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Dear Comrades,

It is remarkable how few
connection between the structure
tsociallstr society it might he1.p

..,.,,.,.
If the revolutionary organj-zatj-on is seen as the means a4d

socialist society as the end., one might expect people w:lth an eLementary
understand.ing of dialectics to recognize the rel-atj-on between the''two.
Means and. ends are mutual1.y dependent. They constantly influence each
other. The mbans are, in fact, a partial implenoentation of the end ,
whereas the end becomes modified by the means adopted..

Once could almost say rte1l me your views concerning the
structure and function of the revolutionary organization and It11 te1l
you what the society you will help create will be like, . Or converselyrgive me your definition of socialism and 1t11 teI1 you what'your views
on the revol-utionary organization are 1ikely to ber.

ttre see soclalism as a society based sn self-manag'ement in every
branch of social lj-fe. Its basis would be workersr management of pro-
duction exercised through Workers CounciLs. Accordingly we conceive of
the revolutionary organization as one which incorporates self-management
in its structure and. abolishes within its ovm ranks the separation bet-
wben the functions of decision-making and execution. The revolutionary
organization should propagate these principles in every:area of socj.al-
life.

Others may have different conceptions of socialism. They may
have different views on the aj-ms and structure of the revolutionary
organizatj-on. fhey must state what these are c1earS-y, openly and un-
ambiguoustry. They owe it not only to the workers and. students but to
themselves.

An exampLe of haziness in the definitj-on of socialism (and of its
repercus&ions concernj-ng revolutionary organization) is to be found j.n
the nateriaL published by the central bodies of International Socialism
(I.s.)inpreparationfortheB1-annua1"Conferen

In the dupli-cated tStatement of Basi" f"irr"jpfg"r (I,S. Constitution)
we find that I.S. strugg ut we also find
that tplanning, under workersr control, demands nationa3;lzationt. These
are the only references, in the document, to the structure of the socialist
society toward.s whose creation all of I.S. activity is d.:irected.

socialists seem to reeognize the
of their organi-zation and the type of
brj-ng about.

*
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Holr, preciselyrdoes r.s. conceive of working c1.ass rcontrolr?
What d.oes tnationalizationr mehn? How does f .S. relate i.t to f workerslcontrolt? Does the worhi-ng class implement i.ts 'controlt through the
mediation of a political party? 0r of trade union offioials? Or of a
technocracy? Or through workers councils?

Are those who formulated the I.S, Consti-tution aware that rnation-
alizationt means precisely relegating authority of decision-maklng on
industrial policy to a group of state officials? Dontt they realise that
the struggJ.e of the.French students and workers for 1auf,e-gestiont (se1f-
managenent) renders tnatj-onalizationt irrelevant? AppareniJ-y they do not.
In the ana.lysis of the French events (rThe Struggle Colllinr:gs') wrj-tten
byT'C1.iffandI,Bircha11(and.producpub1ication)
the relation between self-management and nationalizatj-on is not cliscussed
at all"

.1,J1:y should a national federation of rrJorkers councils (composed of
elected and revocable delegates of regional Councils) al.low ani other
group in society to wield ultimate authority in relation to iII aspects
of prod.uction?

In poJ:itj-cal terms the question can be posed thus: d.oes I.S. stand
for the policy of rall power to the trlorkers Councj-lst ? Or d.oes it stand
for the policy of fa1I power to the Revolutionary partyr? It is no use
evading the issue by saying that in France no workers oouncils existed.
When this is the case r it is the duty of revolutionaries to conduct pro-
paganda for their creation.

]n .l?ussia, Ln 1917, lr'iorkers councils (rsovietsr ) did exist. on
Jr:1y 4, 191?, l,enin raised the slogaa talr power to the sovietsi. He
ended hj-s article with the words: t things are moving by fits and. starts
towards a point where power will be transferred to the soviets, v.rhich is
what our Party called for long ago,.(1) yet two months l-ater, on September
12, he wrote: eThe Bolsheviks, having obtained a majority in the souiets
of workers a+d soldiers deputies of both capi-tals can and" must take state
power into thei-r own hands'. (2)

However one analyses Lenj-nrs transition, in the context of Russiaj-n 1917, from a poricy ofta1l power to the sovietsr to a policy of ra1l
power to the Bolshevik Partyr, one must recognize that his choice was a
fundamental one, whose iroplicatj-ons for Brj-tain i-n 1968 cannot be evaded.

