basis and without breaking
out of the original erroneous concept completely, to put the journal
more at the service of the groups.

However, the basis of work of this organisation still rested on
an incorrect attitude towards the groups, and was still not basszd on
any analysis of the development of the anti-revisionist movement.
The journal was the legal property of one or two people and thers:
was no real and honest attempt to involve groups in its future.
was seen as a provided service.

I%

Not springing from the day-to-day political work and problems
of groups, the Marxist, which at best involved only a few groups
and a tiny part of the anti-revisionist movement, became less and
less relevant. With sometimes notable exceptions, the majority
of the garticles were selected on an available basis, i.e. whatever
sultable material presented itself. The journal more and more
became an end in itself rather than a -political msans. Organisation,
in the true revisionist tradition, was placed totally in command o
politics, and subjzctivism took the place of attempting correct

‘political analysis.

Politically and organisationally quite isolated, this journal
now appears irregularly axnd is the property of the Brent Industri
Group, whose politicasl work is characterised by an aversicn to
theory, by sectarianism and, as would be expected, a spontaneist
outlook., (14). As for the erstwhile founders and supporters of
the journal who were not involved in groups, some have ceased t0
be politically active, others now work in groups, wnilst a signi-
ficant number joined the next opportunistic crganisation that
looked viable and pressnted itself,

THE COMMUNIST PARTY 07 BRITAIN (MARXIST-LENINIST)

The origins and development of the C.P.B.(M.-L.) combine sll
the features of its irue forerunners, the C.D.R.C.U. and the
Varxist. This organisation, however, has survived for longer
as an obstacle to the development of the Marxist-Leninist movement
in Britain than did its predecessors. It will be dealt with in
some detail here, and.in a future article. The Communist Federation
of Britain (M-L) regards the political exposure and destruction of
this revisionist organisation as an important task in the building

of a genuine Marxist-Leninist party.
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The C.P.B. (M-L) was founded by and to a very great extent
depends upon one man, Reg. Birch. Birch had a long and active
experience as a member of the C.P.G.B., eventually becoming a
member of the Executive Committee. His connection with the C.P.G.B.
terminated in 1967 when he was expelled for being in correspondence
with the leader of a Marxist-Leninist party abroad. A full-time
official in the A.E.U., Birch's work for the revisionist C.P.G.B.
had been in the industrial field. He had been the leading figure
in the building up of an alliance in the A.E.U. to contest for
union positions and influence in North London, and nationally. He
was the C.P.G.B. and 'left' sponsored candidate for. the presidency

of the A.E.U. for a number of years,

Birch was involved,in a peripheral manner, with the Marxist
organisation, even whilst still a member of the C.P.G.B. Outside
of this and a section of the A.E.U. he had no known record as an
anti-revisionist, though it is only fair to add that he had been
known to have had 'rows' whilst a member of the C.P.G.B. E.C.

But as the anti-revisionist movement was never involved in these
rows they cannot be considered as part of an anti-revisionist
struggle. Birch, like many others who have since repudiated their
past, is on record as supporting the revisionist 'British Road to
Socialism' and, as recently recorded, revisionist campaigns to
increase production in the post-war period. (15). In the absence
of any public record as an anti-revisionist, it has been argued

in his favour that his break with the C.P.G.B. damaged his career
prospects in the A.E.U., as it deprived him of the support of
C.P.G.B. endorsement for the presidential elections in 1968, But
this may well have been why he was exposed in impermissible acti-
vities by the C,P.G.B. leadership, and then expelled, rather than
taking an open political and organisational stand against revision-
ism in the ranks of an anti-revisionist movement that had, at the
time of his expulsion, existed for at least seven years. It is
significant that Birch at this time refused to make any public

political statement.

However much scepticism there may be, in retrospect, i? mgst
be said that Birch, when first involved with the anti-revisionist
movement in 1966/67 had a formidable reputation. He was the first,
the only, E.C. member of the C.P.G.B. to have taken an implicit
anti—revisionist7positibn, by allowing his name to be associated
with the Marxist. Marxist-Leninists have always recognised the
powarful role that leadership can play, and before exposing him-
self as an opportunist in the anti-revisionist movement, many who
subsequently became his bitter political opponents hoped that he
would play an important part in the development towards a genuine

Marxist-Leninist movement.

In August 1967 Birch visited China. Whilst there he had
talks, as many had before him, with members of the C.P.C. Whils%t
Birch was still in China, his wife, in collaboration with A.E.U.
contacts, arranged a meeting of anti-revisionists which was to
take place on his return. There are two important points that
should be made concerning the circumstances of this meeting.
.Firstly the fact that it was announced whilst Birch was still in
China. The significance of the C.P.C. as a leading force in the
international Marxist-Leninist movement was based on an objective
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achievement and contribuv” Hn of massive proportions. However,

the oo ng of the C.P.C, also had an important subjective impact
on the British anti-revisionist movement. Although the C.P.C. was
not directly involved in the meeting the implication was that Birch
hed been informed by the C.P.C. that it supported the immediate
formation of a Marxist-Leninist party in Britain and had asked him
to act. Secondly, the organisation of the meeting was not done by
a group but by individuals. Birch had not been a member of any
group active in the anti-revisionist movement. So how could his
wife and friends determine to whom the invitations to a meeting
should go? How did people with no political experience of the
anti~-revisionist movement recognise the political characteristics
of anti-revisionism? This is all aside from the basic problem
confronting the largely subjectively-based anti-revisionist move-
ment of what revisionism in British conditions actually was,

It was in this manner that there was collected together a
group of initially 44 people at the Conway Hall on 12th September
1967. The meeting started a2t 11.00 a.m. Birch, who opened, made
a short speech that contained much that can now be scen to be the
revisionism and opportunism of his position., He first of all asked
the meeting to forego the election of a chairman. He said that the
'T' used in the circular which had convened this meeting did rnot
mean that his standing was high or that his knowledge was superior.
Referring to the motley composition of the audience - some people
from groups, many just individuals, whilst some important groups
had never been notified at the meeting at all - he said that the
blame was all his; he never carried names and addresses for
security reasons, This was his entire explanation for the calling
of a meeting that did not, organisationally or politically, reflect
the composition of the anti-revisionist movement, but which would,
nonetheless, it emerged, take a decision that was of great impor-
tance for the future of the anti-revisionist movement. One of the
attributes required of full-time union officials is organisational
ability, and Birch is noted as a capable employee of his union,

His total experience of meetings of all kinds is immense, so that
many attending that first meeting found it hard to accept his
explanation, especially, as it emerged that whereas most groups
that were represented had one or possibly two people there., Birch,
in his 'random' invitations, had secured a very substantial atten-
dance by his friends and supporters, who made appropriate contri-

butions at appropriate times,

Birch next informed the meeting that contrary to belief (a=ad
the rumours that had begun to circulate during the prsvious months)
there was no Marxist-Leninist group in the A.E.U. Some of the
union group which had worked together were still members of the
C.P.G.B.,and would not affiliate to any of the groups, in London
or elsewhere., (He did not explasin in any terms why this should
be so). It was inevitable, Birch said, that people would adhere
to a Marxist-Leninist position following the 20th Congress of the
C.P.5.U., The fragmented nature of the Marxist-Leninist groups could
not be avoided. However, he said, we cannot excuse the present
position in which taere is no revolutionary party in Britain.
Birch's speech up to this point showed that he regarded the
existence of groups as unhelpful to the development of a Marxist-
Leninist movement. He showed no awareness of the fact that they

el
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were, in British conditions at leasty the anti-revisionist movement,
and that their polemics and analyses represented, for better or for
worse, the entire attack that had been,made, with Marxist-Leninist
intent, upon the revisionist C.P.G.B. : ,

Birch then turned to the future. If 'we' continued with the
development of groupings without a centre there would be no progress
towards a party. Groupings would simply proliferate. Positions
would come to be drawn, people would arrive at different stages of
development, and various people would set up to be a party. We need
a party, but how do we go about it? Once again, despite the highiy
ironical reference to "people who would simply set up a party",
Birch showed that he saw the groups and their political activities
in a negative light., Yet from a Marxist-Leninist point of view,
indeed against the whole history of Marxism, possibly the most
important contribution that the groups were making was the drawing
up of positions. . Without the drawing of clear political lines
there was (and is) simply no future for the revolutionary movement
in Britain: Birch quite clearly revealed that his perspective for
development did not for one moment begin from investigation, and
was in fact based upon the revisionist priority of.organisation

over politics,

More irony and double-talk followed. Should we use Birch's
standing to set up a party, asked the man himself, and then replied
with a firm 'No'! We must form a provisional committee on which
there would be representation. This committee should arrive at a
constitution and a programme. All those present in the room, said
Birch, must have somsthing in common, otherwise they would not be
there. But in any case, he at the end of the day would still go
ahead. (Author's emphasis). He hoped that the discussion would not
centre around the way in which the meeting had been called. Birch
had used this standing to call that very meeting, and his standing
was to be the main, indeed sole, support of the organisation that
came out of the meeting, so his statement of intent was a straight-
forward lie, designed to anticipate criticisms. The phrase "on
which there would be representation" later acquired significance,
and its use shows that even at an early stage Birch knew exactly
what he was doing. When his 'Provisional Committee' was formed,
Birch and his supporters made on-the-spot nominations. Individuals
were nominated on exactly the same basis as representatives of
groups. In this way, just as he had packed the meeting itself,
Birch and his supporters packed the Provisional Committee (a
technique long used by the revisionist C.P.G.B. in union and other
broad-front work), The only real politics that mattered in this
zituation were thus suppressed. The statement that all those who -
were in the room must have something in common is a tautology and
platitude, yet this was Birch's only reference to the divisions
in the anti-revisionist movement. Historically, this was the only
justification he put forward for his actions. But whatever pre-
tences adhered to the tautology, he brushed aside when he stated.
that in any case, whatever was decided he was going ahead at the
end of the day. Birch's standing would be used and this packed
meeting®was no more than a figleaf. '

However, to understand why Birch's erroneous and revisionist

politics succeeded aut that meeting (in the sense that they were not
fully exposed) it is necessary to point out that much of the political
understanding of the Communist Federation of Britain. (M-L) that exists
today actually grew out of the experience of Birch's early tactics and
subsequent organisation. Comrades attending the meeting were not, at
that time, fully capable of explaining why groups were cusential at
that stage if the movement was to develop. Comrades spoke of the
negative experisnce of McCreery and the C.D.R.C.U., and the Marxist
(indeed Birch himself was at some pains to deny any connaction

between the Marxist group and his actions). They spoke of the need

to consult groups, and of loyalty to groups. One or two even spoke

of "putting politics in command". What they did not do was to show
that in the particular situation the whole basis of the movement was
the groups, and that "putting politics in command" meant the support
of their development, and that in that situation any other action

was incorrect and opportunist. (The groups conctituting the J.C.C.,
Communist Federation of Britain (M-L) had to learn from the exsnmple

of the C.P.B. (M-L) and otherd the lessons which they appli=d in

their important document analysing the anti-revisionist movement,

{The Marxist-Leninist Movement in Britain: Oriczins and FPesrspzctives).
Bircn's undoubted manipulative skills are only a part of the reason
why hz was not politically exposed at that meeting, and the low
rolitical understanding of the anti-revisionist movement must also

e considered.

Concerted opposition to Birch was small, and as has
not lully effective. The opposition group wae two or thrss in
number, and argued from a largely subjective and empirical bas
Much lurger was the group that was in complete disarray and di
nct know where to turn when faced with Birch's rerutation as an
industrial leader, and by the cleverly implied endorzement of the
Oeatral Committee of the C.P.C. There was z widespread =choing of
tho opporition group's criticism of the manner in which the meeting
had .been constituted, but it would not be unfair to say that this
wie the highest level of unity against Birch's cpportuniam. The
low level of unity and political argument unfortunately wae an
weeurate reflection of the stage of development of the arti-
revisionist movement. (16). At the end of the day, Reg., Eirch and
his.usupporters did go ahead and s=t up the Provisional Committes
¥ the British Marxist-Leninist Organisation. The anti-revisionist
ovement had shown itself still incapable of resisting the revision-
‘:t methods of work formerly demonstrated in the C.D.R.C.U. and the
Marxist organisation. But in many ways this meeting was an impor-
tant catalyst for the building up of a political awarensses suffi-,
cient to limit the influence and damage caused by Birch's future

party.

been eaid,
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Many of the organisations and individuals who had sxpressed
doubts about or opposition to the action of Birch and his
supporters nonetheless attended the first meeting of the newly
founded Provisional Committee. In some cases this reflected the
already existing threat of a split in their groups, if attendance
had not taken place, This was held on 14th October 1967 at
Birch's house. The lack of clarity among the groups on the one
hand, and the united manipulation of Birch and his supporters on
the other, which had characterised #he 12th September meeting,
continued. Some other groups - from Birmingham and Oxford attended
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=iy meeting and complained that they had been told by a Birch

surrvorter (Hannington) that the October meeting had been an
‘riarnal meeting of the A.E.U. group. There was an unconscious

+r and farcical element in Hannington's apology, and as this
‘12 main reservation or objection expressed by either the
ham or Oxford groups, it serves further to show the low -~
development of the groups at that time, and indeed of

,0. of which they were member groups.

3.t this and more substantial objections to the previous

were brushed aside by Birch who announced that there

3 b= no going back to the first mesting. Likewise, there

~:: to bs no discussion of ths question of the weight of representa-
‘5r., as between individuals and groups, on the new committee, Birch

sunced. The Joint Committee of Communists (J.C.C.) poor as its

i level wa~ at the tim=, honetheless attempted, according

sav=l, to rlace the whole meeting on a differant footing

cring that instead of proceeding with the existing meeting
‘nating committese should be formed and given the task of
2y mesting of groupe and other interested parties in
22w weeks' time, which could then go ahsad, on a Lroper
, to maks th: prerarations for the formetior ci a party.
~>ct =3 thi. proposal can now be seen to bz, it d4id represent
sizction of the ogportunism of the Birch group. This was
iy r=jsctsd by Birch and the meeting wznt ahsad to discuss
rrorosals for the wdrk of ths Provisional Committes that Birch
AT zd. In fact, thers was no political discusceion allowed
« mseting, in the sense that no quastioning of the Provi-
Committ=s's relationship to the anti-revisionist mcvament
ilowed. The 'poiitical divcussion' waa contined to Birch's
“t dpcwnsnt and how bsst to procssd on the basis ol the exist-
il ttee.  The ftems discunsed, therelore, wars Low a draft
m= for the prepossd communist party coald best bz delegated
those precentmd thz electlion o 4 'Secretariat'.(i7). It
mtnted that sa o lice should be obtainsd as woon & posuible,
trot in the mountime Bireh's address would be uned. A treasurer
Ccoted und @ number of finmncial contricutions were made there
: ¥ . (18) . It wrno agreed thuat an an immediate activity there
vouid be o celebration of the 50th Anniversary of the Octobar
vorniution. Also disenssed wire the relations of groups with
ipn organisations, (Until the new party was established, Birch
chested, the groups could have links with foreign organisations).
Ce s mloo aanoanced that the queution of wnich groups should be
Veccognised! wonld be conusidsred by the secretariat. With the
roneluaion of thio meeting the Provicional Committee wus well on
Sreoowmy Lo the sotablishasnt of a bogus '"Marxist-Leninist' party.

