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AMERICA FACES CRISIS

The U.S. bourgeoisie is facing a widespread and deep-
ening political and economic crisis. All sections of so-
ciety are polarizing ever more widely and bourgeois
“law and order” is threatened on many fronts—out-
raged students, militant workers, racial violence, etc.
The American economy is faced with the seemingly
impossible situation of a stock market crash and grow-
ing unemployment combined with runaway inflation.
This situation, considered a contradiction in terms by
bourgeois economists, was predicted by the Spartacist
League exactly a year ago. In “Development and Tactics
of the SL” (August 1969), we foresaw ‘“‘the likelihood
-of an economic downturn in early 1970. Such a down-
turn may slow down, but not end, the current inflation.”
The major cause underlying the present economic insta-
bility is the Viet Nam war, which is no longer an ad-
justable economic factor fitting neatly into the “govern-
ment sector” of “defense” spending, military stockpiles,
etc., but has mushroomed to unmanagable proportions.

The liberal capitalists and their politicians are now
raising a hue and cry in favor of wage-price controls
to bring the economy back to “health.” But the “health”
of the economy is by no means identical to the well-
being of its working people. For example, a controlled
high rate of unemployment is considered essential to
economic “health.” The purpose of wage-price controls
-is ultimately to enable American imperialism to con-
tinue the brutal Viet Nam war and “stabilize” the status
quo. Their effect is to hold down the living standards
of the workers by restricting wage raises—including
those of the most oppressed whose present wages are
miserably insufficient to provide a decent life (and whom
the same liberals always invoke in painting themselves
as “friends of the people”’)—and to provide yet another
ideological justification for the bosses’ constant strug-
gle to deprive the workers of the right to strike, to de-
fend their own living standards instead of relying on
-“their friends’” in government.

The economic situation combined with the Cambodian
invasion and the massacres of students in Ohio and
Mississippi (and now Kansas) provided renewed im-
petus to the anti-war movement, which had been slowly
running itself into the ground with endless liberal-
-pacifist demonstrations. A rift has opened up in the

“ labor movement, extending even up to prominent union
officials, between the Meanyite “hawks” and the “pro-
-gressives.” The latter are rapidly becoming integrated
into the middle-class anti-war movement on the basis of
the same old tired liberal politics. At the same time

student radicals, having tried everything else from paci-
fism to street “confrontations,” have willy-nilly re-
discovered workers. These young radicals, and militant
rank and file workers, provide the objective basis for the
development of anti-war activity based on class con-
sciousness. But in the absence of principled leadership,
the entry of the union bureaucrats into the anti-war
movement will simply provide a vehicle to bring the
anti-war activists back to the old “lesser evil” Demo-
cratic Party trap which most of them had rejected years
before. The “progressive” union bureaucrats are not
and cannot be the basis of a class-conscious anti-war
strategy; their role within their own unions is to fight
militancy and blunt consciousness by tying the labor
movement to “establishment” politics and the capitalist
state. The anti-war misleaders embrace their labor
faker brothers in the hope they can serve this same
function for the anti-war movement.
Pop Front Conference

The June conference in Cleveland of the Student Mo-

bilization Committee, captive anti-war front group of

OUR SLOGAN Won Militants’ Cheers.

the Socialist Workers Party-Young Socialist Alliance,
should have served to convince even the most naive that
the anti-war movement will not purge itself of its un-
principled Popular Front nature of its own accord. The
conference, run with an iron hand by the SMC leader-
ship, continued implacable in its sellout orientation. The
SMC prides itself on its “independence” from the capi-
talist political parties; yet it voted down the proposal
to cease including liberal pro-imperialist politicians in
its anti-war rallies and reacted with horror and disbe-
lief to the SDS motion te expand the anti-Agnew picket
to include a protest against Cleveland’s liberal Black
mayor, Stokes, a Democrat. There is no such thing as
“independence” without a class basis; classless organi-
(Continued on Page 2)
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zations and politics in a class society must inevitably be
filled by class content: either clearly proletarian or bour-
ois by default. The SMC’s belated response to the increas-
ing awareness of the need for workers’ anti-war struggle
was to fall right into the “progressive” trap. The SMC
put forward accomodation to the sellout union bureau-
crats as the way to reach workers. A working-class anti-
war strategy must be based not on the “labor lieuten-
ants of the capitalist class” but on a class-struggle pro-
gram. Needless to say, proposals for such a program were
rejected; the conference voted down motions for work-
ers’ political strikes against the war and for a political
party of the working class, raised by Spartacist League
supporters.

The responsibility for the SMC’s wretched line lies,
of course, at the door of the ex-Trotskyist SWP, whose
youth group, the YSA, has grown over the past few
years and is now the largest nation-wide ‘“socialist”
youth organization. The SWP-YSA plays the political
role earlier perfected by the Communist Party and its
successive front groups—eclass collaboration with a “so-
cialist” cover. They pride themselves on being the main
builders of a Pop Front anti-war movement and in re-
cent years they have learned to play to perfection the
role of cement between would-be radicals and liberal
bourgeois fakers by subordinating politics in the name
of “unity,” a unity across class lines. Because of their
Trotskyist past, they seek to pass off their anti-war
coalition as a “united front.” But the precondition for a
united front, as Trotsky made clear, is a break—in form
and content—from the bourgeois parties, not a bloc
with a section of them!

Best known for their political sellouts and organiza-
tional maneuvering in the anti-war movement, these
ex-Trotskyists function similarly in other arenas. In
Atlanta the YSA was a main organizational force in
building a “Rally Against Repression” for the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, Rev. Martin Luther
King’s old pacifist civil rights group, at which the prom-
inent speaker was Senator McGovern. As might be ex-
pected, no representatives of any “socialist” organiza-
tion, including the SWP-YSA, were permitted to speak.
At a time when vigorous, principled leadership could
mobilize more people than ever before behind a class-
struggle perspective, the so-called ‘“‘socialists” of the
SWP-YSA, and the SMC, only know how to push class
collaboration.

0Old Garbage in New Pails

The “Rank and File National Conference” held the
weekend of 26 June in Chicago was a gross demonstra-
tion of the nature of the so-called ‘“progressive” trade
union bureaucracies who manipulate their memberships
in the interests of the bosses and their politicians. The
conference, run by the Communist Party, was no more
than a vehicle for left-talking ‘“leaders” to play power
politics in the unions and the Democratic Party by
covering themselves with “rank and file” rhetoric. In
reality, the rank and file had as little control over the
conference as they have in their unions. The leadership
even went so far as to shut off the microphones when-
ever militant speakers were too sharply critical of the
bureaucrats and their conservative, sellout policies.
At the conference, representatives of several groups—

SPARTAC)ST

An Organ of Revolutionary Marxism

EDITORS: David Cunningham; Managing, Elizabeth Gorden; West
Coast, Christopher Kinder; Southern, John Sheridan.
BUSINESS MANAGER: Elaine West.

Subscription: $1 for ten issves. Bundle rates for 10 or more copies.
Main address: Box 1377, G.P.O., New York, N.Y. 10001. Tele-
phone: WA 5-2426. Western address: P.O. Box 852, Berkeley, Calif.
94701. Telephone: 525-5243. Southern address: P.O. Box 8165, U.T.
Sta., Austin, Texas 78712. Telephone: 476-9714.

Published by the Central Committee of the Spartacist League.
Opinions expressed in signed articles do not necessarily represent
an editorial viewpoint.