(t ) Lep.in, 9:]-1sg!glJglEg, vol. 25, p. 154.

vol. 26, p" 19"(2) Lenin, Qg}g!l_g-q Jqqks, ,
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.. .,. ,lhe,rleading' (i"e. decision-making) bodies in I.S. are very

careful,no! to state explicitly that, like Lenin, they beLieve that the
Party ILuE-t- take power on behalf of the class. This principle however runs
through the entire Cliff-Bircha1l analysi-s of the French events. Thcir
analysis is, in fact, tailored. to fit this principle.

lde say to these comrades: if you believe that thc worklng cLass
itself qannot rseize powerr (but that the Revolutionelrlr Party must r1o it
on behaLf of the class), please say'so openly and defend your viel^Is.

Let us put to you our own views on the subject. Polj-tj-cal rpolverl
i-s fundarientally little more than the ri-ght to take and. impose d.ecisj-ons
in natters of socj.al production, administration, etc. This authority is
not to be confused with expertise. The experts give advice, they do not
make the decisions. Today, during the development of the self-management
revolution, j-t is precisely the authority of decj-sion-making in relation
to the managenent of production (whether the means of production be form*
a1ly in the hand.s of private bosses or of the state ) that j-s be5-ng chal-
lenged. The challenge j-s being repeated in all branches of social J.ife.

Those who think in terms of rseizing powerr unu-ittJ.ngly accept
that a political bureaucracy, separate from the producers themselves, and
concentrating in its hands the authority of deci.sion-inahlng on fundamental
i-ssues of social production must be a permanent social institutj-on. They
belj-eve j-ts fo{* (the bourgeoi-s f state apparatusr) has to be changed. But
they refuse 6--{uestlon the need. for such a social j-nstitutj-on, They want
to capture poli-ticaI power and use it for a1Iegedly different purposes.
They do not consider its abolition to be on the agenda.

As for us, we believe that once self-management in prod.uction has
been achieved, rpolitical powerr as a social institution will J.ose both
its social function and justification. To speak of tworkersr controlr and
of rseizing political powerr is to confuse a new structure of society (tne
rule of the lrforkers Councils) with one of the by-prod,ucts of the previous
form of class society, which was based on withholdS-ng from the workers
the right to manage"

Comrades Cliff and Birchal-l fail to recognize the specific, new
features of the May events in France. [hey feull to explain why the stu-
dents suoceed.ed in inspi-ri-ng 1O rdlJ.ion workers. rThe student d.emonstra-
tj-ons created. an environment in which people were free to coin thej.r own
sloganst ('fhq tqtrqggle_Con_tiques', p,1?.) What slogans? The two most
important were I Contestatj.on I and I Auto-gestionr ( sel-f -riranagement ) . What
was being contested? What does seLf-management ruean? Hovl are the two
slogans related. to each other? Not a word on al]. thi-s. irfhat we do find
however is the important statement (iUia, i:.18) ttrat twhen a worker went
to the Sorbonne he was recognized as a hero. Within'Renault he was only
a thing. In the Uni-versity he became a man I .
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Conradesl-_you--shnrr'l fl-*6,e"ek*J.o- o-l.arify this asses"snrent (rrittr 'which

we agree). P1ease te11 us what was the mysteri-ous element in the renvir-
onmentl wkich transformed a man into a thj-ng and vice-versa? Are we
wrong in assurulng that a man feels 1-ike a 'thingt when he has to Live as an
executant of social d.ecisions nhich he cannot influenoe, whereas he feeLs
like atroanfwhen he Ij-ves under social cj-rcunstances which he has shaped
by his own decisions (or in whose creati-on he was an equal partner)?

If this is really your opinion, why not say it in so many words?

But if this is real1y what you beJ.ieve how could your Political
Commi.ttee suggest an organizational regulation saying that:

14. Branches must accept directives from the Centre, unless
they fundamentally disagree with them, in which case they
should try to aceord with them while demanding an open debate
on the matler. I

(Perspectives for 1.S., September 12, 1968)

Isnrt the Political- Comu.ittee attempting to transform f .S. meinbers
from rmenr into tthings'? Isnrt the attenpt to l-i-mit the right of rank-
and.-file I.S. members to initiate politj-caI decisions - whiLe democratlcally
permitting them to d.ebate (not overrule!) the d:irectives of the Centrer.
after having carried them out - an indicatj-on of an ideologi-caI disease
more serious than being out of touch r^rith the spirit of the young workers
and stud.ents? If I.S. is to play a s5-gnificant role in the revolution
this regulation must be defeated, not only orgaai.zaLi.onally but al.so
ideolog.5.cally.