Ca)
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Phis meebing warr the lact to have any representation from
sreawni.  The Oxlord group — one of the smallest and least exper—
Cigeed of the J.G.00 groups (who were sl and inexperienced

coupr in themselves) - joined the Provisionial Committee, The
Cogmanint Workers' Lenguc (oomiainly Bristol—bused group) wi
gigided on the ioous and wias oo member For-two monthi, Jenernlly,
creir, Phodnon bribute Lo the intesritly of the bulk ol the still
oty developed anbi—revisionint movement that Bireh and his
CapnGrhern romiined iolabed From Lhe October mecting onwards.

»~

The position of the Provisional Committee, that it could not talk or
act with any group on an equal basis because .it was of itself of a
di fferent order of political organisation, was an important subjec-
tive factor contributing to its isolation. The important objective
factor was that any discussion the Provisional Committee had could
only, as with McCreery before it, be on the basis of why the.other
party should unite with 1t. The real problem of how and why the
Provisional Committee existed at all could not be considered. In

a very real sense, therefore, there could be no principled discuss-
ions at all, even though the Provisional Committee had played lip-
service to their necessity - after they had taken their unprinecipled
stand! The Provisional Committee went ahead with the organisaticnal
procedures it had laid down and the so-called Communist Party of
Britain (Marxist-Leninist), an organisation born of blatant manipu-
lation and opportunism and the nesgation of Marxist-Leninist politics,
was founded on 12th April 1968. By this time the greetings of the
Provisional Committee to foreign communist parties on special
occasions had appeared in the Chinese and Albanian press, as had
some of their other statements. Secure with such implied endorse-
ment (at that time extended to them alone) the new party proéured

an office from the A.E.U. and launched a monthly paper, '"The Worker',

in January 1969. (20).

CONCLUSIONS

The Provisional Committee of the British Marxist-Leninist
Organisation and the Communist Party 0of Britain (Marxist-Leninist)
which it set up followed the revisionist mechods of work of its
predecessors the C.D.R.C.U. and the Marxist organisation closely.
An organisational facade and international endorsement were used,
as substitutes for politics, to win the support of the British
anti-revisionist movement. There was no analysis of the origins
of the anti-revisionist movement, and the contradictions within
it. Implicitly and explicitly the groups, who in their polemics
and organisation were revitalising the Marxist movement in Britain,
were treated as obstacles. In one important sense, of course, they
did constitute an important obstacle to the intentions of the Birch
group. They no longer paid hommage to the organisational facade
which was presented to them. Increasingly they demanded political
justification, even against endorsement from revered foreign parties.
The experience of the C.D.R.C.U. and the Marxist had strengthened

the movement.

The Birch group was more successful than either of its pre-
decessors for a number of tactical reasons. It did not have the
stigma of 'rich men's money' that attached to both the C.D.R.C.U.
and the Marxist. Birch had a high reputation - based partly on
the fact that he was the only member of the E.C. of the C.P.G.B.
to be associated with the anti-revisionist movement - but mainly
on his involvement in trade union organisation and industrial
conflict. Many illusions existed in the anti-revisionist move-
ment at that time about the way in which industrial struggle was .
important. Some of these illusions were of a spontaneist nature,
others were direct imports from the C.P.G.B., and as far as they
were consciously held at all confused the historical role of the
working-class as a whole, with individual politital standing.

T ——
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According to this 'feeling' (it rarely became more explicit than that)
an industrial worker was intrinsically somehow or other more valuable
than a non-industrial worker or an intellectual., Birch quite deli-
berately used both his standing and the misconception about the
strength and political quality of the A.E.U. organisation &s valuable
a;seﬁs in nis fight to win support on a subjective basis., A further
dlstlpctlgn between the Birch group and its predecessors was that
organisationally the Birch group was highly effective. It had shown
that in north London union work. But even the fact that they had
worked together at all gave them enormous advantage over McCreery
and‘the pusinessmen of the Marxist. All in all, whilst the anti-
rev151on1st movement had developed 1ts political strength and level
immeasurably since the early sixties, it was still not in a position
to smash opportunist bids such as that of the Birch group, completely

and at an early stage.

ORGANISATION SERVING POLITICS

. The.C:F.B.(M—L) has already outlined its views on the British
ant;—reylslonist movement. (21). Whilst its views are continually
developing and are certainly being communicated more effectively,
the'bgsis of that analysis still strongly holds: that is, that
political analysis comes before organisation, and that organisation
must at_all times serve to develop the political struggle. As has
bﬁen said, ‘the central task in Britain is to reach an underétanding
of revisionism, in policies and methods of worx, sufficient to
proyi@e the conditions for the establishment of a party. But this
pol}tlcal process does not g0 on inside some kind of autonomous
ant}-revisionist movement, cut off from society. Issues where
r§v1$ionist and Marxist-Leninist views contest are to be found
within the day-to-day ongoing class struggle. The C.F.B.(M-L)
therefore feels that practical work in the struggle of the working-
class and the building of theory and political consciousness are
not discrete activities. They are indisolubly linked. This has
also been the experience of revolutionary movements in other
counﬁries and at other times, as even a brief examination of
Eu531an experience of the 1900's and British experience in 1919-

21 serves to illustrate.

Thz Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (fore-runner of
the ¢.P.S.U.) was fought for against a dituation of numerous study-
circles and groups - each defending autonomy and most acting in an
amateur and ineffective manner. In his analysis, Lenin did not
attempt to remedy the situation by decree. His first significant
action was an analysis of the movement itself, of the various
tendencies and conflicting ideologies. (22). Lenin did not seek
to dlgtate differences away, but 7ather to subjugate differences
by_prlncipled political argument. He declared, regarding the
bu11d?ng of unity, "Some comrades (and even some groups and
organisations) are of the opinion that in order to achieve this
we must adopt the practice of clecting the central party institu-
tion and instruct that body to resume the publication of the party
organ. We consider such a plan to be a wrong one, or at all events
a rrsky one. To establish and consolidate the party means to
establish unity among all Social-Democrats. Such unity cannot be
decreed, it cannot be brought about by, let us say, a meeting of
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representativegfbassing a resolution...

conducted in the sight and hearing of all Russian:
Social-Democrats and class-conscious workers, are necessary and
desirable in order,to explain the profoundness of the differences
that exist, in order that disputed guestions may pe discussed from
all angles... Indeed, weAregard one of the drawbacks of the present-
day movement to be the absence of open polemics petween avowedly
different views, an effort to conceal the differences that exist

over extremely fundamental quéstions.” (23). Further, "pefore we

can unite, and in order that we may unite, we must first of all

draw firm and definite lines of demarcation." (24). Lenin was

here putting politics firmly in command. It should be noted,
moreover, that the process of drawing lines of demarcation did not
preclude an appropriate degree of co-ordination throughout Russias.
Indeed, a polemic such as Lenin envisaged'needed communication and
an exchange of views between groups as 2 very minimum, but volitical
unity at a party level could come about only through polemic and
could not be decreed. It should be further remembered that Lenin's
statement was made after the bankrupt foundation congress of the
R.S.D.L.P. had been thoroughly‘exposed in practice as. having hsd no
positive effect on the divided and.disparate groups. Unity by

decree had ailready failed. (25) It was only after a lengthy pro-
cess of ideological consolidation against the opportunism and
defeatism of economism that Lenin was able to tackle the organisa-
tional opportunism of the Mensheviks in One Step Forward, Two Sters
Back (190%4),.a slashing attack on autonomism and the circle mentality.
(26). With ideological preparation an important new line was

drawn, between ths Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks, at the Second
Congress of the R.S.D.L.P. The party was politically formed at

this meeting, and only after this were the organisational steps

of adoption of a programme and rules and the election of a central

body taken.

Open polémics,

A different situation in very many ways prevailed in Britain

when the C.P.G.B. was founded, yet the principlés guiding the
foundation of that organisation was also the primacy of politics.
To the extent that departure was made from that principle the

C.P.G.B. later paid the price.

Some sSixX or Seven organisations, most with already substantial
public records of political activity,were involved in the attempt to
build unity in the creation of- the C.P.G.B. One organisation, the
British Socialist Party, could trace its origins, through changes
of name and structure, back to 1881. (27). Klugman sees the impulse
to unity itself going back several years, %o 1971%, (28). Certainly
the Russian revolution and, in 1919, the Communis® Tnternational
were Very important factors bringing about the unity discussions.
These two important events gave political support to the concept
of a communist party in Britain,. and provided the occasion to the
Rritish revolutionary groups to consider their differences and how
they might be resolved. The B.S.P., the largest of the groups,
called series of meetings which started in June 1919 and contihued
into the middle of the next year. On 31s%t July 1920, after over a
year's preparatory work, a Unity Convention was held in London.

Only groups from organisationS'whiph accepted the " fundemental

basis of Communist Unity™ were invited. The basis of unity was
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"{a) The Dictatorship of the Working Class, (®) The Soviet System,
(¢) The Thirad International." (29). (It can be seen, therefore,

that the intervening year had been spent in consciously drawing
Zines, and in polemic.) The London Convention formally inaugurated
+he C.F.G.B. However, there was a recognition that all the necessary
roritical work had not been carried out. The miin issues -contested
in the preceding polemics had been whether parliamentary action should
be undertaken, and whether there should be affiliation to the Labour
Party. As majority decisions were taken on both of these matters,
the Convention resolved that "since full unity had not yet been
achieved, the provisional committee of eight members...was instructed
to carry on, with the addition of six persons elected by the Conven-
tion" and attempt to build further political unity. (30).

A Second Unity Convention took place in Leeds on 29th January
and concluded unity between the groups involved. (The I.L.P.

1921,

"Teft' group did not come in until 1922)., Organisation stiltl did
not command politics, and bhecause of the level of political unity
the party had a federal form. (%31). At a Rules Conference in
tanchester in April 1921 the principle of regional representation
was again incorporated. in the rules. Reform of this loose federal
atructure, even with the active intervention of the Communist Inter-
rstional, was not accomplished overnight. The adoption of the

of the Third Congress of the Communist International secured
N agreement to a central committee, district committee structure.
hepn this still had to be fought for politically within the

L32).

= C.F.G.B. was formed at a time of much greater urgency and
than Britain in the sixties. Lenin and the Communist Inter-
12l éxpected imminent revolution in the west = "it is likely
11 require two and even three years before the whole of
becomes Soviet ... I assert with confidence that one year

or later, a little more patience, and we shall finally

an International Soviet Republic, which will be guided
Communist International." (33) Nonetheless, and with the
urging of Lenin, extensive political discussions went on.

¢ groups involved had publicly stated positions, some going
or many years. Between them they represented memberships:

ry different sizes - from 2,500 down to a handful. Yet

= was no 'decreeing' of unity and no arbitrary decisions,
sd-on membership strength. BEven so it could probably be |

3. that because of the urgency with which they saw the world
tion, Lenin and the Communist International to some extent
;ened in such a way as to shorten political and organisational

sion. (34). R

Trom this brief account of the formation of two parties, the
ian. and the British, it can be seen how much historical example
ts with the three attempts in Britain.in the 1960's to

sh 5 Marxist-Leninist party. In Russiz-and in Britain
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919, in accordance with conditions prevailing, the guestion

& ty-building was taken seriously. Orgenisations with greater
tience, membership and public political records than any of

E

ritish anti-revisionist groups did not attempt to use their
gths to impose unity by decree. Political differences were

ia% to the fore, discussed and analysed, and only on the basis of
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a resolution of the differences was unity reached. Groups were not
viewed in a subjective manner and treated as obstacles. They were
treated for what they were; the basis of the éxisting revolutionary
movement. In both Britain and Russia the importance of the groups
was recognised in continuing federal elements in party structure.
Even at this stage unity was not seen as resolution passing, but

as the outcome of political struggle.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Modern revisionism is not a mere matter of slogans and of
incorrect policies. It is a matter of consciousness, of ways of
viewing the world. An organisation may adopt at any one time
slogans which are 'correct' and still be thoroughly revisionist
in nature. (35). The Chinese Cultural Revolution has demons trated
clearly that the most profound changes are needed to combat
revisionism, and that the struggle against revisionist world
view is extremely complex. :

British anti-revisionists have emerged in political and in
individual terms from the revisionist C.P.G.B. They are faced
with the central task of emancipating themselves, not just from
the slogans and policies of the C.P.G.B., but from the methods
of work; from the whoie political consciousness imparted by
that organisation and its international aliies. Itany come to
an anti-revisionist position on subjective grounds. They re-
jected the sterility and oppression of the C.P.G.B. Others
were strengthened in partial understandings by the stand of
the Albanian and Chinese parties in the early sixties. The
task of the movement has been, and is, the substitution of an
objective political world view, based on a Marxist-Leninist
analysis, for the subjective positions of individuals and
groups. Without an objectively established British Marxist-
Teninist ideological and political analysis, the movement
cannot advance. This continues to be the immediate priority
for the British revolutionary movement, and wiil lead to the
establishment of a genuine and effective Marxist-Leninist

party.

Throughout its history the revisionist C.P.G.B. was of a
small size and had a relatively low level of political develop-
ment in its branches and members. It has generally been isolated
from the mainstream of British working-class politics, which
after fifty years' existence of the C.P.G.B. still remain dominated
by the ideology of social-democracy and parliamentarianism. In
this situation the C.P.G.B. relied heavily on two factors for its
continued existence - international endorsement and vicarious
prestige and an extensive organisational facade.  The organisa-—
tional facade was both a means and an end, as its maintenance
soon became, and remains, the main activity of the party.