Number 17-18

- ¢ Aug.-Sept. 1970

including Workers Action, the Workers Power Caucus,
International Socialists and Spartacist League—put for-
ward four oppositional motions: for internal democracy
and minority rights at the conference; for militant rank
and file control of the unions—no compromise with “pro-
gressive” bureaucrats; for a working-class political
party based on class struggle; for immediate labor
political action on the basis of these demands. Their
statement was endorsed by militants from the CWA,
NMU, SEIU and District 65.

SDS Crumbles

The Progressive Labor-based section of SDS which
emerged from the original SDS split as the left wing
is visibly crumbling. Largely bypassed by the spon-
taneous upsurge of student outrage following the Cam-
bodia-Kent State events, SDS has done nothing to pro-
vide political direction. The organization has moved
sharply to the right in an attempt to be “less sectarian”
and appear more like the same old student radicals we
all remember from the days of a flourishing if politically
nebulous New Left. The PL-SDS cadres who once
chanted “Power to the Workers” at the original SDS
split now intone “Power to the People” and enthuse
about “third world” movements, like any RYMer. While
still refusing to let left oppositionists such as the Rev-
olutionary Marxist Caucus in SDS be represented at
SDS actions (e.g., the SDS rally at Cleveland) or in New
Left Notes, they went so far as to invite Mike Klonsky
—the absolute worst of the old “National Collective”
which split from SDS a year-ago—to speak at an SDS
rally in the Bay Area.

For its own petty factional advantage, PL-SDS has
seemingly indefinitely postponed the scheduled SDS con-
vention, traditionally held in June. (This year more than
ever, a June convention, which could have brought into
SDS the newly-radicalized students avho found them-
selves involved in the student strikes following Cam-
bodia-Kent State, was urgently needed if the present
decline of SDS was to be combatted.) The reason most
likely is that by postponing the convention, any new
forces could immediately be channeled into PL’s semi-
private activity, the traditional summer Work-In, and
be worked on by PLers and not exposed to the other
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political tendencies which would be present at a con-
vention until they had been “hardened up” in private.
The fact that while PL might recruit some this way,
many other potential SDSers would have already dis-
persed for the summer or lost interest in the meantime
was apparently not of interest to the SDS leadership.
PL’s current serious internal difficulties may also be a
factor in the postponement. The split of PL founding
leader Bill Epton (apparently now on a rightward
course) may be only the tip of the iceberg.

The Work-In project itself leaves much to be desired.
Its stated purpose is to get students to take summer
jobs in working-class occupations in order to “learn
from workers” and lend their support to workers’ de-
mands. This year, as every year, PL explicitly rejects
any consideration of a political program for their Work-
In project, explaining it would be “elitist” for students
to seek to bring their ideas to workers. In this view, the
working class is seen as essentially passive, so that pre-
sumably ‘“someday,” when a communist vanguard wiil
seek to win workers to its program, the workers will be
receptive irrespective of what political spectrum they
face today. Certainly the political conquest of the work-
ing class cannot be accomplished merely by summertime
colonizing of SDS students, but this does not mean
nothing can be done. The working class is not a homog-
eneous mass of non-political people; there are individual
militant workers whom SDS could contact politically ;
there are radical young workers who could be recruited
to a radical youth organization. And for the dedicated
SDS members who spend their summers in the Work-In
project, much more would be learned by the experience
—even if not very successful—of learning how to dis-
cuss socialist politics with workers, learning how to
agitate in unions, than can be passively picked up in
repose. :

Politics or Pugilism?

Coincident with this pattern of conduct inside SDS,
and partly as a response to lack of success generally,
has been a turn on the part of PL-SDS to the anti-war
movement. SDS contingents have intervened in local
SMC conferences, and in the recent Cleveland confer-
ence, with excellent motions aimed at exposing the
SMC’s class collaboration line: no liberal politicians or
bosses at anti-war rallies, no Democrats and Republi-
cans. Their interventions could have been immeasurably

&
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strengthened by a program—such as workers’ anti-war
strikes—to counterpose to the SMC's reliance on dem-
onstrations, bourgeois politician and union misleaders.
However, at the same time as P’L-SDS puts forward a
gencrally covrvect political struggle against the SMC's
wretched opportunism, their Stalinist side threatens to
destroy the effect of all opposition to the Pop Front.
Recently in the Boston arvea PL and SDS cadres have
indulged in shameful displays of gangsterism within
the movement, physically attacking YSAers and SMC-
ers. These hooligan tactics are a reflection of PL's
internal dificulties and SDS's decline and are an attempt
to harden up their own people by drawing the lines in
bload. Their chief result as regards the YSA-SMC is to
drive potential ieft-wingers hack into the arms of their
leadership and smother incipient political cleavages in
bonds of organizational loyalty and elementary solidar-
ity. The proposition that ieft opposition to the SMC
equals Stalinist gangstevism is a gift of immeasurable
value to the SMC leadership.

At the same time as PL is purposely diffusing and
toning down its politics in SDS in the attempt to attract
more people on an ever lower pelitical level, they con-
tinue {o tighten up SDS organizationally and turn it
into virtually a PL youth group instead of the non-
exclusionist organization it elaims to be. That L and
its followers are not “loyal” to SDS unless they totally
control it is shown by their wrecking tactics in the
Merritt College students strike, where they blocked with
Black Nationalists in red-baiting and woman-baiting an
RMC member, and the walkout of their contingent from
the recent SDS South-Central regional conference in
Memphis when they were outvoted by RMC supporters.

The Black Panther Party continues in its Stalinist
degeneration. Recent issues of their paper threatened
PL in Boston with violence if they didn't stop distrib-
uting PL literature in the Black ghetto, and reported
the expulsion of a Panther woman for the “crime’” of
requesting an abortion. All those lefl-wing tendencies
which opportunisticaily refrained from any criticism of
the popular Panthers—until their Stalinism, male chau-
vinism and exclusionist practices toward organizations
to their left became a scandal—share the blame for the
Panthers’ continuing rightward course.

For Class Struggle

America faces political crisis—not the final crisis of
capitalism, i.e. revolution or the advent of fascism—
but a deep-going loss of confidence in the credibility and
effectiveness of the bourgeois “establishment.” A period
of heightened struggle is on the horizon, necessitating
vigorous Marxist intervention to channel the rising dis-
content and lead it politically toward working-class ac-
tion against the bosses and their state. Without class
consciousness and revolutionary organization and direc-
tion, the oppressed and exploited may find themselves
fighting in futile or even ccunterposed directions—wit-
ness the hopelessly reformist and impotent anti-war
movement being confronted by chauvinistic New York
construction workers who view their problems as the
fault of the Blacks and the students. The situation,
although confused and contradictory, is open and rapidly
moving and cries for intervention by Marxists armed
with a program capable of re-directing the misalign-
ments, discrediting the dupes and stooges of the ruling
class and organizing the militants into the most power-
ful assault on the status quo possible in many years. B
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- Terrorism and Communism

“We are bound, maturally, by ties of
open moral solidarity to Grynszpan and
not to his ‘democratic’ jailers, or the
Stalinist slanderers, who need Grynsz-
pan’s corpse to prop up, even if only
partially and indirectly, the verdicts of
Moscow’s justice. . . .

“People come cheap who are capable
only of fulminating against injustice and
bestiality. But those who, like Grynsz-
pan, are able to act as well as conceive,
sacrificing their own lives if need be,
are the precious leaven of mankind.”

—L. Trotsky, “For Grynszpan,”
February 1939

While this country’s recent rightward
drift has not as yet exploded into the
anti-communist hysteria of the Cold
War-McCarthy period, there has been a
growing apprehension among radicals
that the atmosphere of repression, skill-
fully manipulated by bourgeois dema-
gogues, will not easily or lightly be dis-
sipated. Judging from that earlier pe-
riod, we can expect a section of the left
to respond to the repression by *‘‘con-
servatizing” itself—toning down its
propaganda and emasculating its poli-
tics, throwing itself into a paranoid pos-
ture and attempting to convince the
public that it is really perfectly respect-
able. The Panthers’ “United Front
Against Fascism” Conference showed
this tendency: their militant and some-
times adventuristic policies having
drawn to them the full brunt of hys-
terical, murderous reaction, the Pan-
thers sought to protect themselves by
flirting with political subordination to
left-talking politicians, white-guilt lib-
erals and the Communist Party. That
this strategy is incapable of defending
the movement is shown by the contin-
uing nationwide repression against the
Panther leadership and cadres.

New Left Evolution

Such “conservatizing’ of the left has
happened before. Indeed, what used to
be called the “New Left” originated in
large part out of a healthy revulsion
against what the young radicals prop-
erly excoriated as a betrayal: the con-
servative, de-revolutionized Communist
Party. Nor has this been confined to
the Stalinist side of the fence. The ex-
Trotskyists of the Socialist Workers
Party demonstrated their panic-stricken
lack of revolutionary fiber with their
telegram of “condolences” to the widow
Kennedy at the time of the 1963 assas-
sination in Dallas (cf. SPARTACIST #1
for a review of the left press’ reaction)
and have in the years since become
merely a left-talking, reformist forma-
tion of the same genre as the CP. Now,
some of the same “New Left” activists,
frustrated by the seeming omnipotence

of the forces of repression and despair-
ing of the potential of the working class
or the organizations which profess to
speak in its name, have turned to a
policy of individual activism, attempt-
ing to substitute their own dedication
for a conscious working-class move-
ment. This has resulted in recent
months in a wave of threats, bombings
and sabotage intended to terrorize the
ruling class and the bourgeois state.

The roots of this mood, whose most
prominent exponent apart from some
individuals marginally connected to the
Black Panthers is the Weatherman
grouping, can be traced to both the old
“New Left” and to pacifism. Weather-
man is quite incapable of explaining
how its confrontations and street ac-
tions can precipitate any change in the
present relationship of social forces.
Rather, their tactics are directed to-
ward demonstrating their hatred of this
society and their commitment to de-
stroy it; thus they strike out, largely at
symbols, in the only way they can imag-
ine. The pacifists call this middle-class
ethical, apolitical approach to political
questions “bearing moral witness,” but
no matter what it is called it merely
demonstrates the activists’ lack of a
political program. In its essence it con-
stitutes a denial of Leninism, which is
a projection of the road to power for
the working class, a programmatic
guide to action whose purpose is not to
embody subjective satisfactions but to
rip capitalist society up by the roots
and substitute workers’ control of a
new social order.

The left-wing terrorists are, then, an
integral part of the radical movement
whose orientation is dramatically coun-
terposed to that of revolutionary social-
ism. They are objectively anti-Leninist,
destructive and self-destructive. Like
any other radical but not genuinely
Marxist grouping (the CP, SWP, Work-
ers League, Progressive Labor) they
are no more than this. But it is neces-
sary to understand also that they are no
less. The response of the vast majority
of the ostensibly revolutionary organi-
zations to the terrorists has been fright-
eningly lacking in basic solidarist im-
pulse, a complex of outright gutless-
ness and infantile sectarianism which
Lodes ill for the left’s ability to fight
back by political means against ruling-
class repression.

Another CP Sellout

As might be expected, the Commu-
nist Party stands at the forefront of
the left’s distorted reaction. Writing in
the 15 April issue of the Daily World
Charlene Mitchell, CP presidential can-
didate in the 1968 national elections,

quotes Lenin as the alleged authority
for the CP’s vicious attitude toward the
confrontationists in an article “Terror
and Armed Battle Play into Nixon’s
Hands.” Mrs. Mitchell quotes Lenin:

“Is there not the danger of rupturing

the contact between the revolutionary
organizations and the disunited masses
of the discontented, the protesting, and
the disposed to struggle, who are weak
precisely because they are disunited?
Yet it is this contact that is the sole
guarantee of our success.”
Expanding on this, Mrs. Mitchell re-
pudiates terror tactics and counter-
poses the proposals of the CP-controlled
Emergency Conference to Defend the
Right of the Black Panther Party to
Exist. She writes:

“The proposals of the Emergency

Conference that tens of thousands of
people demonstrate in New Haven for
the freedom of Black Panther leader
Bobby Seale and that one million signa-
tures on petitions demanding a stop to
U.S. genocidal practices be presented to
the United Nations, will if realized, be
a tremendous advance of the struggle
for black liberation, peace and human
dignity.”
Elsewhere in her article she argues
against so-called “retaliation” by Black
people, stating that self-defense invar-
iably is useless or dangerous. This car-
ries the unstated corollary that the
oppressed must rely on racist cops,
liberal politicians, the Democratic Party
and the bourgeois courts. It should be
clear from Mitchell’s article that ‘ter-
ror and armed battle” play not so much
into “Nixon’s hands” as into the hands
of the CP and other sellouts, revision-
ists, opportunists and fakers who point
to the ‘“‘excesses” of a section of the
radical movement as a foil to preach
pacifism, social peace and faith in the
U.N.! It is precisely the 40-year his-
tory of betrayals by social patriots and
liberal lackeys like the CP which has
driven the radical youth, in revulsion,
to impatiently abandon Marxism along
with the fake-Marxists.

Lenin on Terrorism

Mrs. Mitchell has, along with all the
rest, the collossal effrontery to claim
communist authority for this wretched
betrayal; she drags in the icon of Lenin
as a stick to beat Weatherman! But
what Lenin in reality thought about
terrorism does not so easily blend into
the CP recipe for supporting liberal-
ism. So Mrs. Mitchell does not bother
pointing out that what she has quoted
was ripped out of context in order to
diametrically twist the meaning. In the
same paragraph (from “Where to Be-
2in?”’) as the quoted excerpt, Lenin in
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1901 had said:

“In principle we have never rejected,
and cannot reject, terror. Terror is one
of the forms of military action that may
be perfectly suitable or even essential
at a definite juncture in the battle,
given a definite state of the troops and
the existence of definite conditionms, . . .
[But we] declare emphatically that
under the present conditions such a
means of struggle is inopportune and
unsuitable; that it diverts the most ac-
tive fighters from their real task, the
task which is most important from the
standpoint of the interests of the move-
ment as a whole; and that it disorgan-
izes the forces, not of the government,
but the revolution.”

Further, the lines immediately follow-
ing Mrs. Mitchell’s quote hardly rein-
force her view:

“Far be it from us to deny the
significance of heroic individual blows,
but it is our duty to sound a vigerous
warning against becoming infatuated
with terror, against taking it to be the
chief and basic means of struggle, as so
many people strongly incline to do at
present. Terror can never be a regular
military operation; at best it can only
serve as one of the methods employed
in a decisive assault.”