Giving organisation priority over politics involves the suppre-
ssion of discussions and denying from party members and organisa-
tions the opportunity to develop politically.

The anti-revisionist movement has clearly shown the impact
which revisionist conseiousness has had upon it in the three




main opportunist attempts at party formation in the sixties.

of the three cases the objective was seen in ailmost pureiysorgiﬁizth
tional terms. Coming inevitably from such an objective were the
methods of constructing an organisational facade and of securing
endor;ement ('"recognition' was the term used) from parties with
prestige and standing in the international communist movement o
Sgch organisations even had they attained their necessary objéc—
tive at the price of the destruction of the British anti-revisionist
movemept, could never themselves have been anythihg but revisionist
Dependlng for their existence on a facade and recognition they ’
(rightly) saw the groups as an obstacle in their path. The essence
of thg groups was politcal and organisational autonomy and polemic,
Poiemlc could not be tolerated where the main effori was to present
a united front to impress and deceive revolutionaries at home and
abroad. _w%thgut politics there could be, can be, no emancipation
from revisionism, in the broad and penetrating sense that we under-
stan@ it. At best there would be a mechanical following of a
forglgn baton, as with the C.P.G.B., as a substitute for a genuine
political encounter with British and world struggles and problems.

But what of the groups® As has been stated, much of the
groups'-understanding of the nature of revisionism was (and is)
part1a+. Often it was extremely superficial. The reasons for

ejecting the revisionism of the C.P.G.E. and the later pseudo-
antlfreV}51onist organisation was mainly subjective. There was
i rejection of sycophancy, of meaningless and verbose political
iormulae? of dictation and manipulation. Centrally there was
the feeling that revisionist pclitice did not reflect the real
world, and that British Marxism had to be revitalised by prectical
and theoretical work. The groups had (end have) at their best the
great virture of putting politics and principle in command. No
ps?udo—revolutionary organisation can allow this to happen without
being @estroyed. But this does not mean that the groups were (and
are) without serious negative features., MNany made no serious
attempt to move from the stage of subjsctive and partial uander-
gtandlng,'apd-displayed characteristics of sectarianism and
1rresp9ns;b111ty, Not all (or even most) polemics were conducted
for prlpclpled political reasons, Not all groups knew now to
engage in polemic on a principled basis, and reflecting the mode
of debateiln the C.P.G.B. confined themselves to attempting to
pin damaging labels of 'spy", 'agent', trotskyist' and the like
on th61r,9pponents. Many polemics had only the dubious virtue
of employ}ng_invective.in a novel manner. These negative
charaqterlstlcs could and would be exposed by the needs of groups'
p;actlcal work and problems, 2nd could, moreover, be corrected
w;thout destroying the basis of the groups' existence. The nega-
tive features of the pseudo-anti-revisionists, on the other nand
were of a fundamental nature that they were not subject to cofreé-
tion without destroying the whole basis of the existence of those
groups. The groups had (and are now) adapted to the concrete
conditions of the revolutionary movement in Britain, and provided
the co?rect organisations for politcal analysis, investigation and
edl_,lcafclonn Any attempt to build a Marxist-Leninist party in
Britain must start with the groups and their politics.

From time to time in the British and international communist
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movement those who diverted and sabotaged the struggle have had
conscious motivation attributed to them, and have been called
agents of the imperialist intelligence services and the like.
gimilar accusations have been made against the leadership of

the ¢.P.G.B. and against those involved in the C.D.R.C.U., the
Marxist and the C,P.B.(M-L). Whilst on occasion these accusa-
Tions may have been true, in the British and international move-
ment they do not amount to an explanation of revisionism. The
motivation of McCreery, Birch and others is largely irrelevant,

and it is the consequences of their actions that interests the
movement. There seems no reason to attribute to them necessary
motives of deliberate and conscious sabotage. We can assume

that they were not interested in personal power and glory, but
sought to do their best for the movement. W= can say that their
attempts to destroy groups were motivated by the desire to stop
gquarrels that ceemed endless, and to get on with the serious
pusiness of leading the class struggle. Birch, who wished to
apply his reputation and expertise, McCreery and the businessmen
of the Marxist who wished to apply their money, all probably- did
so without any intention of destroying the movement, but rather

of building it. What has been argued here is that these efforts,
because they did not proceed from an analysis of the real situation,
because they were subjsctive in their reasoning, because they gave
the fetish of organsiation priority, would objsctively have resulted
in notvhing less than the -destruction of the movement, and the sett-
ing back, for a generation or more, of the struggle for a Marxist-

Leninist party in Britain.

st concept of the party,

An organisation based on a revisioni
nods can never be reformed,

founded and maintained by revisionist met
can never become a Marxist-Leninist organisation. Such organisa-

tions have failed, and will fail, to develop. However, the
requirements of the ever-heightening class struggle in Britain
and throughout the world, the basic principles of Mgrxism, allow
no genuine revolutionary to sit back and await the dissolution of
these obstacles by the development of their own internal contra-
dictions. Our efforts must contribute to their political and
organisational destructions without delay. Already exposed
ideologically, propaganda and agitational efforts must be
directed to uniting with 511 those with whom principled unity

is possible. We must also fight against the other opportunist
efforts that are and will be made fo direct the movement. The
main target of our work should, for the time being, be the
¢.P.B.(M=L), 1If our work avoids subjectivism and is based on
analysis and investigation, the whole British movement can

be improved quantitatively and qualitatively, and unity will

be built to a hitherto unreached lavel. Marxist-Leninism can
be the powerful weapon of the British working-class. British
revolutionaries can fulfill their duty .

.

T.M.

oy

i




B

NOTES

For an excellent account of one such individual struggle in
the late forties, see The Rotten Elements, Edward Upward
Penguin 1972. ’ , ’

LA
Upward's_two main characters, Alan and Elsie, have an
interesting discussion about the C.P.G.B. leadership which
illustrates this point:

";f it were just power they were after wouldn't they be
in some other organisation not quite so small as the
present British Communist Party?"

"I don't think the power they now have seems all that
negligible to them. Remember, they have 'international
contgcts'. And the portraits of some of them have been
caryled on banners in processions through the cities of
various capitalist as well as communist countries."

"That is a frightening thought. And also it almost
makes me doubt whether we mightn't after all somehow
be'wrong about them. They are honoured in other coun-
tries by communist leaders whom we trust and admire.
Can they really have become what we think they are?
How could it have happened?" (Ivid., pp.160/161)

The sentiments, if not the actual conversation, were surely

helg by many anti-revisionists, at one time or another in

their struggle against the C.P.G.B. With some, of course,

;hebitruggle never even began because of those crippling
oubts.

This is.one of the reasons for the relative backwardness of
the anti-revisionist movement in the North-East, Scotland and
nges. These were all areas of relatively high C.P.G.B. acti-
vity and prestige, whose membership by their loyalty and-
adherence to the revisionist party were the most difficult
to-approach. An instinctive 'closing of the ranks' was a

ma jor obstacle to political exposure of revisionism.

The social pressures imposed on party members in the event of
any conflict or breach with the leadership should also be
remembered. Very many party members had few, if any, social
gontacts outside the party. Complete inter-generational
involvement in the party was not uncommon. A couple would
megt in the course of party work and would marry. Their
children might eventually be involved in the Y.C.L., would
make friends there, marry, and so the cycle went on. Thse
small size and political dsolation of the C.P.G.B. helped

to mgkg this a common pattern. It greatly decreased the
possibility of a correct and critical, Marxist-Teninist posture
for many.

See The Marxist-Leninist Movement in Britain - Origins and
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11,

12,
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15,

Perspetives (1972 .edition), p.6. Obtainable from the C.F.B.

In fact, by pursuing policies which promoted the growth of
revisionism, the leaders of the C.P.G.B. were anti-Soviet in
essence, and were strengthening imperialism.

This is not to say that its failure was not of itself a contri-

bution by negative example.

Lenin., Letter to Tom Bell, 13%th August 1921, in Lenin on
Britain, P.L.P.H., Moscow. DLenin wrote this latter in

English. -The capitals and emphasis are his.

Grippa later became a supporter of the revisionist Liu Shao-Chi,
when the policies of Liu were attacked during the Chinese Cul-
tural Revolution.

Those who experienced such 'unity' discussions will remember
that the unity discussed was organisational, and always around
the C.D.R.C.U.

. The forerunner of the Communist Federation of Britain (M-1L).

Throughout this article I have named certain individuals and
the contributions they made in order to give the reader evi-
dence to illustrate the general argument which I advance. It
also all-ws those active at the time to check the accuracy of
my account. Names have been omitted in cases where individuale
have not:taken up a public position, or in cases where & was
felt that they could suffer at work etc. if their connection
with th~ movement were made known.

From n =s taken at a Marxist meeting.

The J.C.C. and, for a-while, the C.F.B., attempted to work
with this group in the Marxist. The Brent group joined the
J.C.C. in December 1968 and left a few months later in Spring
1969. They made no contribution to the organisation and
offered no substantive criticisms. They left because, they
said, the J.C.C. was 'irrelevant' to the British class struggle.
Time has clearly proved who was relevant and who was not. For
a while, however, many articles which appeared in the Marxist
and much of the production and distribution work was carried
out by members of the J.C.C., and later by the C.F.B. Owing
to the sectarianism of the Brent group, political relations
could not be built between them and ths constituent groups orf
the C.F.B., and seeing no potential for development the C.F.B.
transferred its efforts into the creation of its own publica-

tions.

"Employers are not going to be allowed to do things just as
they think fit. The nation's needs must come before the
personal ambitions of the old employing class. Because of
the urgent needs of the day, there is every reason why Joint
Production Committees should be in existence, more so today
than in the most perilous war days. The people have elected
a Labour Government - the first of its kind in the history of

w
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the country. There are powerful interests already at work
sabotaging the efforts of this Government. The workers'
safeguard is inside the factory, demanding Production Commi~-
ttees determined that the maximum production must be achieved
and that no one is to be allowed to frustrate our efforts ...
In fact, years and years of necessary work stare us in the
face. The.engineering workers are willing to co-operate.
Nothing must.be allowed to stand in the way."

A Wage Based on Human Needs, Reg. Birch, C.P.G.B. Pamphle?t
1946, pp. 15-16, cited in Workers' Control, Coates and Topham, ﬁ

Panther, 1970.

Despite his frequent protestations of being a militant supporter '&
of the working-class, this gquotation shows Birch to have been
devoid of even the most elementary class analysis and politics

at the time of writing.

Steven Taylor, a member of the Workers' Party of Scotland,
argued against Birch on the grounds that there should be four
national parties; one for England, Scotland, Wales and Ireland.
In the course of making his contribution he mentioned that he
had previously lived in New 7ealand. Birch, in reply, ignored
the case that Taylor had made, incorrect as it was. Is there
a Polynesian Party to cover the New Zealand trust territories,
he rhetorically asked. -Taylor was forced to answer 'No', and
Birch considered the matter closed.

John Hannington, a close associate of Birch, attacked the
London groups. The A.E.U. (the North London machine) did
not belong to any of them, he said.,
worked in groups. Of course the A.E.U. group had a weakness

ir. not having a political policy, he said, but nonetheless

they tackled the revigionists as they came. Hannington then
went on to say that many of the Lonmdon groups were too academic.
Indeed, he enlarged, the London groups had "been poncing off

the industrial workers for years." Hannington did not make
clear what he meant by this, but it was his contribution to

the attack on groups made by Birch supporters; and was an
accurate reflection of the political level of the attacks,

and calls 4o mind Lenin's statement: "All worship of the
spontaneity of the labour movement, all belittling the role
of'the conscious element', -of the role of the party of Social

Democracy, means, quite irrespective of whether the belittler o 19.

likes it or not, strengthening the influence of bourgeols
ideology among the workers."” (Lenin, What is to be Done?
Sel. Works, I, pp. 175-176, F.I.P.H., Moscow, 1947). =

Dorothy Birch argued that 'we'! were being too careful. The

time has come to set up & provisional committee. The time w
for 1little groups is past. She compared, unfavourably, the b
intellectuals whom she imagined constituted most of the

groups. "We have got to decide today", she concluded, to

applause.

A, Manchanda, representing Indian workers, argued that Marx
and Engels did not represent the groups. But they reflected
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3
the interests of the workers. The whole of mankind.

Manchanda supported the immediate establishment of a provi-
sional committee.

Ted Roycroft (formerly of the Marxist group)also argued for
the immediate formation of a provisional committee, as the
present situation was wasteful of energy.

Others who supported the immediate formation of a provisional
committee included an associate of Manchanda at that time.

He argued that the groups existed purely because of the petty
pride of the members. A11 wanted to maintain predominance.
An associate of Birch supported an immediate go-ahead, as

did Mrs. R. Ash and D. Ryan. None gave any political grounds
for their stand. 4An interesting contribution was made by a
writer who had been prominent in the Marxist organisation.

He argued that the anti-revisionists should forget the past
and only consider the future. This was a preposterous stance,
the equivalent of asking the young anti-revisionist movement
to forego what experience it had had,.and step back six or

seven years.

Representatives of the Coventry and West of England groups,
and most members of the Camden Communist Movement were the
only real oppositiocn that Birch and his supporters had.

A1l attributions and gquotations respecting this meeting are
from long-hand notes taken at the time and confirmed with

other participants.

Roycroft, Birch, Ryan, Manchanda, Hannington and Clerk.

A member of the J.C.C., deeclined nomination. Outside of
Ryan and Manchanda - fervent supporters of Birch in their
contributions to the September 12th and October 1l4th meet-
ings, all the other members of this Secretariat, in charge
of the day-to-day guidance of the Provisional Committee,
were members of the A,E.U. alliance.

The A.E.U. group gave £10 and Indian workers £5. D. Ryan
offered half of £10, a television fee, already pledged to
the Bristol Workers' Association. Birch thought that it
might be better if he consulted the B.W.A. first,

There were various interesting and revealing remarks made

by Birch supporters.. The writer previously of the Marxist
jescribed groups as "an alibi for individual activity."
Dorothy Birch stated in regard to the groups' objections

to the way in which the Provisional Committee had been
established,"l am not worried by some phoney little groups.
Birch said, 'Blame me. Take me.' I am delighted and admire
him." Hannington told A.E.U. members to speak up in support
"They (A.E.U. members, auth.)
do more than snyone else, They are bruised and beaten up.

They should let people know."