The spirit of what Lenin really
thought about heroic individualism is a
million miles removed from the “peace-
ful coexistence with capitalism” road
offered militants by the CP. It is not
Lenin preaching social peace, warning
against self-defense, trotting out cute
hints that violence serves the capital-
ists, organizing phony and pointless pe-
titions to that decomposing gimcrack of
pious bourgeois unity, the U.N. Lenin
clearly opposes terrorism from a stra-
tegic point of view; it is wrong in the
long run because outside a revolu-
tionary situation it is only one more
diversion from political struggle. Lenin
opposes left-wing terrorism because it
18 not revolutionary enough. As against
individualistic diversions he offers not
mealy-mouthed platitudes or liberalism
but the construction and organization
of the revolutionary party. Lenin’s
thought, in its context, would have
served Mitchell admirably as a polemic
against adventurism—if that was real-
ly what she wanted. But she was forced
to truncate and distort Lenin’s state-
ment because honest consideration of
what Lenin wrote shows he opposed iso-
lated acts of terrorism from a revolu-
tionary, not a “respectable” standpoint.
The pious liberals whom Mrs. Mitchell
fears will be alienated by terrorism
would certainly be equally horrified by
Leninism!

SWP Red-Baiting
The central weakness of groups like
Weatherman is that, while its adher-
ents are subjectively revolutionary, ob-
jectively they lack even the rudiments
of a revolutionary program. However

the revisionists deny them even the sub-
jective intent. In this regard, the re-
sponse of the Socialist Workers Party-
Young Socialist Alliance is similar to
the CP’s. After nearly a year of ex-
otica-baiting and heaping ridicule on
Weatherman (cf. “You Don’t Need a
Weatherman to Know Which Way the
Wind Blows—or Anything Else” in the
October 1969 Young Socialist) the SWP
has finally surfaced a hard, definitive
position: George Novack’s “Marxism
vs. Neo-Anarchist Terrorism” in the
June 1970 International Socialist Ke-
view. Despite its title the article has
nothing in common with Marxism; the
view it states is qualitatively indistin-
guishable from the CPUSA.

The Novack article is replete with
dabs and pieces of “Marxist” scholar-
ship: some passing references to Rus-
sian revolutionary history, Lenin’s
struggles against the Narodniki, quotes
from Trotsky, and the like. Unlike
Lenin and Trotsky, however, who how-
evermuch fighting against a deteriora-
tion of struggle resulting in individual
violence nevertheless indicated a sym-
pathetic understanding of its sources,
Novack’s statement is one more com-
ponent in the SWP’s iconization of
Trotsky—doing with him what the CP
does with Lenin. Thus, an isolated in-
stance—in this case Trotsky’s pamph-
let The Kirov Assassination—is singled
out from a welter of possibilities as the
sine qua non of Trotskyism. This con-
veys a general impression which is rad-
ically different from the general thrust
of Trotsky’s attitude, while the corpus
as a whole is allowed to moulder quiet-
ly in the grchives.

The facts surrounding the Kirov as-
sassination are these: Kirov, a ldading
functionary who was one of Stalin’s
associates, was assassinated by Nicho-
laiev in 1934, in surroundings which are
still unclear, although it is now believed
the GPU was heavily implicated. The
assassination gave Stalin a pretext,
immediately recognized by Trotsky, to
frame up former oppositionists still in
the Soviet Union. This began the big
blood purges which, over the next half-
dozen years, resulted in the root-and-
branch extermination of all those indi-
viduals remaining of Lenin’s Bolshevik
party.

Throughout the whole of The Kirov
Agsassination Trotsky is attempting to
deflect the axe poised over the neck of
the Soviet oppositionalists, to head off
the clearly intended blood purges. Al-
ready, by the time Trotsky set out to
write his pamphlet, fifteen members of
the so-called “anti-soviet” group headed
by Zinoviev had been arrested in con-
nection with the Kirov affair. It was
manifest—and this was later to become
one of the central props for the staged
trials—that in the shooting of Kirov
an excuse had presented itself for the
physical liquidation of oppositionalists,
something heretofore lacking. It was

clear that a myth was being promul-
gated: Stalin was seeking to establish
Nicholaiev as, in Trotsky’s words, “the
terrorist agent of an internal opposi-
tion in the party.” It is to destroy this
official myth, to hold up to the ridicule of
the world the Stalinist lie that the old
Bolsheviks wanted to sabotage and de-
stroy the Soviet Union, that Trotsky
finds it imperative at this time to heav-
ily and repetitively underscore those
components of Marxists’ hostility to
terrorism. To single out the writings of
this period, as Novack does, in order to
imply such was the sum total of Trot-
sky’s views on the subject, is disingenu-
ous, deliberately misleading, and on a
par with the Stalinist iconography that
what Lenin wrote in heated polemic
against Trotsky in 1912 represented for
all time, undying and unchangable, his
full panoply of views on the man. By
so doing, Novack in effect suppressed
Trotsky’s full views on terrorism.

Trotsky on Terrorism

For example, in February 1939 Trot-
sky wrote a polemic against the open-
ing of the French trial in which the
accused, Herschel Grynzspan, was be-
ing tried for shooting a Nazi official in
the German Embassy in Paris late in
1938. Trotsky wrote “For Grynzspan:
Against the Fascist Pogrom Gangs and
Stalinist Scoundrels,” from which the
following passages are taken:

“. .. We Marxists consider the tac-
tic of individual terror inexpedient in
the tasks of the liberating struggle of
the proletariat as well as oppressed
nationalities. A single isolated hero can-
not replace the masses. But we "under-
stand only too clearly the inevitability
of such convulsive acts of despair and
vengeance. All our emotions, all our
sympathies are with the self-sacrificing
avengers even though they have been
unable to discover the correct road.
Our sympathy becomes intensified be-
cause Grynszpan is not a political mili-
tant but an inexperienced youth, almost
a boy, whose only counsellor was a feel-
ing of indignation. To tear Grynszpan
out of the hands of capitalist justice,
which is capable of chopping off his
head to further serve capitalist diplo-
macy, is the elementary, immediate task
of the international working class!”

“In the moral sense, although not for
his mode of action, Grynszpan may
serve as an example for every young
revolutionist. Our open moral solidarity
with Grynszpan gives us an added right
to say to all the other would-be Grynsz-
pans, to all those capable of self-sacri-
fice in the struggle against despotism
and bestiality: seek another road! Not
the lone avenger can free the oppress-
ed, but only a great revolutionary
movement of the masses which will
leave no remnant of the entire struc-
ture of class exploitation, national op-
pression and racial persecution.”

(Continued Next Page)
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Needless to say, there is not a whisper
of a word like this anywhere in Novack.
This is only consistent: Novack’s orv-
ganization has given up any hope for
proletarian revolution and today delib-
erately blocks the development of rev-
olutionary consciousness, seeking to tie
would-be radicals to the labor bureau-
crats and the liberal bourgeoisie. When
Novack writes that “terrorism is petty-
bourgeois liberalism temporarily gone
berserk” the only response can be that
Novack is Pabloist revisionism going
out with a sigh and a whimper, arm in
arm with the ‘‘sane” liberals.

Further, this same SWP which so
one-sidedly condemns the small, iso-
lated, harassed left-wing terrorists
here as if they were not even part of
the movement also abandons Trotsky-
ism from another angle. It is note-
worthy that in those countries where
guerillaism and other non-proletarian
stratewies are most prevalent (e.g. Lat-
in America) the SWP and its interna-
tional collaborators capitulate to their
popularity. One hears wothing from the
SWP and its associates about Lenin’s
polemics against the Narodniki, about
the necessity to counterpose a prole-
tarian strategy and program to guer-
illaism and anavchism there, precise-
ly where the ideological battle against
petty-bourgeois tervorism is most ne-
cessary. In fact it is the vociferously
anti-terrorist SWP which seemingly
owns the import license and patents of
vicarious Guevarism.

“Police Agents”?

As if the SWP-CP disavowal of
Marxism were not enough, an atrocity
similar in kind was presented by the
Progressive Labov-supported SDS. A
leaflet advertising an SDS anti-war
demonstration on April 15 (“SDS: Mass
Action Not Mad Bombings”) ends with
this harangue:

“We see the way forward as winning
masses of students to ally with work-
ing people to attack the problems that
most people in this country face. We
absolutely condemn and have nothing
to do with terrorist bombings that only
attack and intimidate the people!”

This is all askew. Whatever the con-
sequences of bomb-throwing, these are
not *mad bombings” by mentally dis-
turbed people but political acts, how-
ever ineffective or even dangerous to
the movement. It is a gross deception—
for people calling themselves radicals—
to pretend otherwise. Those courageous,
individualistic, disoriented radicals came
to their politics in a context—the ab-
sence of a strong, truly Leninist revo-
lutionary vanguard party. Had such a
party existed, or had the various left
tendencies been more interested in lay-
ing the roots for one rather than chas-
ing after every petty-bourgeois will-o’-
the-wisp (“‘peace now,” Black National-

ism, draft resistance, student power,
etc.) many of the current Weathermen
would have become dedicated pro-work-
ing-class revolutionaries.

Another SDS statement went even
further. Regarding the RYM confron-
tations around the country, culminat-
ing in the Chicago actions last fall, a
national press release by SDS dated 2
October (reprinted in New Left Notes’
Moratorium supplement) called - the
RYM demonstrators cops outright!

“These actions were all the work of
a group of police agents and hate-the-
people lunatics who walked out of the
SDS at the June Convention, . . . The
bankers and big business men who run
the country are using this clique (led
by Mark Rudd) for two purposes. First,
to divert people so they won’t fight
back anymore. Second, to discredit SDS
and radical ideas in general. This
group’s ‘Days of Rage’ planned for
Chicago, Oct. 8-11 is a police trap. .. .”

This disgusting red-baiting can have
only one conscquence: it disarms the
movement in the face of vicious repres-
sion aimed at destroying the left. Ob-
viously, -the most vocal, thorn-in-the-
side confrontationists and terrorists
will come first; then, after publi¢ opin-
ion has been suitably prepared by the
first repressions, all the rest. If there
is one thing to be learned from the gut-
less behavior of the CP during the
witchhunt it is that going “respectable”
only disarms the left’s supporters; the
bourgeoisie will not be confused in the

least.

It is the responsibility of the ostens-
ible revolutionaries to come to grips
with wrong, faulty ideas and defeat
them politically—in Trotsky’s words, to
help them “choose another road”—not
to stand by with a “hands off” attitude
hoping the cops will purge them from
the movement.

Defend the Movement!

What will really aid the movement in
firhting repression is not sanctimonious
fingerwagging a la Novack or pretend-
ed virginity, but vigorous defense of
those persecuted by the government.
For the PL-led SDS to argue that re-
cent violence was aimed against ‘“‘the
people” again denies the political moti-
vation of the activists, who sincerely
thought blowing up large corporation
offices and police stations was fighting
the bourgeoisie. Such actions are in-
deed naive: they deny the potency of
the armed might of the state and
the strength of most people’s legalistic
illusions. It is necessary to explain to
would-be terrorists that they are sub-
stituting the excitement of courageous
individual actions for a much harder
task—the radicalization of the Ameri-
can working class. But SDS is more
interested in explaining it “has nothing
to do with” terroristic activities. Legal
defense of all radical activists victim-
ized by the bourgeois state is necessary
not only to protect the movement as a
whole but also to establish the authority
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of the revolutionary left to set the
Weatherman followers straight. Indi-
vidualistic, programless tactics must be
politically exposed and counterposed to
a Leninist strategy. But all the quotes
in the world from Lenin will not con-
vince the radical confrontationists
when they appear in the mouths of
those who prove themselves more con-
cerned with their own “respectability”
than with principled defense of repres-
sion’s victiins.

Through its hypocrisy, PL has man-
aged to hang itself in an exquisite con-
tradiction. It has recently indulged it-
self in a series of gangster attacks on
other radical groups (primarily the
SMC and SWP-YSA) in the Boston
area. As a point of principle they have
resolutely refused to join with other
organizations (whom they label “coun-
ter-revolutfonary”) in common strug-
gles against exclusionism and beatings
of other organizations on the left. Yet
they are quick to repudiate and label
as cops any section of the movement
which proposes violence against the
bourgeoisie. PL-SDS would appear to
operate under the general slogan, Vio-
lence Within the Workers Movement,
But Hands Off the Bourgeoisie! It is
not a position calculated to bring much
clarity to the necessary political strug-
gle with individualistic-oriented radi-
cals.

PL’s shameful conduct toward its po-
litical antagonists is symptomatic of the
weakness and sectarianism of the left in
general. Side by side with the recent
fierce intensification of government re-
pression against the left is a catalogue
of incidents of right-wing terrorism
against radical organizations—threats,
beatings, bombings and even murder.
Not only legal defense against the gov-
ernment but also physical self-defense
against the right wing is urgently
called for. What is needed are united
fronts of all radical organizations to
protect groups and individuals threat-
ened and victimized by the organized
right wing. But a radical movement
split apart by rampant sectarianism,
blatant exclusionism and scandalous
gangsterism does not have the con-
sciousness necessary even to defend
against a danger which menaces its
very existence.

Wohlforth Amok

Whenever swinish behavior over and
above the norm is to be found on the
left, it i3 a certainty that Wohlforth’s
Workers League will be there in full
wallow. Their characterization of the
‘terrorists was perhaps inevitable; they
refer to Weatherman as “. . . this pro-
tofascist group of declassed hoodlums.”
(Bulletin, 6 Oct., 1969) It should suf-
fice to say that Wohlforth, as a pre-
mature anti-proto-fascist, again places
himself on the wrong side of the class
line. But the difficulty for Wohlforth

only begins here. Another passage in
the same editorial states *. .. the Pan-
thers are nothing more than a black re-
flection of Rudd.” Since a socialist
group is hardly in the habit of support-
ing or defending fascists, “proto-” or
otherwise, obviously they would refuse
to defend Weatherman. But the WL has
elsewhere (29 July 1969 Bulletin) ar-
gued that it is a class issue to defend the
Panthers! According to the Wohlforth-
ites, then, defense of the Black Weath-
ermen (Panthers) is a class issue,
whereas defense of the (white) Weath-
ermen would mean support to the class
enemy! What this gobbledygook really
means is that it is opportunism alone
which makes the Bulletin come out to
defend the Panthers.

But the Wohlforthites are only a
grosser example of the acute contra-
diction which affects the CP, SWP,
SDS and PL. All of them defend the
Panthers. And none of them state any
solidarity at all with groups like Weath-
erman. Where lies the difference? The
Panthers are a large organization, they
are Black, and they are popular with
large segments of the left-liberal bour-
geoisie. The Weathermen are small,
white and unpopular. The former is
supported, the latter not. And the dif-
ference is unbridled opportunism. Noth-
ing more.

As with the Panthers, it is the class
duty of all radicals and militants to de-
fend Weatherman. Class issues are not
dependent upon what is currently pop-
ular with the liberals. One may disagree
with “outbreaks” tactically; one is
bound to advise militants—including
Black militants—against adventurism.
But this much must be clear: once the
battle has been joined, we have a side—
the side of the oppressed, outraged and
exploited (ghetto “rioters” against the
cops, strikers against scabs, the Panth-
ers and Chicago “Conspiracy” against
bourgeois “justice”) against the ruling
class and its state.