As with the first issue of Vanguard, the first issue of
The Worker carried greetings from Albania - on this occasion

- 31 -




from the Editorial Office of Zeri-i-Popullit. There is noth;
exceptional in this, or in the Albanian and Chinese printing .
the statements of the Provisional Committee and C.P.3B. (M—L?.
British Marxist-Leninists must, however, consider the use to
which they were put by the Bireh group, and how objectively
therefore these greetings and publications were Iikely to
affect the development of a Marxist-Leninist movement in
Britain. .In point of fact their impact was minimal as by
now the movement was. of  the correct opinion that the only
'recognition' of real importance to its development was that
of British revolutionaries and the British working-class.

By issue No. 3, in an almoOst uncanny replication of Vanguard,
The Worker was carrying advertisements for New Albanis and
for a recently acquired New Albanian Society. There was, of
course, in the first issue's statement of intent no mentiocn
of the British anti-revisionist movement, at the moment or
in the past.

The Marxist Leninist Movement in Britain: Orisins and Perspec-
tives, obtainable from the C.F.B. (M-L).

See, What the Friends of the People Are and How they PFisht the
Social Democrats, The Tasks of the Russian sSocial Democrats, -
What is to be Done?

Draft Declaration by the Editorial Board of the Iskra and the
Zarya, Lenin, Collzcted Works, Vol. IV, part I, pp.13-23,
London: Leurence and Wishart Ltd., 1929,

Lenin, Sel., Works, I, p. 164, ?.L,P.H., Moscow, 1947.

It is a notable fact that to the extent that the C.P.B. (M-IL)
has taken up any ideological position of its own on the
British situation, it is characterised by economism and
spontaneist thought. (For useful, though limited, exposure

f this ideology of the (¢.P.B. (M-L) sepg Economism or
Revolution? A Criticue of the Communist Party of Britain
\Marxist-Teninist), published by the Marxist-Leninist Workers'
Association and obtainable from them, 1/289 Green Lanes,
London N.4, or the C.F.B. (M-L). The chief ideological

--struggle waged by Lenin at the time. he was arguing for open

polemics was against the Russian Economists., He could as

well have been arguing with the C.P.B. (M-L) when he asserted
against the Economists the primacy of politics. The economists,
he said, argued that "the role of the consciocus element in the
working-class movement, the organising and directing role of
socialist consciousness and socialist theory was insignificant,
or almost insignificant; that the Social-Democrats should not
elevate the minds of the workers to the level of socialist
consciousness, but, on the contrary, should adjust themselves
and descend to the level of .ths average, or even of the more
backward sections of the working-class, and that the Social-
Democrats should not try to impart a socialist consciousness

to the working-class, but should wait until the spontaneous
movement of the working-class arrived of itself at a soccialist
consciousness." History of the C.P.S.U.(B), pp.62-63%, F.L.P.H.,

- 32 -

S

- Y

R

F»

33,

34,

35.

Moscow, 1951. Nothing could more clzarly reflect the founding
and continuing work of the C.P.B. (M-L).

This article was an analysis of the Mensheviks who were.
defeated at the Second Congress of the R.S.D.L.P., in 1903.

The organisations involved were: The British Socialist Party,
South Wales Socialist Society, Socialist Labour Party, ?he
Unity Group (a split from the S8.L.P.), Scottish Workers'
Committee and Sylvia Pankhurst's Communist Party, and the

I.L.P, Left group.

James Klugman, History of the Communist Party of Great Britain,
Vol. I, 1968, p.30 (Laurence and Wishart).

The British Communist Party, Hénry Pelling, p.9, London, 1958,

Ibid., p.10.

Thus elections to the committee were on a semi-federal bgsisu

"It was agreed, however, that elections for the new commi ttee

of the united party shouid be partly on a geographlcg; ba81§

and partly on the basis of represeantation cf the parﬁlclgat}ng
groups. Unity was thus tc be limitel by a measurs o federaliem,
which clearly reflected the sectionalism thap ese WaS a%] along
an important feature of the Marxist support in Britain.

Ipid., p. 12.

Ibid., pp. 21-22, See also Tom Bell, who in his Pipneerin;
Days states, "time after time on the Executive Commlttee we
had to combat the federalist and constitusncy notions of the
comrades who had come from the provinces." Cited by Walter

Kendall in The Revclutionary Movement in Britain, 1900-21,
London, 1969, p.19%4.

Zinoviev to the 2nd Congress of the Communist International,
17th July - 7th August 1920, cited in Kendall, op. cit., p. 16,

The history of the Communist International is an urgent need
of Marxist-Leninist evaluation. Membership of tpe Cc.I,. con-
ferred great powers on individual party leaderships, and its
negative effects on the politics of the C.P.G.B.'and other
Western European partiss have to be assessed, With a new.
international alignment of Marxist-Leninist forcgs, gnd with
the differences in siges and political and organisational
resources between parties, a resolute struggle must be waged
to ensure that such negative fendencies as 'endorsement'

and 'exclusion' do not reappear.

See for example the case of the Australian Commupist Party
in the early sixties. This organisation sided with the
Albanian and Chinese parties for a while, yet soon returned
to following the Moscow baton.
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Notes on the Labour /A\ristocrdcy
in Biitain; part two

Shoowee (first World War) and the post-war crisis dealt a further
decicive blow to Britain's monopoly position. There were fewer
super-profits, the crumbs which fell to share of' British labour
izaders began to dwindle away. Voices began to be raised more
and mors frequently about the reduction of the standard of living
of the British working-class. The period of "peace and prosperity"
w23 succeeded by a period of conflicts, lockouts and strikes. The
ritish worker began to swing to the left, to resort more and
more fregusntly to the method of direct struggle against capital."

(STALIN - 1926) (1)

._“‘F‘w

The first part of this article (M.L.Q. 2.) summarised the views

52 Marx, Engels and Lenin on the reasons for British imperialist
dominance in the period ap until the first world war. These were
that British industrial monopoly daring most of the nineteenth
century and then the huge foreign investment holdings enabled the
Ling class to use the resultant super-profits to corrupt a
tion of the working-class., The article argued that the section
Influenced - the "labour aristocracy" - was characterissd by
: mode of production, the fact that it was largely pre-industrial,

The combination of these two factors: the ability of the
talist class to pay wages to this section well above subsis-
122 level and the nature of the work done by the labour aristo-
. produced a mode of overall existence that can be summarised
Zn the following way. ]

TR

Firstly, wages pald to this section were approximately double
those paid to the unskilled workers in the same industry. Secondly,
th=2ir way of life, possessions, security of employment and political
consciousness was much closer to that of middle management and the
petit bourgeoisie (those owning small shops, businesses, etc.) than
it was to other workers. Thirdly, the unions they formed were
narrowly confined to a particular craft ‘with severely restrictive
entry qualifications.

The second and last part of this article will argue that with
the decline of the international dominance of Britain, both indus-
trial and financial, and the all-round development of mass produc-
tion methods, the labour aristocracy, as an objectively existent
stratum within the working class, has ceased to exist. It will
also suggest why bourgeois ideology and opportunism continues to Q
be the main enemy within the working-class movement and propose
conclusions in terms of policies for’the C.F.B.

THE DECLINE OF INDUSTRIAL MONOPOLY AND OF DIRECT SUPER PROFITS.
In 1870, Britain exported nearly three times as much by value
per capita as her nsarest industrial competitor and produced about -

ones third of the world output of manufactured goods. But in the
next forty years this position was seriously undermined by the
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rapid industrialisation of western Burope and of the United States.
This key period of inter-imperialist rivalry was characterised by
Germany and the U.S. overhauling Britain in terms of industrial
production - both produced more of the key industrial product,
steel, by 1900, and by the drive to capture the colonial markets

of the underdeveloped world. While Britain's exports fell sharply
from 1872 to a level only to be regained in 1900, her trade deficits
were largely covered by the results of financial and colonial

dominance.

India, for example, whose own textile industry had been des-
troyed by Britain in the first quarter of the nineteenth century
came to take nearly half of Britain's textile exports by the end
of the century. In addition India ran an export surplus, largely
by export of opium which British gunboats enforced upon countries
like China and this surplus was then appropriated by the British
ruling class. "Thus not only the funds for investment in-India
but a large part of the total investment income from overseas that
gave Britain her balance of payments surplus in the last quarter
of the nineteenth century, was provided by India. India was in
truth the 'jewel in the imperial diadem." (3).

By such forms of exploitation Britain was eble to compensate
for her declining industrial importance. Returns from foreign
investment reached a peak in the decade before the First World War
reaching 9% of the nalional income ~ over a third of total profits.
At the same tims the share of ovtput of manufactures, although in-
creasing in absolute terms after 1900, shrunk relatively from 324%

in 1870 to 14% in 1913. (4).

Indeed as was argued in the first article British. indusitry
lageged behind other industrialised countries' technological advance
over this period of ,unparalleled foreign investment. There is no
doubt that foreign investment in this period produced immense super-
profits.

It is not necessary in an article concentrating on developments |
of the British class structure to analyese in any detall the reascns '
for the general decline in British foreign investment since 1914.
Certainly it must be said that such investment acted to destroy
industry in the third world and that not only tkerefore is 1%, like F
any capitalist investment, exploitive, but in addition is non-
dynamic: it fails to develop an industrial capacity which will form
the base of a growing economy which in turn will raise demand for
industrial products from the metropolitan countries, {(see below).
But in any case the decline in the return on such investment is
clear. The first World War, the acute depression from 1929 i
through most of the 1930's, and the 1939-1945 war all acted to
create the present situation where the net return of foreign invést-
ment is now only about 1% of national income. (5). This can hardly
be regarded as a source of such super-profits as could bribe any
appreciable section of the British working-class.

. A considerably more complex and unquantifiable issue is the
overall structural relationship between the imperialist countries
and those of the tnird world. By this is meant the overall relation-
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ship between imperialist industrialised countries and those whose
national economies have been prevented from developing. A huge
body of writing has been devoted to this subject especially in

the last decade. (6). There is no doubt that prices of raw
materials can be driven down by relatively few buyers in the
‘mperialist countries, that independent development is stifled

and suppressed where possible as in the recent manoeuvrings of
.S. owned companies like I.T.T. in Chile and that in general
rary attempt is made to monopolise the production of capital
ods in the hands of the main international companies and thus
t to raise the prices of such goods as against those primary
rroducts on which the third world countries rely for their invest-
mant savings. To the extent that this is effective it can be
argued that the metropolitan countries benefit and therefore
rotentially to an extent the working-class in these countries.

On the other hand the 'development of underdevelopment' as it
wss been called limits the ability of such countries to purchase
s products of the metropolitan areas and thus this relationship
‘mits the sales necessary to overcome the perennial problem for
vitalism - that of overproduction. The only way we can observe
> effects of this process on ths profits of the companies operat-
ng within Britain is to observe the movements of these profits

d
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sse if some new potential for buying off sections of the
working-class has presented itself.

¥

ROFITS IN BRITAIN

&l

 Again this is a highly complex area for analysis. Glyn and
Sutcliffe (op. cit. note 4) estimate that in 1870 the share of
croperty income (profits and rents) was approximately 50% of
national income. The Prices and Incomes Board (7) quoted these

estimates:

1911 seeenssea2bP
1021, enneeesll®
1065 0aseneaalbh

(See also National Income and
Expenditure 1972). (8).

We must of course be sceptical (as always) of such figures.
The share of profits and their significance, changes over time
for many reasons, The other main part of the equation, wages
and salaries, appear inflated because of the general process of
proletarianisation whereby millions who were self-employed in
the nineteenth century have been forced out of business by the
increasing centralisation of capital. Thus the proportion who
are forced to sell their labdur power has continually increased.
Tn addition the State controls directly a larger and larger
proportion of the national wealth in a way which official statistics
often conceal. (9). But this general trend of the falling share of
profits is clear and goes a long way to explain the ever increasing
attacks of the ruling class against wage earners, There exists at
present no satisfactory analysis of the real historical relation-
ship between property incomes and wages which takes account of the
gualifying factors mentioned above but there is no evidence that
the capitalist class has been able to use super-profits to buy off
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workers. In fact since 1914 those profits have been barely suffi~
cient to finance necessary (for capitalists) accumulation,

THE CHANGING MODE OF PRODUCTION AND THE
TREND TOWARDS AN INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING UNION

The first part of .this article argusd "by the end of the
nineteenth century .... the skilled engineer who had till that
point benefitted materially from the industrial revolution with-
out sufféring the attendant division of labour, became inexorably
subjected to the machine so removing the basis for the wage
differential and his status on which he relied for his aristo-
cratic position.".

The official historian of the Amalgamated Engineering Union
describes the peériod 1890-1915 as encompassing "a minor revolution
in the workshop" compared with the 'relative absence of téchnical
change between 1850 and 1890.' (10). Capstan and turret lathes
were developed for mass production methods and to some extent
replaced the traditional centre lathe though that itself was
adapted under similar pressures. The milling machine replaced
much of the work that had till then been carried out by fitters
using a chisel and file. Steel became the material used for
engineering preducts and this in turn necessitated stronger
driving power for all cutting and shaping tools. A paper read
to the Institute of Mechanical Engineers in 1902 stated:

"The main object of these modern methods..was that of reducing
as far as possible the number of highly skilled workmen, that is
the fitters."

In fact the fitters job became fragmented but the craft re-
mained. ‘At the same time this technological change and the
inecreased level of capitalist expenditure in engineering needed
considerable changes both in planhing and in increasing produc-
tivity. New jobs were created which helped separate the skilled
workers from any remaining managerial function. Works engineers,
planners, rate fixers and production engineers ('factory doctors'
as they were ironically called) appeared and the foremen and
inspectors jobs were split.

Jefferys comments:.

"The revolution in the tools of the twenties and thirties of
the nineteenth century had prepared .the way for the united organisa-
tion of skilled men - the A.S.E. The revolution in the methods and
tools of the beginning of the twentieth century was preparing the
way for a further amalgemation and development of an organisation
which included all grades of workers from the fully skilled fto the
unskilled." (page 126).