In this connection, Marxists would do
well to recall Marx’s own stand at the
time of the Paris Commune. He anal-
yzed the class antagonisms of French
society and understood that the emerg-
ing French proletariat did not yet have
the social force to hold power and rule
in its own right, and therefore the Paris
Commune rising could be no more than
a heroic, tragic episode whose fulfill-
ment could come only later on in an-
other historical epoch. But Marx also
understood that his side in this strug-
gle was the side of the embattled
French working class and that he would
not stand on the sidelines denouncing
equally the futile rebellion of the work-
ers and the murderous bourgeois re-
action. The Marxists of today must sim-
ilarly understand that we ecannot be
neutral or noncommittal in the face of
confrontations between the bourgeois

el T i S |
REUBEN’S BOMB: Ultra-rightist
mock-up mailed to Texas comrade.

state and those who seek, no matter how
gropingly, to struggle against it. In this
one respect the ill-advised super-mili-
tancy of the Weatherman followers
can be likened to the spontaneous, in-
choate outbursts of rage against the
system and the cops on the part of
Black people in the ghettoes. Fully
though we understand that these Black
rebellions cannot, in the absence of a
conscious and united proletarian revo-
lution, succeed in overthrowing the cap-
italist state, we must nonetheless rec-
ognize that on the most elemental level
of solidarity and defense we stand with
the oppressed against their exploiters.

The real crime vis-a-vis terror poli-
tics and heroic individualism is that it
allows the revolutionary energies of
some of the movement’s most talented,
dedicated people to be channeled into
futile and self-destructive actions. It is
our job to seek to redirect these ener-
gies into genuinely revolutionary di-
rections.

For a Vanguard Party

To terrorist diversions, Lenin coun-
terposed the vanguard party:

“. .. the immediate task of our party

is not to summon all available forces
for the attack right now, but to call
for the formation of a revolutionary
organization capable of uniting all
forces and guiding the movement in
actual practice and not in name only,
that is, an organization ready at any
time to support every protest and every
outbreak and use it to build up and
consolidate the fighting forces suitable
for the decisive struggle.”
The kind of organization envisioned by
Lenin does not now exist in this coun-
try, but only some rotting corpses of its
former aspirants or pretenders. These
serve only to repel genuine revolutionary
impulses so that some youth turn in de-
spair toward methods of combatting the
bourgeois order “by the deed.” To revolu-
tionaries who might be inclined toward
such methods we say “seek another
road”: the construction of the Leninist
combat party which can lead the work-
ing class in smashing the capitalist order
and the bourgeois state. B
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The Wohlforth League:

COUNTERFEIT TROTSKYISTS

There is a strong objective need to
deal with the Workers League of Tim
Wohlforth at this time. The WL, like
the Spartacist League, claims to em-
body authentic Trotskyism and to op-
pose the Pabloist revisionism of the
Socialist Workers Party-Young Social-
jst Alliance (SWP-YSA) from the left.
But the WL by its many indefensible,
anti-Trotskyist positions, actions and
gyrations helps to stabilize the YSA on
its rightward course by serving as a
ready-made “horrible example” for the
Pabloist leadership and hardens in
anti-Trotskyism young militants who
take the WL as good coin. We have
written at length in the past about the
opportunistic course and conduct of the
Wohlforth group and have documented
its origin and development extensively
in Marxist Bulletins. This article will
therefore center on some of the more
significant recent extensions of the
WL’s course.

The WL for its part has been devot-
ing an extravagant amount of space to
us in recent weeks in its organ, the
Bulletin. We want to defer considera-
tion of the Wohlforth series, “What is
Spartacist?” (which at this writing has
reached 5 parts, each 4 pages in
length!), which is so full of grotesque
misrepresentations, deliberate obscur-
antism and out-and-out lies that our
reply must of necessity be detailed and
documented at greater length than is
suitable here. In addition, we hereby
challenge Wohlforth, as we have many
times in the past, to a public debate on
the history of our two groups and their
political differences. We must say, how-
ever, that we do not expect it at this
late date; the Wohlforth group has
never dared to emerge from the secur-
ity of its own organ to combat us polit-
ically on neutral ground.

But leaving aside definitive treat-
ment of the Wohlforth “What is Spar-
tacist?” series, his characterizations of
the SL are absurd on the face of it.
We are portrayed as selling out simul-
taneously to every left current under
the sun—the SWP, Stalinism, Black
Nationalism, the International Social-
ists, Lynn Marcus, Posadas, ete.—while
carrying on throughout our additional
task as “the fingerman for the world
capitalists.” The sellouts attributed to us
are so all-sided that one is left only a
pattern of conduct so incomprehensible
as to recall the absurd and contradic-
tory accusations leveled by Stalin
against the Trotskyist “counter-revolu-
tionary wreckers” in the 1930’s. The
WL’s substitution of slanderous non-
sense for polemical criticism is inte-

grally related to the same pattern of
conduct they undertake elsewhere.

“Only the Workers League . ..”

To a casual Bulletin reader the im-
mediately striking quality of the WL is
its strident sectarianism. They sneer at
women’s liberation as non-proletarian
and boast, “The Workers League is
proud of the role it has played in rela-
tionship to SDS. We have had abso-
lutely nothing to do with that mess.”
(Bulletin, 14 July 1969) As if isolation
from the ideological battles of this
country’s most radical youth were some-
thing to be proud of! They blow their
own horn even at the expense of de-
stroying their credibility; thus report-
ing a trade union conference where
several tendencies (including the SL)
called for a political party of labor, or
an anti-war protest where several
tendencies (including the SL) demand-
ed military victory to the NLF side,
characteristically the Bulletin will com-
placently state that “Only the Workers
League” called for the labor party de-
mand, or Viet Cong victory, or what
have you. But within this sectarian
framework, the striking quality of ac-
tual political work by the WL is gross,
even childish, opportunism.

Cops and Bosses Do Not
a Labor Party Make

Most Bulletin trade union reportage
is based solely on a hasty reading of the
New York Times, not on WL union in-
volvement. The WL’s real union work
is concentrated almost exclusively in
the New York white collar field, where
they have several leading supporters.
Their conduct here is archtypical of all
their practices. Against even the qualms
of local union officials, the WL sup-
porters have insisted on supporting and
upgrading as “fellow workers” the
despised welfare guards whose main
appetite is to get the legal right to
carry guns, the better to intimidate and
attack the desperately abused welfare
recipients. These are the same guards
who have helped to physically break a
series of welfare workers’ strikes. The
WL supporters even defend the “right”
of welfare directors—i.e. high-level
management—to be members of the un-
ion and even run for union office! The
13 July Bulletin also solidarizes with
the grievances of campus cops, whose
job it is to “protect” campus property
against radical students and “outside
agitators.” Behind the WL pro-cop line
stands the most fundamental reformist
belief. To support the cops’ aims of bet-
ter pay and better conditions (e.g.
guns) to do better their job of oppress-
ing all but society’s property owners,
of enforcing capitalist “law and order,”

is a fundamental betrayal of a class
line. Cops are not workers—no more
than Army generals or FBI informers,
who also work for wages. We want
neither hungry cops nor well-fed cops,
but their replacement by workers’ vol-
untary patrols, drawn from union mem-
bers, welfare clients, students, ete., to
protect not the bosses’ order but the
masses. The WL position shows they
are in favor, not only of the racist
and murderous status quo, but even of
the racist murderers.

On the Black question itself, the
WL has swallowed its earlier appetites
to conciliate the SWP’s Black Nation-
alism and, under the tutelage of Healy,
adopted a position which caters to white
racism. In the name of the very real
need for working-class unity, the WL
adamantly concludes that “Black Cauc-
uses Are Reactionary” (headline from
21 April 1969 Bulletin) regardless of
the circumstances of the particular
Black workers or thie program of the
given caucus., But it is not just racial
consciousness that cuts across class
unity; it is racial oppression. The WL
demands class unity on a reactionary
basis and tells Black workers they must
wait to struggle against their exploita-
tion and oppression until the conscious-
ness of all workers reaches the same
level. This entirely belies the whole
thrust of Trotsky’s concept of transi-
tional organizations.

“Hard Hat” Conciliation

What this cops-bosses-whites accom-
modation adds up to is gross concilia-
tion to the “hard hat” mood of conser-
vatized sections of the labor movement.
This conciliation is not new to the
Workers League. When two years ago
they launched their “Trade Unionists
for a Labor Party” the essence was al-
ready there. The TULP 5-point plat-
form deliberately omitted any reference
to either racial oppression or the Viet
Nam war, and the Bulletin (18 Decem-
ber 1967) explicitly defended these
omissions when SLers protested that
these questions were central to the class
interests of workers. In a similarly op-
portunist manner, the WL’s West Coast
supporters walked out of the Bay Area
“Committee for a Labor Party” over
the CLP’s principled opposition to mili-
tants relying on the bourgeois courts to
fight union bureaucrats. .

At the recent Chicago “Rank and
File” union conference the WL repre-
sentatives, in refusing to sign the SL
oppositional statement, finally admitted
that we each mean a different thing
when we call for a labor party. The WL
looks towards pressuring the existing
union bureaucracy on their present
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basis to build a labor party, a purely
anti-Trotskyist, reformist approach. A
political party representing the inter-
ests of workers can only be built on the
struggle against the treacherous labor
“leaders” and for the Trotskyist pro-
gram. The cynics of the WL would have
us think that more backward workers
and ambitious bureaucrats will be the
driving force to politically counterpose
labor to the capitalist class. A party
sach as TULP’s projected formation
which did not fight racism and impe-
rialism is a far cry from the labor
party which Trotskyists have always
fought for.

Most recently, the WL has committed
yet another betrayal in the labor move-
ment. In that same white collar union,
when a coalition of liberals, Black Na-
tionalists and right-wing Stalinists
emerged to oppose the incumbent union
leadership, the WL supporters called
for a vote. to this slate in the runoff
on the grounds that when it was elected
it would prove to be no better than the
incumbents! (27 April 1970 Bulletin)
Their rationale was that they wanted
them elected to expose them in office be-
fore those who had illusions. This ar-
gument, one of the standard Leninist
arguments explaining critical support
to e.g. the British Labour Party against
the Tories, has precisely no meaning
here, for it rests upon the existence of
a class difference between the contend-
ers. No doubt many union militants did
have illusions about the hustlers of the
more left-talking slate, just as many
anti-war militants had illusions about
McCarthy or Kennedy. But Trotskyists
do not play “lesser evil” politics unless
there is a real, i.e. class difference be-
tween the alternatives, like Labour vs.
Tory. The WL was just maneuvering
in the two-bit game of union politics,
for the sheer organizational advantage
of telling their followers they held the
“balance of power” at the cost of any
claim to principle.

SWP and PL—A Conflict

i of Appetites

In 1967 the WL, which had appetites
toward the Maoist Progressive Labor
Party (PL), offered a defense of PLers
who, in a fit of anti-Trotskyism, physic-
ally assaulted SWPers distributing elec-
tion literature at a rally: “they [PL]
are not incorrect in assuming that
these are people who are scabbing on
the Chinese Revolution. Their hostility
is quite understandable.” (Bulletin, 25
September 1967) The WL, for petty
factional advantage, thus justified
gangsterism instead of political debate
within the radical movement. (Some-
what later, in a typical WL somersault,
they declared themselves gung-ho for
the self-same SWP election campaign
they had denounced.) Now, following
recent incidents of PL violence against
SWP-YSAers in Boston, the WL pious-
ly avails itself of all the principled ar-

guments against gangsterism and ex-
clusionism within the movement, In
their appetites toward the YSA, they
praise themselves to the skies as the
defenders of free speech on the left,
hoping nobody will remember their earl-
ier shameful conduct.

That the WL’s attitude toward ex-
clusionism and gangsterism is determ-
ined not by principle but by appetite is
further shown by their conduct at the
Cleveland conference of the Student
Mobilization Committee, run of course
by the YSA. When the PL-SDSers were
suppressed and justifiably raised a
clamor against the bureaucratic manip-
pulations of the conference leadership,
the WL solidarized with the YSA (on
the grounds of “Stalinism vs. Trotsky-
ism”) and denounced the vietims for
their unruly conduct. And this despite
the fact that the criticism of the PL-
SDS contingent was from the left and
in the main correect, in opposition to the
overwhelmingly class collaborationist
nature of the SMC! It makes no sense
at all for the WL to pose its behavior
as “Stalinism vs. Trotskyism” when
the essence of Stalinism, as of all anti-
Marxist revisionism, is the subordina-
tion of the interests of the working
class to alien class forces—precisely the
role of the SMC in the anti-war move-
ment, precisely that which the PL
forces, for all their deficiencies, are
correct in opposing.

Of a piece with this conduct is the
15 June Bulletin, which comes out for
Mao and Sihanouk (the “patriotic
prince”) in Indochina. It might be
thought that this line is just a continu-
ation of their “Red Guards,” “Arab
Revolution” line and their soft, anti-
Trotskyist attitude toward Ho Chi
Minh and the Viet Cong. But given the
WL’s long-term pattern of making in-
ternational principles of out miniscule
factional appetites, their real aim is
evidently to rally round Bill Epton and
other PL dissidents who believe PL
goes too far to the left in ecriticizing
Sihanouk and, by implication, the Chi-
nese government. To be sure, PL has
deep contradictions—and these, flowing
from their Stalinist heritage, are, with-
out resolution, ultimately decisive in
disqualifying them as a revolutionary
tendency—but the WL is seeking to
embarass PL for one of its strengths, a
strength which tends to isolate PL from
more orthodox Maoists. Thus the Bulle-
tin has recently made much of PL’s
expulsion of Bill Epton, one of its
founders, but in the process has sup-
pressed half of the Epton group’s case
against PL. Along with a catalogue of
PL organizational atrocities, no doubt
most of them accurate in the main, Ep-
ton berated PL for its criticism of Si-
hanouk and its polemics against “Marx-
ist-Leninist” parties and “liberation
movements.” Thus, for petty factional
reasons the WL has again falsified, ne-

glecting to point out that the main po-
litical thrust of the Epton document is
criticism of PL from the right.