Nevertheless in the twenty years before’ the First World War
90% of those entering the A.S.E. were fitters and turners: functions
which still formed the backbone of the industry. Similarly in
general, differentials in 1913 were fairly near the high point of
forty years before with the district rate for turmers standing at
35 shillings (this however marked a decrease in his standard of
living of twenty years before despite record super-profits) compared
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with 21s. 10d. for the average machinist. Despite this diffeyent}al
1ife was not easy for the skilled man. An E.E.F. rgprgsentatlve in
1908 reported 'little chance' for the skilled man flndlpg a_fre;h
zituation after fifty or even forty-five. The expectgtlop of ;1fe'
for a skilled engineer was only fifty-five (and for his wife f;fty.),
while Pensions and National Insurance provisions passed by Fhe 1906
Iiberal Government {'Lloyd Georgeism' as Lenin referred to }t)
improved the relative position of the unskilled and unorganised

worker for the first time,

These changes were reflected in the development_of contra-
dictions within the A.S.E. itself. In 1896 the General Secretary,
Jorn Anderson had been defeated in the election for his po;t: His
vlatform was that the A.S.E. should continue as & 'nonTpolltlcalf
union, devoted to carrying out its previous main function of paying
provident and pension benefits. The next year the defeat o? the
union by the employers' lock-out demonstrate@ that other unions
r= not prepared to come to the aid of a union bent on defending
ita relatively privileged position. George Barnes who ha@ defiated
Ardsrson in the 1896 election had however a very narrow view of
itics — bourgeois politics. So confident was he of_the‘effectlye—
5 of parliamentary politics that he wrote in the union journal in

“307 (he was himself a Labour M.P.):

"We shall probably find that we need not strike at
211 except through the ballot box,"

i st howed
5 view strongly opposed by Tom Mann. The slump of that year s

éhat the existgnce of Labour M.P.s did nothing to halp the rise of
“n-=mployment, which increasingly hit skilled and unskilled alike.

9% member writing in the journal suggested that: !

"the most charitable thing that can pe gaid about
political (parliamentary) action is that it is too slow, SO
slow that it breaks men's hearts."

Jefferys concludes about the engineers in this pariod -that
their "worsened position" meant that they were "no longer the
‘aristocracy of labour', whether measured by wage ratesa working
sonditions or as leaders of the trade union movement...

atisfaction among engineering worke?s (as we;l
with the policies and leadership of their

union developed very rapidly in the course of_the war. . A few
i1itunts strongly influenced by Marxism realised the'lmperlal;st
ure of the conflict. Many more soon learned that it was being

“sught at their expense.

The growing dics
401 railwaymen and miners)

In March 1915 the unions, guided by their chauyipism, signed
Ly 'Treasury Agreement' under which, with the_'Munlt;ons of War
Act' of the same year, they gave up previous rights, including
those regarding the manning of machines and above all the right
Lo strike. Prices rose consistently throu hout the war: food
prices for example increased by nearly 300% between 1914 and 1920.
1 wages fell as a result of the Agreement, from 97 to T4 (as )
measured by Kuczynski's wage index, 7900=100) between the beginning

of the war and July 1917. (11).
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The centre of the opposition which developed to these cuts in
real wages and deteriorating working conditions was the shop-
stewards movement among engineering workers. (There is a good
overview of this movement given in Jefferys, and Pollard as well
as a considerable number of more detailed studies.) This develop-
ment is of the greatest importance in British working class history
and it is probably true to say that no other country has produced
a comparable rank and file organisation. Its spirit at that time
is best illustrated by an exchange between Lloyd-George and
engineering stewards =t a meeting on Christmas Day 1915 in Glasgow
City Hall.

"When Lloyd-George, the 'best paid Munitions worker in
Britain' - he was getting nearly £100 a week - got up %o speak
ho was greeted with booing and cheering and two verses of ths
'Red Flag' were sung before he could utter a word. Whsn he dic
start every other sentence was inaudible and each point was capped
by another from the floor. For example when he was stressing the
need for dilution he said: .

'We need a very large number of guns and projectiles &and I
am going to put to you a business proposition' (for the exploiters).
'Do you think the men in the trenches are exploiters?' {(Don't hedge)
(the shipowners are doing their bit). 'Dp let me state the facts..'
(We know them)..'What steps have we taken? We have started great
National factories State-owned and State-controlled ... My friends
these are great Socialist factories.' (Violent interruption).”

(Jefferys op.cit. p.179)

There wasgdlittle confusion among these workers on the vital
distinction between 'nationally' and socially owned industries.

The power the shop-stewards wielded on behalf of the mass of
workers, and their class-consciousness was not narrcw or sectional,
and as Lloyd-George realised was Socialist in conception. On the
Ciyde, the centre of the shop-stewards movement, it was estimated
that 85-90% of all engineering and shipbuilding workers were organised
in unions. It was this movement which spearheaded the drive for
amalgamation in 1920 which created the Amalgamated Engineering Union
and.later the 1926 decision to open the union to all male workers in
the engineering industry. There was in addition a growing recogn-
nition of the need to conduct national and not merely local campaigns
0of wnich the best example was The achievement of the 47 hour week in
1919, a reduction of six or seven hours depending on the district.
The Glasgow district struck for a 40-hour week issuing a 'Call to
Arms' and was supported by the Belfast and London districts, but
the Government mobilised troops armed with machine guns, the Execu~
tive of the Union suspended the three District Committees, the strike
was isolated and the leaders arrested. Such a campaign could not
have been led on the basis of sectional craft interests. At this
time there were still two hundred unions organising skilled engineer-
ing workers with about 450,000 members, twelve unskilled unions,
with 75,000 members in engineering, and the National Unicn of
Railwaymen which had 30,000 members in railway workshops (Pollard
op.cit. p.81). The shop-stewards movement organised regardless
of union membership: the most convincing way of denying the
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continuing validity of the

The recession which fo
inter-war period continued
and its 1926 change of rule
year 1925-6 only one-third

were apprentices and the Na

old craft-union structure.

1lowed the war and characterised the

this process. The creation of the A.E.U.
has already been referred to. By the

of the youths under 21 in engineering
tional Committee reported that only 16%

of fair-sized firms were taking on indentured apprentices. Imn” the

pariod 1920-1825 the skille
A.E.U. membership,but by 19
about 50%. Unemployment of

a4 sectors I and II comprised 75% of the
35-19%9 this proportion had declined to
the A.E.U. membership, at 25% in the

peak year 1932, was above the national average and in the most
depressed industries of iron and steel, and shipbuilding, reached

50% and 62% respectively.

‘Politically and industrially the A.E.U. increasingly played the
role of a progressive working-class organisation instead of a body
de {ending narrow craft interests. There were strong remnants of
the craft tradition which are still in evidence today as I will note
later in more detail. But the qualitative change had been made. In
1926 at least half the A.E.U. membership struck work before the call
cume from the General Council. The collaborationist Mond-Turner
talks between industrialists and the T.U.C. were opposed by the
union. In 1930 the A.E.U. seconded the (unsuccessful) resolution
which called-on the T.U.C. to declare its:

"gpposition to the falée cry of industrial peace and to the
policy of collaboration with the enemies of labour . . . and

inntructs the Council to pu

t an end to such Conferences forthwith,

as they are a serious menace to the interests of the working-class

movement."

The 193%6 National Committee condemned the foreign policy of
the Government, urged the united action of the working-class
against fascism and supported the affiliation of the C.P.G.B. to
the Labour Party. The Union supported the collection of aid to

the Spanish Republic in the

fight against Franco and the Axis powers,

and during the 1939-1945 War consistently opposed the ban of the

'Daily Worker'. The policy

of the A.E.U. c¢ontinued to be that of

building one mass engineering union. At amalgamation in 1920 the

membership stood at 450,000

. There was a decline in the sliump,

but by the end of the 19%9-1645 War it had reached 900,000 (women
were allowed into membership at long last in 1943%). In 1970 a

new amalgamation occurred, creating the Amalgamated Union of
Engineering Workers (A U.E.W.), including a "white-collar' section,
with a total of over 1,250,000 members.

During most of this period the reactionary and class-
collaborationist trend in the trade union movement was led by

the two main general unions
the Transport and General W

organising the unskilled (12) -
orkers Union under Bevin and Deakin

and the General and Municipal Workers Union led by the Honourable

J.R. Clynes, Lord Dukeston,
Cooper.

. It has already been su
the decline in the craft an

Sir Tom Williamson and finally Lord

ggested that the primary reason for
d labour aristocrat tradition was the

developing mode of production. The other feature of industrial
change which has to be referred to is the changed structure of
that production: the growth of new industries. This forms
another factor in the general argument that the. enginecering
industry of the mid-twentieth century, based on modern masi-—
production methods, was qualitatively different from the craft-
based industry of nineteenth century Britain:

1907 1935
Percentage employed in shipbuilding 25.0 T
Percentage employed in electrical motors
and aircraft production 12,0 51.0

Armaments production leading up to the war continusd this
precess, The newer sectors of industry developad diffsrent
traditions and had few links with the earlier period. Trere
were of course privileged sectors, notably in the toclrecr
whick the 'Tool Operatives Agreement' 12 a classical =xa
117%) But it would be difficult to argus that such oyl

}e

W the results of super-profits gained as a rssult ¢ irmpzrie.
‘st dominance (see above, 'Profits in Britain').

[N

Throughout this section I have concentrated on the mair
Aisvelopments in the engineering industry, and especlially v
th- A.B.U. I have done this because skilled worksrs In thi
‘nductry were by far the most important sector wanich dav
‘rom cralt—consciousness towards class-consciousrese. =
araue, this process is far from being completed and 2
getive and succesoful communist work in the working c
remt can accomplish this. But objective industrial &
nged the face of this crucial industry and csrta’ln g
sjopments in claus-consciousness followed. Certzin’

O+ and 19%0s, and to some extent thereafter act:
thes ¢.P.G.B. played an important rois gnd 1t L
many of their early leaders cams from among <i

erc, (14). The failure of this worx *to develo
and o correct political direction is a rnoat impor
communists today, but it is wilful dogmatism to argu

wri because of the class background of those invoive ALY

2 1tific approach must be based cn a recognitior th it wes
: ilure which characterised the work of partiss ncw rsvision-
ia4t in most countries in the world, ranging from the metrorolitzx
Litions to those in the Third World. To postulate the labour
ariatocracy as the prime and continuing reason, regardless ol
stages of historical development, nations or prolitical structurss
ia to turn Marxist analysis into the simple repetition ol a

religious catechism.

WAGHE DIFPERENTIALS

What remains in these 'Notes' ZIs
‘neome atructure of the working-class
advanced already. Again the main cnan
paee around the period of the 191-+-19




B acting electricians and build

. there was a 75% increase in the cost of 1iving. Wages for
ing workers rose by a similar
But for fitters and electricians in engineering they

nly by 45% and for shipbuildin joiners, shipwrights and
iolans in shipbuilding only 18%. (15). -

&

d in their report, already cited

The Prices and Incomes Boar :
d over a longer period as the

note 7) -show a similar tren
owing extract demonstrates:

.- 2 1. Unskilled workers time rates as a percentage of skilled

time-rates, (16).

#(note: when a range of figures are put in order of magnitude, the
lowest decile is one-terith of the way from the bottom figure, the
lower quartile one-gquarter of the way, the median is the middle
figure, the upper quartile three-quarters of the way up, and the
highest decile nine-tenths of the way from the bottom figure (one-
tenth of the way from the top figure). Thus in 1970 for every
67.3p. the worker on the lowest decile point earned, the worker

on the middle earned 100p. and the highest decile worker earned

147.2p. ).

Even with'the higher relative incidence of taxation now levied on
the better-paid workers the range of earnings is still considerable.

b -

/ 2 0 1970
912 1920 1959 20 | But to confirm that it is not the craft or skill that determines
i 66.5 81.0 84.1 85.5 | wage levels now it is necessary to refer to the following results of
55:2 77.2 81.7 79.5 the New Barnings Survey of 1970. (19).
58.6 78-9 85-? 7905 | . . - . i . - .= d =
5.3 81.2 78.0 68.7 Table 4. gfgperslon of Barnings, unskilled workers by in ustrv,
other s=2t of wage relationships is also wortp cit;ng,.because i Lowest Median Highest
i 25 & further important phenomenon = the dscline of white- | decile decile
2 fferentiazls, which contracted particularly during tpe |
= from the slump and during the courss of the 1939-1945 war. ‘ Metal manufacture 17.10 26.60 38.20
| i Mechanical engineering 16,30 22.40 34,80
. 3. Weekly earnings in manufacturing, indices added in brackets, | Vehicles 19.00 27.00 36.90
—— 1933=100. .17 . Textiles 1%.20 18.90 28,00
I Construction 16.70 22.30 33,00
1924 1938 1971 |
! .
51 ‘<neludes | The range of earnings for unskilled workers is therefore much
. - 2.65{(75) 3.557100) 29,80(8%8) the same as the overall range for all manual workers (see Table 3).
fittzrs, over J A considerable proportion of unskilled workers in metal manu-
uasﬁuov;rtimﬁ) 3.67(66) 5.55%(100) 32,40(58) i facturing and vehicle production in fact earn nearly three times 2s
- - o ' much as those in textiles (i.e. ten per cent earning above £38.20
. members over : and £6 .90 respeqtively, compared with ten per cent earning below
: ﬁc‘;ériing% D el i £1%.20). And within each industry the top 10% of ‘unskilled are
Lo caralngs, 1.8 (o) 5.60(100) 33.,60(597) earning around twice as much as the bottom 10%.
S 1y gvailabl The same table in the New EBarnings Survey shows a similar
=233 ornly available range within the categories of the skilled, the foremen, clerks,
o oa ; Cotions in wages are draughtsmen etc. An analysis of these figures, combined with
-f?:_flgures %O showbthigetgiiﬁiggrsﬁiititégna égrtafn other wage information now available, indicates that these varia-
cf?lned iﬁz cgggeﬁn éeneral before the 1914-1918 war. It | tions can at one level be explained by locating such factors as
aﬁzlwairue that the same range of earnings is apparent now the type of_indgstry,zthe s@ze o? the plant, the level of trade
1nly union organisation, the capital intensity of the plant, the amount
906. ] of overtime worked etc. But this would be merely to engage in
. Dispersion of averaze weekly earnings of full time male empirical description. This article is not intended to be a
51 workers, all industries covered by surveys. (18). { general exercise in wage theory except insofar as it relates
Deciles and Quartiles as a cercentaze of the median* 1 directly to-the question of the Labour Aristocracy. However it -

. ] L may be useful to-make a general observation for comrades to test
Lowest Lower Median Upper Highest | from their own éxperience. This is that the central factor which
decile guartile guartile decile narrows. the range of earnings for all workers from unskilled to

. | Twhite-collar' is the plant in which they work. This seems to
-3 66.5 79.5 108 igg'g izg'g ; me to be worth pursuing in future and inyso doing seeing if the
S0 67.3 8l.1 10 : : ; relative level of earnings plant by plant is most closely related
|
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=

to the ratio of capital invested per wor
case craft res

iittle part in the determination.of wage-levels.,

£ capital. (20). 1In any

ROURGEOIS IDEOLOGY AND THE WORKING CLASS

Reference has already been made to Engels optimism about the
of Socialism in Britain in 1892, and Stalin's in 1926.
failure of the General Strike and the fact that the
r0lutionary mood of the years immediately after the Russian
left the communist movement in the West
nthird period" and then the - "United Front"
xample M.F.'s article
tent strategy

development
21), The
21

svolution ebbed away,
The

- confusion.

~+th the changed situation.

the mid-1960s has Marx's
rt itself.

T pave argued that this lack of development canno®,
door of a dissappearing labour
Some alternative explanation ig therefore called
only some brief suggestions as to the

-sst fifty years, be laid at the
tocracy.
What follows are

line of such an explanation.

1 s

N
I

ot
b

Firstly,

(@]
[2Y)

=R LR

hnting imperialist domination.
ression on these

cessful struggles
f£its more and more

< Jg ot

against 1t,
difficult.

N O Iy

o al

+
Nl

dvanced. The
ﬂg final stage.
temporarily, the
the whole organisation,

1eadership of the

certain strata.
disarmed or physically coerced.

contradiction between those who own and

means of production make any perman
dem

+the history of this century has

to achieve for a time.

and reformist and revisionist ideology, is crucial.
:sm had an objective economic basis
sscendancy of capitalism this basis
EBut experience and Marxist philosop

mechanical and immediate relations
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ker: the organic composition
trictions seem 1o play very

~zlicies of the 193%30s and after (see for e
- MLQ 2) were signs of the lack of consis
Neither the slump
—war growth and high levels

nor the relatively steady post
tries were developments

mployment in the metropolitan coun

. objectively favoured revolution in those countries.
of Communism began 1o

Of course such a nspectre" does not develop
and collective work

ation.

"gpectre”

it requires the conscious
3 genuine Marxist-Leninist organis

the epoch of Imperialism.

we are. still undeniably in
neipal contradiction is

world scale this means that the pri
ween the imperialist countries and those peop
Both the effect
countries and the increasingly
he remittance of super-
Within each imperialist country
main contradiction is between the ruling class and a working-
ata becoming progressively
becomes more

1underdeveloped!’
make ©

‘gass increasingly augmented by middle str
ocletarianised as the mode of production
development of state monopoly capitalism has served
wporarily to obscure the system's essentially mor

In order for this cess to succeed, evel

trade unions,
have to be progressively incorporated into
the state. It is 1o longer gufficient or even possi

The majority of the class
While the essential class-—

those who operate the.

ent incorporation impossible,
onstrated that this is possible
In this the fight petween revolutionary,

during the period of the

has been progressively eroded.
hy also shows that there is no
hip between the decay of an

-

to deal
of the inter-war

Only

in the

les and nations
of imperialist

technologically
ibund and decay-

and if possible

ble to bribe
has to be ideologically

While reform-

economic base and the superstructure'of bourgeois ideolo More

gggcre%e%ﬁ the negative experience of the ovgrthrow of t%z diotgior—

Eurp g g proletaylgt in the Soviet Union and most of Eastern

o ope, an _the positive experience of the successful. Cultural

hggo%gtigncgﬂtthni shgws Ihat this battle between the two lines

inued not on under decayi ait i

through the period of socia%ist constru%%?%n?apltallsm’ o e

_ Thus, despite the fact that there is not a i i

it, a certain craft narrowness still existsogmoﬁgeggggméﬁigizés o

wgrkers. An illustration of this is the composition of the Execu-

tive of ?he Engineering section of the A.U.E.W. (the old A.E.U )

Of the nine executive councilmen (including the President éné o

General_Secretary) all apparently come from a time-served skilled

app?eptlce background. In general the same applies among district

officials and National Committee members. Although the union has

been open to all male engineering workers since 1926, the T&G.W.U

;?gpg?iigﬁ&Miw.U.khigedcontinued to be able to organise afiérée. )
of unskille i i i d w

D hons the industry: and more important, semi-skilled workers,

Nevertheless unions of skilled workers have shown '
more willing to oppose state policies of incorporation.thggﬁgiggie
has been made to the A.E.U. and the Mond-Turner talks. More
rgcently under the 1964-1970 Labour governments the early opposi-
tion to an incomes policy was led by white-collar unions like
D.A.T.A. and thg A.C.T.T., representing relatively well-paid
wo;kers. Opposition to the 1971 Industrial Relations Act was in
union terms led by the A.U.E.W. "To a considerable extent there-
fore the position has been reversed since 1892. At that time
the emergent unskilled unions were the important factor in the
developing potential of the Spcialist movement. Since then the
decl%ne in ?elative earnings, social status and hopes of 'advance-
E:iingo£h§kllle% wozieri seems to have been the major factor in

is sector e adi i ing— iti
N te15et attacks. eading force in working-class opposition

T+ should be made clear that I am referri i
movements of consciousness within a reformist igaggtﬁii?tlgg
gectors of the'working-class (or any other strata) have developed
into a revolutionary movement, and there is as yet no Marxist-
Lgnlnlst force with sufficient experience and understanding to
give the'necessary powerful lead. A revolutionary programme for
tra@e union wgrk will only emerge as Marxists develop not only
their theo?etlcal understanding of the history and class-
gontradlctlops of the working-class movement, but also their
12¥3123ment 12 mais ;truggles of all kinds. But there are cer-
mponents which must i : f
S form &n essential part of such a

Firstly thefe are no important contradictions existi
' Y ( » ing between
wﬁlte—collar, skilled and unskilled workers., The economicgchanges
o} ghe last seventy years or SO have seen to that. The majority of
productive workers are now organised, and the weakest area - white
;gg%gi wgrkirs %ﬁaprlvate industry - is one where unions are now
owing fas er ian ever before. Even more i i
unionisation of women workers. ¢ dmportent L8 the
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In developing unions, all parriers between trades and- crafts
must be broken down. The policy decided by the Pirst Congress of
"Red Trade Unions" in 1921 - "{o encourage organisation by industry
as against old-fashioned unionism of organisation by craft" - 1is

(=4
Industrial unionism, organising workers on the basis of

correct.
where they work rather than their particular function, must-be our
trade unionism (organis-

constant aim. Thus policies of 'horizontal'
ing technicians, foremen and supervisors in whatever industry they
work) is reactionary. The policies of such a union, Clive Jenkins's
1.8.7.M.S. increasingly reflects not only its social base but also
its stratified concept of building 2 union. Thus one premise of
urions must be established - tindustrial unionism'.

Secondly our policies within such unions muét be where possible
to mobilise for national combined action to develop from local
guerilla action. Tven in suchk economic struggles the lessons of
common interest of workers wherever they work is a vital one.
Similarlywhere national actions, on better wages or conditions
or against State reyxressive policies, can be developed on a much
wider tasis than any one industry, it will mark a further stage
cf development of common struggle. This is especially so-in a
period when any such struggle puts dangerous pressures on the very
sxistence of employers' profits and therefore has a strong politi-

cal potential.

Thirdly the recognition must be widened that although such
struggles deepern the employers' and Government's economic and
political crisis, the politice engendered are not themselves
revolutionary politics. The fight against economism is still
the most vital one for those in trade unions. A conscious
socialist working class will only be able to recognise the need
for scientific socialism when involved in action that is wider
than that of trade unions. “lenin's statement in 'What is to be

done%' is most important:

"Phe Social Democrats ideal should not be the trade union
secretary but the tribune of the people, who 1is able to rezct
to every manifestation of tyranny and oppression no matter where

it appears."

Fourthly ome prime nmanifestation of tyranny and oppression”

aricing from British imperialism is the existence of racialism.
for West Indian and Asidn

The strong tendency in many industries
workers to be given the worst jobs at the lowest pay is paurticularly
difficult to fight in a period of high unemployment. Nevertheless
11 communists must stand firmly against such practice, whatever

short-term unpopularity it causes.

Fifthly and allied to the previous point Britain has a
tradition of chauvinism and narrow national pride which affects
=11 classes and strata. In a period of multi-national production
by internatiocnal companies, close 1inks must be forged with
workers in other countries. These can be most immediately
achieved for our part with workers in Europe. Only a tiny

* minority of plant organisations have these links (Fords,
Dunlop-Pirelli and & very few more) and international trade
union organisation at rank and file level would be a considerable
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step forward.
These are policies which will ex ¢ ]
. I . enable wider forms of action t
gzge%gglgglg? ztélngigsﬁowgviycomelmany of the traditional Weakngsses
_of tf rking-class movement. They are not s
%Stwgglgii%glt involvement to those with a revolutionaﬁy perspectgsg.
AP By iiﬁ 1Z%%§ft2§§ %ave Ehi potentiality of countering much
C stocra radition. The need h i
for a consistent and all-round t : i ‘ Svenger ihe
S - rade-union programme to
ggglg ;u%ln%aglgsg %ttickhand destroy the inflﬁence of rggggéigrthe
LB 2 duty to elp in the formulation of such a pr —u.
giggge.thghzngbggcgigelgﬁend towagds a less differentiated gogking
- y : our aristocrat stratum and ianisa~
;1on of many white-collar workers all make the situagigieigﬁ;anlsa
avourable for such a programme. It will also te a key task i
the formation of a Marxist-Leninist party. 4 .

<

S.M.

NOTES
T STALIN: C.W. 8., 165,
. p )
ﬁ. Kei %.LéQ.12. p. 25-26 and notes
z. .J.P. Taylor quoted in Hobsbawn "INDUSTRY AND ENPIRE"
4, Shares of World Output of Manufactured Goods - p;rcentéges
United States..Germany..U.K...France..U.3.5.R...Japan
1870 23 13 52 10 4
1913 35 16 14 6 5 7
1953 41 6 6 3 14 2
196% 28 6 4 2 20 4
(from Glyn and Sutecliffe "Briti i i
tish Capital
Workers and The Profits Squeeze" Pegguinlig%E)
5. Share of income from abroad (gross) in British Gross National

Product.* (in percentage terms).

1863-73 1894-1900  1910-14 1919-21 1946-50 1969-70
4
4.0 6.2 8.6 4.3 3.7(1.7net) 3.7(1l.3net)
* %

* Gross nati i
Siose onal product is the amount of wealth produced each .

**¥ Net figures are quoted where available as the m
1 gur ) 2] ost releva
go;tthls subject. They r@present the income remaining igent
ri %1n when other countries profits from investment in this
gggﬁ ry have been repatriated. Before the First World Wer )
N 13 gas very.little foreign investment in Britain so there
ou e very little difference between gross and net figures,
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it should also be noted that since the 1920's and
especially since the mid — 1950's foreign investiment from
Britain and other capitalist countries has increasingly
been directed to the growth areas within the metropolitan
countries where the international companies can make higher
profits. (See for example- Barrat Brown op.cit. table 2).

See for example: H. Magdoff. . .The Age of Tmperialism, Monthly
Review Press 1969. P. Jales. . .The Pillage of the Third World,
1968. A, Frank. . .Capitalism &nd Underdevelopment in Latin
America, Monthly Review Press 1967. A, Emmanuel. . ."Unequal
Exchange" N.L.B., 1972.

z. P.I.B. Report No.169 General Problems of Low Pay p.158-159.

National Income and Expenditure.....l1972 (H.M.S.0.) Table One.

(WX

9. See for example "Struggle" December 1971,
“In 1970 about £42,000 million worth of wealth was produced.
Of this £€23%,C)0 million was spent by the State. (This com-—
pares with spending only one sixteenth in 1860 and one eighth
in the 1930's). ’

'"The Story of the Engineers' by James Jefferys. (L. & W. 1945)
The strength of this study compared with most official histor-
ies of unions is the way in which i1 relates technological
change to the developing consciousness of engineering workers
and the structure of the A.S.E., later the A.E.U. Jeffery's,
2 member of the C.P.G.B. at the time he wrote this book, is
conscious of the contradictions within the working-class
although to an extent limited by the official nature of his
commission. This section of the article relies heavily on
Jefferys' study and unless otherwise stated, all references
are to this book.

i Sidney Pollard, "The Develogment of the British Economy 1914-

1950", (Edward Araold, 1962) pp.76-87.

See for example “"Labouring Men", Eric Hobsbawn Ch.16.,

The reasons for these unions developing leaderships which
formed the basis of the far right in the Labour Party for

over forty years (longer of course for the G.M.W.U.) must

be the subject of other articles. Reference is made to

their policies to counter the assertion or inference some-
times made that unskilled workers are necessarily more
progressive and open to revolutionary ideas than other workers.

One important comment was made by J.R. Campbell in May 1924
in "Communist Review":

"If we examine the unions approximating the industrial form,
the N.U.R., the T.G.W.U. and the I.S.T.C. (Iron and Steel
Trades Confederation) we find that while they are approaching
the indystrial structure they are far from adopting the out-
look which alone makes better organisation valuable and with-
out which larger organisation only leads to bureaucracy and
stagnation. . . . . Active men must beware of propagating
amalgamation (of unions S.M.) in a mechanical fashion without
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13.

14,

15.

16.

reference 1o the need for « most vigorouus struggle and without
reference to the need for trade unionists to hew their way out
of capitalism.,"

None of this of course is to say that unskilled workers have
any less revolutionary potential than other workers.

The agreement signed in 1940 guaranteed toolroom workers
earnings not less than those of skilled piece-workers. It
was only brought out by employers in Coventry in 1972 after
a long stoppage.’

Willie Gallacher, Harry Pollitt, J.T. Murphy, Tom Mann and Wal
Hannington are obvious examples. I am unsure from what indus-=
tries other working-class militants came, such as MacManus,
Bell and Paul. .

"Story of the Electrical Trades Union" (1952) published by the
E.T.U. This book as its name suggests is not a serious history
of the union. But it does show similar trends to those followed
by the A.E.U.