The Sherwood Affair, Or
How to Defend the Indefensible

The 6 June 1967 Bulletin carried a
front-page editorial entitled “No Indi-
vidual Cop Outs” presenting there the
standard Leninist position, which we
hold, that anti-war militants must not
evade military service by individual
draft resistance which ensures their iso-
lation from the mass of working-class
conscripts. Well and good. But the WL
was willing to betray this principle
the first time the opportunity presented
itself, in the person of one Robert
Hartley Sherwood (who had earlier left
the SL by signing one of the usual
wretched pacifist-Stalinist-SWP popu-
lar front “peace” calls). On his way
through New York, Sherwood joined
the WL, then continued to Canada to
avoid the draft. There he acquired the
status of a landed immigrant and be-
came the WL spokesman there. Such
an action, while fully legal, was a gross
betrayal of the WL’s public stand. The
SL publicly pointed out the rotten op-
portunism of the WL, and they gritted
their teeth, until they found an out. The
Canadian authorities found an omission
in Sherwood’s papers and for a brief

.period threatened to deport him. The

WL immediately declared that we had
deliberately “fingered” him by our ex-
posure of their rotten private turn-
about, stating in an article entitled
“Spartacist Aids Rulers”: “We state
unequivocally that the Spartacist
League acts as the fingerman for the
world capitalists.” (Bulletin, 2 Decem-
ber 1968) However outrageous, such a
serious accusation must be dealt with.

The WL’s inability to pass up the
recruitment of one (badly tarnished)
member, just because of one major
Leninist principle, could not be ig-
nored. And like the WL, the Stalinists
have often sought to retreat behind
charges of “red-baiting” inside unions
when Trotskyists. exposed them for
their sellouts, but despite these an-
guished guilty cries the necessity to call
the CP to account for its betrayals re-
mained.

While Sherwood’s legal case was still
pending (and after the WL had made
its scandalous accusation) the SL, in
keeping with our principled policy of
defending all radicals against ruling-
class repression whatever our political
differences, sent the WL-Sherwood de-
fense committee an official statement of
support and a $10 donation. And the
WL of course readily accepted the
money! Thus either the WL knowingly
accepted money from “police agents”
or else they acknowledge that their ac-
cusation was of course a vicious, base-
less slander.

The pattern here is a very simple

(Continued Next Page)
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repetition of that of their mentor Gerry
Healy in England, when he had an op-
ponent (Ernie Tate of the SWP-affili-
ated United Secretariat) beaten, then
compounded his outrageous conduct by
threatening to take Tate to the bour-
geois courts for protesting. To further
justify themselves, the Healyites then
escalated this to a general defense of
their using the courts against oppon-
ents and union bureaucrats (“IC State-
ment on Tate Allegation,” February
1967). (This reliance on the repressive
apparatus of the capitalist state is cut
from the same cloth as, but is more
self-serving than, the SWP’s 1963 call
for U.S. troops to the South to protect
Black civil rights!) Caught by a publie
revelation of an overt betrayal of prin-
ciple, the WL, like Healy, tried to take
refuge in deepening the worst conse-
quences and implications of their ac-
tion, seeking to silence us and playing
right into the hands of the Stalinists,
who have sought to slander the Trot-
skyists as police agents since before the
Moscow Trials.

Characterization of the conduct of
the WL is not exhausted by noting its
ever-increasing opportunism in a sec-
tarian shell. The opportunism itself
contains two characteristic parallel
streaks: 1) working both sides of the
street at the same time (e.g. “Only the
WL has fought for the victory of the
Viet Cong” while denying the war is an
issue of interest to TULP); 2) com-
plete 180° reversals in line even every
few months (e.g. conciliating the SWP,
then PL’s beating of SWPers, then back
again). The deep-seated contempt of
Healy-Wohlforth for their followers,
and their mockery of any semblance of
Marxism, has been seen before. Com-
rade Lenin’s term for such people was
political bandits.

Internationalism

To be sure, under pressure a knowl-
edgeable WL cadre might be forced to
admit the factual and essential truth of

everything we have written about his
organization and still be unperturbed.
When all else fails, the WL always in-
vokes its crowning glory—-its “inter-
nationalism.” The argument runs some-
thing like this: We are part of the
Fourth International and you are not;
the IC is lineally descended from Trot-
sky himself; its core, the British So-
cialist Labour League, has a daily pa-
per; we have never opposed Gerry
Healy on any subject; you oppose the
IC and are therefore anti-international-
ists, petty-bourgeois American chauv-
inists who refuse to subordinate your-
selves to international discipline. Thus
our not-so-hypothetical WL member,
armed on a micro-scale with the same
assurance of a Stalinist apparatchnik in
the Comintern, asserts as self-evident
exactly that which experience disproves:
namely, that international connections
are the only proof, and are sufficient
proof, of internationalism.

But organizational loyalty to the
Healy-Banda group (and their politic-
ally far superior but internationally
quiescent French allies, the Lambert
group) simply evades the struggle
which we of the SL face: to rebuild the
Fourth International through a com-
plex process of splits and fusions among
existing “Trotskyist” groups combined
with intervention into the working-class
struggle directly. The Healyites simply
despaired of the outcome of such a
struggle, and contented themselves with
being big fish in small ponds, in setting
up the IC as yet another competing
spurious “Fourth International” like
the United Secretariat and numerous
others.

Factually pivotal to the spurious na-
ture of the Healyite assertions are two
points from the London 1966 IC Con-
ference, from which we were expelled
on the transparent organizational pre-
text that comrade Robertson, a member
of the Spartacist delegation, refused to
satisfactorily apologize for having
missed a session of the Conference with-
out prior permission. But comrade Rob-
ertson did offer, not a groveling admis-
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sion of petty-bourgeois American na-
tionalism, but a genuine apology for
genuine ignorance of an alleged, unan-
nounced “rule” (which was of course
never applied to other delegates who
had missed sessions), thus exposing the
Healyites’ fraudulent, calculated aim to
create a servile U.S. appendage. To
make absolutely unambiguous the real
character of the Healy “apology” cam-
paign—to which he devoted the main
attention of 1% days of a 4-day inter-
national gathering!—we are reprinting
below comrade Robertson’s complete fi-
nal statement to the IC Conference:

“Comrades: We believe that it is a
violation of Leninist practice to demand
that a comrade affirm to his comrades
what he does not believe. I have in
substance said several times that if I
had known of the rule I would certain-
ly have abided by it. I wish to assure
the comrades that my action was in no
way intended to constitute a violation
of the procedures governing the con-
duct of individuals participating in the
Conference. However, this has been
deemed not good enough. Instead, in
the guise of discipline, the Spartacist
organization has been subjected to a
series of slanderous attacks, despite
our basic political agreement on the
necessity of the fight against revision-
ism. This is an attempt to substitute
for international democratic centralism
for the American section a mechanism
not of consciousness and discipline but
of fear and obedience. Hence an in-
cident without significance of an unin-
tentional violation of protocol has been
uniquely singled out and inflated into
an accusation of petty-bourgeois ar-
rogance and American imperial chau-
vinism. If the comrades go ahead to
exclude us from this Conference, we
ask only what we have asked before—
study of our documents, including our
present draft on U.S. work before you
now, and our work over the next months
and years. We will do the same, and a
unification of the proper Trotskyist
forces will be achieved, despite this
tragic setback.”

And these are the words of a supposed
arrogant petty-bourgeois nationalist!

That the Healyites found this state-
ment manifestly unacceptable and ex-
cluded the Spartacist delegation from
the Conference forthwith shows that
they were seeking not a recognition of
supposed rules but a cringing demon-
stration of organizational and political
subservience.

The other factual point is that the
Conference itself admitted with refer-
ence to the relations between the Brit-
ish and French IC groups (the IC’s only
significant sections) that ‘“the only
method of arriving at decisions that re-
mains possible at present is the prin-
ciple of unanimity.” This admission
that the IC does not have international
democratic centralism means that the
IC as an organized body is essentially
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