Without a much closer analysis these can only be taken as
showing a general trend (the same applies for Table 2). Two
points, however, should be made. Rates as oppesed to earnings,
especially in a period of relatively low unemployment, under-
estimate to some extent the wages of those who can push up
earnings through securing different forms of bonus payments
and of course by those working overtime. Certain advantages
are evident here for skilled workers especially for thous
skills in short supply. Secondly and allied to this point

is the observable increased differential between 1950 and
1970, I am not sure about the reasons for this, except thet
certainly in engineering it again relates to some extent to
shortage of certain skilled categories. However even this
does not appear to fit the 'labour aristocrat' argument. In
the 19th. century this stratum certainly imposed severe
limitations on entry to their crafts where privileges were

so marked. By that means, accepted by many employer: (see
Part 1 of this article) they could impose a Monopoly over

the purchase of their skilled labour-power and thus raice

its price above its value. But once those cpecific 1limita-
tions on entry are removed and technical change makes it
possible to substitute unskilled (or semi-skilled) labour
they cennot at all easily be re-imposed by wany section of
workers., It seems much more likely that the incredce in
differentials where they occurred were the results of the
particular need for skilled labour over a relatively short
period of time in order to keep production going, e.g. re-
tooling for a new production line, at a time of growth in
demand for goods. This shortage of skilled labour was caused
exactly by the previous decline in differentials. Skilled
labour takes more time to produce and where its production
does not seem worthwhile to workers, i.e. the time spent at
low apprentice wages, evening classes etc., compared with the
relatively increased price obtainable for selling unskilled
labour power, it will not be forthcoming. For we must
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remenber that skilled labour does produce more value, that
while labour power is a commodity, skilled. labour-power will

in general command a higher price, but that that price will

be varying around its real value. See for example "Wage

Labour and Capital" and "Wages, Price and Profit", which also
deal with the impact of advanced machinery on skilled labour.
ilso e.g. Capital Vol.I Part III, 'Production of Surplus Value':

"The higher more complex labour which counts as worth more

than average social labour is the manifestation of labour
power in which higher costs of training have been incorporated,
of labour power whose production has cost more labour time.
That is why it has a higher value than simple labour power."

{(p.192, Everyman edition)

The fact that ..arx devoted 1little time to this problem was
rrecisely because he was concerned with overall relationships
between Labour and Capital, and realised better than anyone
that value produced by individuals or strata within the work-
ing class could not be precisely measured, and that any
variation in value could be observed, not at any one particu-
lar time, but only historically, over a considerable period.

The same qualification on important details apply as in the

above note.

{a) From 'British Labour Statistics', Dept. of Employment 1971.
Until 1938 for engineering only. 1938 onwards, all manu-~
facturing industries.

{bv) Excluding toolroom and maintenance fitters. From the
Engineering Employers Federation until 1964, D. of E.
thereafter.

(¢c) D.A.T.A. (now A.U.B.W. (TASS)) averages., TFigures
predominantly of draughtsmen, estimators and planners
for 1924 and 1938. 1971 includes larger numbers of
other engineering technicians, because of change of
membership composition.

F.I.8. Report op.cit. Table 1.

ew Barnings Survey 1970 (H.M.S5.0.) Table 36.

The figures guoted all refer to the general category, 'Unskilled
building or engineering workers', except for 'Textiles' where
the nearest comparable category: 'Unskilled textile clothing

or foot-wear worker', is used.

This in turn would of course relate to the intensity of labour
i.e. speed of work, mental and physical pressure on workers etc.
FPor example even at a time of high unemployment the turn-over of
labour at car factories among production-line workers appears to
be very high despite the relatively high wages offered, e.g.
Fords at Dagenham; Chrysle; at Ryton Coventry etc.

See zlso the Comintern resolution on the 1926 General Strike,
e.g. "The economic basis of reformism in Great Britain has
disappeared for ever...The British bourgeoisie more than the
bourgeoisie of any Other country maintained its power by bribing
the masses {excess profits) and deceiving them ("glorious tradi-
tions of the British Constitution"!). The possibility to bribe

rio longer exists."
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Discussion: The Origins of -
Revisionism in the USSR

Comrade M.F.'s article "On the origins and development of
revisionism in the Soviet Union", whilst making many valid and
pertinent criticisms of certain policies and incorrect ideas of
Stalin and other Soviet leaders in the period 1935 to 1952,
nevertheless does not, except in a minor way, contribute to an
understanding of why the Soviet Union has degenerated into an
imperialist state.

Many of the points raised are not seriously doubted by most
Marxist-Leninists, but these points do not in themselves indicate
revisionist leadership of the C.P.S.U.(B), but rather errors -
committed by good Marxist-Leninists. Nor does M.F. explain how
or why these errors arose or why they should have led to the
revisionist degeneration of the Soviet Union. Other points raised,
like the nationalist deviations after 1941 may in fact indicate
such revisionist leadership but nowhere does M.F. explain how
sugh nationalism arose. In fact the whole article consists of
criticism, mostly valid but sometimes erroneous, of Stalin and
the C.P.S.U. It is by no means the analysis of the Soviet Union's
degeneration that the article's title leads us to expect. To
slightly misquote M.F. himself, "The extensive cataloguing of
apparently revisionist phenomena in the Soviet Union from 193%5
to 1952 does not in itself prove that revisionism existed there."

Certain of the criticisms made seem quite irrelevant, certainly
the Western Communist parties, the French, Italian and British in
particular, saw the defence of bourgeois democracy as an end in
itself, but there is no evidence that the Marxist-Leninists in the
Soviet leadership shared this abberation or that they had any illu-
sions about the nature of bourgeois democracy. Certainly the.
relationships between the C.P.S.U., the Comintern and the fraternal
parties left & lot to be desired, but so did internal party relation-
ships in the C.P.3.U. from 1921 onwards, and in both cases the
situation arcse from objective necessity not from revisionism, nor
is there any reason why such relationships should necessarily lead
to revisionism, as Lenin said in 1918:

"...hence there is absolutely no contradiction in principle
betwgen Soviet (i.e. Socialist) democracy and the exercise
of dictatorial powers by individual persons." (1).

M.F. mentions also the shifts in policy in 1928, 1935 and 1939
towards the social democratic parties and says that these policy
shlfts may have been incorrect. That may be so, but why should such
policy shifts lead to revisionism?

Other griticigms seem to be made from a liberal rather than
from a Ma;x1sp position. Discussing the great purge of 1936 onwards
and relating it to the Slansky trial of 1952 in Czechoslovakia M.F.

says: "Detailed information provided by the survivors of the 'Slansky'
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trial in Prague in 1952, reveals the systematic employment of
psychological torture, the fabricating of incriminating evidence
and- the extraction of phoney confessions in political frame-ups
supervised and staged by the Soviet security forces."

This statement would be more appropriate gracing the pages of
the "Guardian" rather than M.L.Q., and the detailed information
referred to comes from Czech emigre bourgeois and Zionist sources
and from ultra-revisionists like Dubcek and Sik and from common-
or-garden revisionists like Husak. 1In any event the essential
point is not whether such methods were used but whether the people
convicted were objectively enemies of the people and whether or
not they could be defeated by any other means.

It is not seriously doubted by Marxist-Leninists that Zinoviev,
Kamenev, Radek, Bukharin and the others accused in the Moscow trials
were proposing policies which were prejudicial to the interests of
the workers and peasants of the Soviet Union and were engaging in
counter-revolutionary wrecking activities. M.P. would no doubt say
that these people should have been defeated by mass action as in
the Great Cultural Proletarian Revolution in China, although even
there excesses took place as Mao pointed out. .

It must be remembered that the objective circumstances in the
Soviet Union in 19%6 and in China in 1966 were very different.
China had not lost a whole generation of cadres and militant workers
in a eivil war, China did not have to industrialise in ten years and
thus have a working class with an overwhelmingly peasant mentality,
China did not have to collectivise by force and thus face consider-
able hostility from the peasantry, in China Liu Shao Chi and his
stooges did not indulge in terrorism, assasination and sabotage as
did the lackeys of Zinoviev, Trotsky and Bukharin. China was not
threatened with imminent imperialist invasion and was not the only
socialist state in a hostile world. One could go on for ever, but
the fact is that all these factors made it necessary to resolve
the internal contradictions by force and by administrative measures,
although the rank and file of the party did participate. Here it
should be noted that at an earlier period of acute class struggle,
in 1921, Lenin and the rest of the Bolshevik leadership did not
hesitate to use PFanny Kaplan's attempted assasination of Lenin as
an excuse to execute several hundred Left Socialist Revolutionaries
and to instigate a reign of terror against the Socialist Revolution-—
aries and other anti-Soviet elements. This reign of terror was
carried out by the use of the Cheka and by show-trials, in other
words by administrative methods. Without doubt théese and similar
methods are undesirable and can only be rarely justified but they
in no way indicate revisionist leadership and provided that this
bureaucratic style of work is eradicated as soon as possible and
the masses increasingly involved there is no reason why such
methods should lead to revisionism.

We come now to the more substantive of M.F.'s remarks. During
the course of his argument M.F, states that Stalin saw the external
rather than the internal contradictions as being decisive in the
struggie for Socialism. There is certainly some evidence that
Stalin was suffering from some ideological confusion on this
question, but it is ingenous to argue as M.F. does that Stalin's
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position was that "the victory of Socialism in one country cannot
be final because it has no guarantee against intervention."

Stalin's published statements in the late thirties show that this
was far from being his position. In 1937 he said: . :

"On the contrary, the greater our progress, the greater our
successes, the more embittered the remnants of the exploiting
classes will become, the more quickly will they resort to

sharper forms of struggle, the more they will do damage to

the Soviet state, the more they will clutch at the most

desperate forms of struggle as the last reésort of the doomed." (2)

and in 1939:

"We must put an end to the opportunist complacency arising from
the mistaken presupposition that in proportion to the growth of
our forces the enemy will grow ever tamer and more inoffensive,
such a presupposition is basically wrong., It is a belch of the
right opposition which assured everyone that our enemies would
quietly creep into Sccialism, that in the long run they would
become real Socialists.”

and at the same time:

"We must destroy and cast aside the rotten theory that with every
advance we make the class struggle here of necessity would die
down more and more, and that in proportion as we achieve success
the class enemy would grow more and move tractable." (3)

These statements make it quite clear that Stalin fully
recognised the internal contradictions and although some other
contradictory and contemporary statements reveal some ideological
confusion it is quite clear from Stalin's practice that there was
no let up on internal class struggle until the beginning of the
great patriotic war., M.F. also mentions the related guestion of
Stalin's believing that Communism could be built in the Soviet
Union alone. Whilst this idea is obviously not in accord with
reality it is in no way a contributory factor to the rise of
revisionism as Stalin never allowed this idea to -prevent class

struggle.

- As evidence for his assertions on these matters M.F. quotes
the statement of the C.P.C. "On the question of Stalin" and in his
notes and references states that this is a milder statement than
the earlier "On the Historical Experience of the Dictatorship of
the Proletariat", published in 1956, Surely the historical sigri-
ficance of this date cannot have escaped the vigilant eyes of M.F?
This revisionist document was published in the aftermath of the
Iwentieth Congress of the C.P.S.U. and its assessment of Stalin
was ecsentially the same as that of Khruschov. The document was
erroneous not only on this question but also on that of Yugoslavia
where it criticised the Cominform's expulsion of Yugoslavia in 1948,
Our Chinese comrades have recognised the nature of this document
and have withdrawn it from circulation. Two quotes will suffice
to show the essential nature of this document, firstly:

"It is understandable that the Yugoslav comrades bear a

particular resentment against Stalin's mistakes. In the past,
they made worthy efforts to stick to Socialism under difficult
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conditions. Their experiences in the democratic mangagemernit of
economic enterprises and. other Socialist organisations have also
attracted attention. The Chinese people welcome the reconcilia-
tion between the Soviet Union and the other Socialist countries
on the ore hand and Yugoslavia on the other, as well as the
establishment and development of friendly relations between
China and Yugoslavia." - -

and secondly:

"The 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U. summed up the fresh
experiences gained both in international relations angd domestic
construction. It took a series of momentous decisions on the
steadfast implementation of Lenin's policy in regard to the
possibility of peaceful co-existence between couniries of
different social Systems, on the development of Soviet democracy,
on the thorough observation of the party's principle of collective
leadership, on the criticism of shortcomings within the party, and
on the sixth five-year plan for the development of the national
economy." (4). '

It has been said that comparisons are odious and there have
beern few more odious than M.F.'s comparison of Stalin's reference
to "thieves and pilferers" at the eighteenth congress of the C.P.S.U.

and ‘Khruschov's similar references at the twentieth. M.F. says that

in both cases there was g failure to relate these phenomena to class
antagonisms. This was certainly the case with Khruschov, and after
all who would expect a renegade like Khruschov to make such an-
analysis? The statements of Stalin quoted earlier make it quite
clear that Stalin recognised the class nature of such phenomensa.

Some of the issues raised by M.F. are certainiy cohtributory
factors to the rise of revisionism in the Soviet Union, particularly
the concessions.to nationalists and the new bourgeoisie during the

war, the tremendous pay differentials in the army and the introduc-

tion of bourgeois customs into the army, the nationalist deviations
at the end of and after the war and the lack of g mass line and
mass involvement at this time.

However, whilst the points raised by M.F. are valid, it must
be stated that M.F. raises them in an idealist and metaphysical
manner, in no way relating them to the objective circumstances of
the. Soviet Union at the time or suggesting alternatives or indeed
if there were any ‘alternatives. It cannot be denied that these
tendencies indicated serious deviation from the proletarian line
and a serious eroding of the proletarian dictatorship. The question
is though, through what circumsitances did these teridencies arise,
why did these circumstances;arise, could they have been avoided
and what was the balance of class forces in the .party and the
country as a whole?

To determine this it is necessary to go back to 1917 and
earlier. In the first place the proletarian dictatorship was
established in g country where the proletariat constituted only
15% of the population. This of course is no reason why the
proletarian dictatorship could not be consolidated, as China's
experience amply demonstrates, but it is hardly an ideal beginning
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and I shall argue that successive crises over the nexi Torty year:s
prevented this consolidation and eventunlly enabled @ new bourgeoinie
te sieze control of the party and state azpparstus by the cerly 17507
and eventually restore Capitalism.

Whilst the Russian proletariat seized state rover througs tae
Bolsheviks in 1917, they did not smash the stezte machine, In 4k

early 1920's it was estimated that EG% of middle snd lower r
civil servants and bureaucrats were survival:s from Czarist devs
and in moet cases old ministries and crgenication: vere clmeliy

»»»»»

taken over and renamed. In 1922 Lenin said:

"We now have a vast army of government em loyees, but
g N

real centrol over them. In practice it often happens that there

at the 1lop, where we exercise political power, the machine somehow

functions.....down below, however, there are hundreds of thousszrae

of old officials, whom we took over from the Czar and from bourzeois
17, wory

society, and who, in part deliberately and in part unwittingly,
against us." (5),

This early failure to completely cmash the state machine vza
undoubtedly one of the main contributory factors to the siubsesuent
counter-revolution. Marx and Engels, learning from the experierce
of the revolutions of 1848 had argued that:

".....the working class cannot simply lay hold oi the r
made state machinery and weild it for 1t's owr purroses...

Over the years 1918 to 1922 the flower of the paz

vy
=

cluss, who were naturally the most active and volunte-re S
decimated in the civil war and the wars of foreign inter o]
This loss -of the most advanced cadres and militant verke 23 to
have serious repercussions over the next thirty yesrs. A e end
of the civil war and wars of interventior the. party was compelled,
f'or reasons too well known to enumerate here, to introduce the new

economic policy. This return to Capitalism and State-Capitalism
over much of the economy propagated once more bourgeois and petit-
bourgeocis ideology throughout much of the population. Furthermole
many opportunists and scoundrels from the ranks of these two clacs
Joined the party and infiltrated the state machine once they realii
that the workers 'state had been successfully defended. Obviously
this is a problem that any party will face after the seizure of
state power) but because of the previously mentiored decimatiorn of
the good elements the opportunists and careerists had far greater
scope for the propagation of erronecus and bourgeois ideclogy and
they coul@ not 'be decisively beaten by the proletarian elements,

<
[<¥=Xe]
=T

"When we are told...,.that the state farms are everywhere hiding
places for old landowners slightly disguised or not disguised =t all,
and that similar things are often to be observed in chiof administra-
tions, I never doubt that it is true." (7).

By the late 1930's the Soviet Union had been succeesfully
collectivised and was well on the way to the successful completion
of the plans for the country's industrialization. The cost and
circumstances of this collectivisation and industrialization have
already been mentioned. At the same time & vast purge had been
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carried out and many non-proletarians taking an anti-Soviet road
eliminated, although it must be said that many innocent people
suffered and many guilty escaped, as Stalin himself admitted. (8).
Stalin was aware of the need for the masses to be increasingly
involved in the running and decision-making of the Soviet Union

and the urgent need to develop a mass line, he was aware also of

the dangers of the bureaucratic and administrative methods necessar-
ily used in the Soviet Union up to that time.

"I am referring to the bureaucratic elements to be found in
our party, government, trades unions, co-operatives and all other
organisations. I am referring to the bureaucratic elements who
batten on all our weaknesses and errors, who fear like the plague
all criticism by the masses, all control by the masses, and hinder
us in developing self-criticism and ridding ourselves of all weak-
nesses and errors. Bureaucracy in our organisations is a manifesta-
tion of bourgeois influence on our organisations. (9).

and, .

"The surest remedy for bureaucracy is raising the cultural
level of the workers-and peasants....unless the mass of the workers
reach a certain level of culture the bureaucracy will continue to
exist in spite of everything." (10).

and,

".,..how are we to put an end to bureaucracy in all these
organisations? There is only one sure way of doing this and
that is to organise control from below, to organise criticism
of the bureaucracy in our institutions, of their shortcomings
and mistakes, by the vast masses of the working class." (11).

These quotes from Stalin show that he was well aware of the
urgent need to develop a mass line and to eradicate the bureaucracy.
They show also however that this could not be done by rhetoric,
sloganizing or posturing, but only by painstakingly raising the .
cultural level of the people. This would have been a mammoth task
in the Soviet Union under any circumstances but in the circumstances
which prevailed in the Soviet Union it was to prove an insuperable
task., It seems to me that the new constitution of 1936, seen by
many as revisionist, was in effect an attempt by the party leader-
ship. to involve the masses more and more. However, because of the
ideolpgical confu81on of Stalin on the question of the internal
contradictions, the new constitution also enabled many dubious
elements, the new bourgeoisie, whiteguards, kulaks, etc., to worm
thelr way into positions of power and influence in tke party and
state, where they were able to give support to the many bad elements
entrenched there.

M.P., has remarked on the nationalist and other deviations that
accompanied the "great patriotic war" and the valiant efforts of
the Soviet people. and there is no need to re-enumerate them here.
M.F. states:

"Although Stalin himself was not swept along on the nationalist
tide he did not try to stem it, he even encouraged it. Perhaps there
was no alternative, but that begs the question about the nature of the

policies prior to the war."
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Tigies obovbemenb o bosically truc.  Thero was no ol bernolive, hul MoK,
goes on Lo conclude that erroneous policics were lollowed prior o
the war, whereds 1 have iYried to show that, although some mistiice:
were made, tine general line was correct.

Because of the circumstances in the Soviel Union il wan noeceooary
to unite the nation in a patriotic war rather than the workers und
peasant iin. 4 class war against the Facscist invaders Certainly

Stalin encouraged the nationalist emotions, but, ab M.F. remarks,
he was not. swept along with them, and this qu bocau", Stulin re-
mained a Marxist-Leninist and was aware, though perhups not [ully,
of the dangers inherent in these policies, just as he was awarce of
the dangers of the bureaucratic style of work prior to the wur.
Stalin did discourage the excesses of nationalism, for instance,
the arch-revisionist Ilya Ehrenburg, whose racialist rantings were
mentioned by M.F., was publicly rebuked by Stalin for precisely
those rantings. Efforts were made to fight, as far as possible,

2 class war in parallel with the patriotic war, whilst it is true,
as M.F. remarks, that soldiers were released from all socialiut
obligations, it was not true for party members in the armed f(orces,

and this of course is the reason why the Germans shot all party

members on capture, as they did not, for instance, shoot all member:

of the British Labour party on capture. Leaflets were dropped behind |

the German lines explaining the class nature of the war, Germun |
prisoners were re-educated and special syuads of party members
infiltrated the German lines and spread Communist propaganda sand
wgitation. Despite these efforts however it cannot be denied that
the pervailing line was nationalism.

I have argued earlier that despite all difficulties the party
never left off class strugg]e, but now, in the war situsation, &
grave mistake was made, in order to forge the maximum amount of
matlonal unity, the party leadership, including Stalin, one-sidedly
zmphasised unity with the non-worker and peasant elements to the
detriment of struggle against them. This, together with the effects
of the influx of dubious elements into the party after the new
constitution of 1936, together with the factors which necessitated
¢, bureaucratic style of work in the 1930's enabled the bourgeois
nationalists to seize control of the party and state apparatus by
the end of the 1940's. The years from the end of the war were
sears of tremendous struggle inside the party and it was not until
1955 that the bourgeois elements were finally able to consolidate

their rule.

The second world war ended in 1945 with the losses of the
Soviet Union, both military and civilian, estimated at twenty
million dead and uncounted wounded. The new generztion of cadres
and militant workers, so carefully built up to replace those lost
from 1918 to 1922, was virtually wiped out. As in the civil war
it was these cadres and workers who volunteered first and who were
in the thick of the fighting, those who were not killed in action
were shot by the Germans on capture.

By the end of the war, due to objective circumstances and
mistakes of the leadershlp mentioned earlier, there can be no
doubt that the bourge01s elements in the Soviet Union had seized

- 57 -

hiad



S

SO

NN

¥

ccnsiderable power and influence both in the party and in the state
machine. This influence manifested itself in such bourgeois prac-
tices as the agreements at Teherhan, Yalta and Potsdam, the Polish
agreements and the outrageous reperations inflicted on Germany.

At the same time, the Marxist-Leninists in the party headed by
Stalin, Zhandov, Beria and Vyshinsky were able to prevent them

from seizing complete control and were able to defend the -social-
ist economic base of the Soviet Union. They were also able to

lead the brilliant campaign against the Yugoslav revisionists and
to get Yugoslavia expelled from the Cominform. Two quotes from

. this period demonstrate that the Soviet party opened the polemic

against modern revisionism:

"The state secior of the economy is no longer public property,
3tate capitalism predominates in Industry, and private capital is
tightening it's grip in the towns and especially in the countryside
...The restoration of capitalism in Yugoslavia is accompanied by
shameless demagogy to the effect that all this, if you please, is
building socialism, and so on," (12)

Lo

and,
"In the sphere of the economy, the fascist Tito-Rankovitch
clinu= took the line of restcring capitalism in town and country—
nidz, They base themselves on the urban bourgeoisie which receives
from the Pascist Tito-Rankovitch clique the means of production
wraried from the people...In order to facilitate the restoration
:i 'aDWfdl sm the Yugoslav fascists undertook so-called "decentral-
ization" of the entire national economy, abolished state management
©# industry, planned production -and planned distribution of raw
smatzrials and goods. From the pronouncements of Tito, Kidric, and
sther 3elgrade chieftains it follows that the basic law of Yugoslav
conomy is the capitalist law of supply and demand." (13).

- Prom these quotes it is evident that Stalin and his comrades,
“zp from being responsible for the rise of revisionism, in flact
rzcognised modern revisionism as soon as it appeared and carried
wiat g systematic polemic against it.

The struggle between the bourgeois and proletarian lines in
.3.U. ‘reached it's zenith in 1952/53 and ended with the
elements in control, although they were not able to
control until 1955, when they removed the remain-
from the central committce.

e CLF
LOUrE o oln
ronmolidate this
ing arxist-Leniniats

In the year 19%2/5%, within the space of a few months, the
consplracy commonly called the Doctors plot was uncovered, which
guite clearly showed how the revisionists were working with British
anrd American intelligence and were responsible for the death of
Zhandov in 1948, uand the publication of Stalin's "Lconomic Prcblems
of Socialism in the U.35.5.R." occurred. This work exposed revision-
ict fallacies on the nature of imperialism, on peaceful co-existence
=nd on the laws of value, defended the cconomic base of socialiom in
tine Zoviet Union and advocated eliminating the commodity relationship
bztween the collective farms and society as a4 whole by taking them
into ttzte ownership, as a further step of socialist construction.

i el s

._\.3, i ;i}r‘*

"Take %é% instance the distinction between agriculture znt
industry. In our country it consists not only in the fact that
conditiohs of Ilabour in agriculture differ from those in industry,
but mainly amnd chiefly, in the fact.that whereas we have public
ownership of the means of production AND OF THE PRODUCT OF INDUSTRY,
in agrid¢ulture we have not public BUT GROUP collective-farm owner-
ship: It has already been said that this fact leads to the PRESERVA-
TION OF COMMODITY CIRCULATION, and that only when this distinction
between industry and agrlculture disappears can commodity production
with all it's attendant consequences also disappear.” (14). (My
emphases - N.R.).

This quote shows that Stalin was aware not only of the next
necessary step in socialist construction but was also aware of the
errors of the then embryonic revisionist political economy.

In 1952 Stalin, for the first time since the death of Lenin,
did not give the. polltlcal report to the delegates to the party
congress, it was given instead by the .revisionist Malenkov,.this
might not normally be thought to have any significance, but in the
light of the situation of the party and of the events of the next
few months, might it not be that Stalin was not allowed to give
the report? In the next few months, in a manner most fortuitous
for the revisionists, the. leadlng Marxist- Leninists in the party
were to die sudden deaths. 'Stalin died, allegedly from a cerebral
haemorrhage, though there is con81derab1e circumstantial evidence
that he was murdered, in Match 1953, Beria was shot without trial.
Abakumov was shot after a secret #rial in 1954 and Vyshinsky died
in mysterious circumstances in New York in 1954. These, not
coincidently, were the people attacked by Khruschov in his secret
speech at the twentieth congreS§.

Within a few months of qtal;n s death the struggle against
the Yugoslav revisionists abated and by 1955 there had been an
open reconcilliation. At the.same time the "anti-party" group
of Molotov, Kaganovitch. and Voroshllov, who had belatedly woken
up to what was going on and who wére publicly supported by Mac
on his visit to Moscow in 1955, were purged from the party. The
revisionists Had consolidatéd their control of the party and the
counter-revolution was complete.

This article is inino way intended to be a comprehensive surve;
of the reasons for the degeneration of the Soviet Union, but is
merely an attempt to refute some apparent errors in M.F.'s article
and to raise what seem, in my opinion, to be more likely reasons.

In summary I would say that the tasks of building socialism in the
Soviet Union would have been enormous under any circumstances. As
Lenin said:

"The more backward the country-which, owing to the zig-zags
of history, has .proved to be the one to start socialist revolution,
the more difficult it is for her to .pass from the old capitalist
relations to socialist relations." (15).

In the actual situation in which the workers seized power the task
was rendered doubly difficult:

"We began our revolution.in unusually difficult conditions,
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condition: -~ as no other worksrs' revolution in the world will
ever have to face." (16.)

I have tried in the course of this article to outline what were
'the reasons for the bourgeois counter-revolution, and it may well
be that, given the objective circumstances of the period of socialist
construction, such a counter-revolution was inevitable, which is in
10 way to accept Trotsky's concept that socialism cannot be built in
one country.  In regard to the "question" of Stalin it may well be
that some mistakes of Stalin and other lescders of the Soviet Union
~ere contributory factors to the rise of revisionism. What is
certain however is that the factors outlined in this article, which
were factors outside their control, had ‘far more impact and that
Stalin and the other leaders devoted their lives to the construction

of socialism in the Soviet Union and to it's defenoe from the internal’

and external enemies. The following seems an dapt quote to end this
contribution to this important debate.

"Stalin's life was that of a reat Marxist-Leninist, a great
proletarian revolutionary." %17).
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Central Léngon:zuike Leatt,
1., Grovedale Road,
London, N 19 3gQ.

For addresses of contacts in
Ayrshire, Birmingham, Bradford,etc.

ALL ORDERS, SUBSCRIPTIONS AND REQUESTS FOR CATALOGUES ETC TO:.
NEW ERA BOOKS, 47 GLISSON RD, CAMBRIDGE, CB12HH. TEL. 66270.

Cambridge,

Coventry: Coventry Workers' Assn.
c/o Jack Sprung, 55, Farber Road,
Coventry. Tel: Wal. 4722.

Glasgow: Giasgow Group, :
c/o T. Sarker, 611, Maryhill Rd.,
Glasgow NW.

Liverpool: S. Garnett,
54, Alderfield Drive, L'pool 24.

West of England (Bristol and

.Yeovil) John Burbridge, Polly

Farm, Yetminster, Sherbourne,
Dorset. : o

Manchester, Sheffield,
contact CFB. Secretary.
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