In the last chapter of their analysis of the French events, cofi-
rades Cliff and Birchall quote Trotsky to the effect that runity in actlon
of all sections of the proletariat, and sj-multaneity of demonstration rlnder
a single com&on slogan (i.re these really essential? Did they ever exist
in history?) can only be achj-eved if there is a genui-ne concentration of
1eaders.}4}inthehandsofresponsib1e(towhom?)centraffies,
stabG-El their composition ( t ) and in their attitude to their po1:itical
J-iae | . ( t.fbg Str"ggl. Jglrti* ' p,77 )

This is to confuse the technical and the political aspects of a
real problem. Coordination j-s essential and may require centralisation.
But the function of an administrative centre should not include the impo-
sition of poLiti-ea1 decisions.

Trotslryts argument (and Cliffts) sound almost stalinist. A centre,
rstable in its composition',, concentrates in its hands the authority of
political. decision-malclng. 'The branches must accept directj-ves from the
Centre'. The Party tleadsr the working clEiland. tseizes powerr on its
behalf. Workers are rsummonedt (ibid, p.78) to an ropen revolutj-onary
assault on capital.ism. I From this it is but a short step to Trotskyts
statement that I the statutes should express the l-eadershj-pt s organized
distrust of the members, a dj-strust manifesting itself in vigilant control
from above over the Partyr. (3)

3) I. Deutscher, t@t, o.U.P. , 1954, P,76.
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Tbis approach reveals a very definite view concerrring the role

of the Centre in relation to the Party and of the Party i.n relatj.on to
the class. Bu.t it is wrong to identlfy this view with Stalinism, It
preced.ed. Stalin, Leni-n t:;,d }Iarx. As a matter of fact, it has been part
of ru}ing class j-deology for centuries.

Cliff and Birchall- mobilise every possible argunent to support
the doctrine of rCentre leads Party, Party leads classe. They trrrite;
rFacing the strictly centralj-sed and d.isciplined power of the capitalists,
there must be no less centralj-sed and discj-plined a combat organization
of the proletariat'. (i-uia, p"77 ) yet two pages earlier they had adrnitted.
that rthe 14th Jul.y 1789 revolution was a spontaneous act of the masses.
The same was true of the Russian Revolutionof 1905 and the February 1917
Revolutionr. (itria., p.?5) In other nrords they admit that tr"ro of the most
centraH-sed, regimes in history were overthrown by masses that were not 1ed
by any party, let alone a centralised one. How do they reconcile these
facts w:tth their asserti-on that I only a centralised party can overthrow
centrallsed. powerr ?

The conscious factor i-n changing history, embod.ied in revolutionary
organizations r cqn play a signifi-cant role in shaping the new .social
structure. However after the Russian experience it is clear that this
tconscious factorr must develop its own self-consciousness. It must reco-
gnize the connection between its o',nm strncture and practice - and the
type of socialism j-t wj-ll. help achieve

Writing i-n 1!04 Leni-n took sides unequivocally for tbureaucracyt
(as against d.emocracy) and for fcentralism' qas against autonomy). He
wrote: tBureaucracy vqrc.lle democracy is the same thing as centralism
versus autononrlsm" It i-s the organi'zati-ona1 principle of revolutionary
[61l[fca1 democracy as opposed to the organtzational principle of the
opportunists of Social Democracy" fhe latter want to proceed from the
bottom upward.s and, consequenily, i.rherever possi-ble and to the extent that
j-t is possible, it supports autonomi-sm and trdemocz'acyrr vrhich may (by ttre
over-Ze&lous ) be cary'ied as far as a-naz'chi-sm. The former proceeds from
the top, and advocaies an c::';erisicn of the rights and power of the Centre
in respect of the partsi. (4)

l{ith a}l duc allotrance to the objecti-ve factors which contributed
to the degeneration of the Russian Revolutlon, these ideas (tire conscious,
subjective factor) must also be stressed, certaffiln-"i$8.

'ti[e can only add here what Rosa Luxcmburg, answering ],enin, seuld
in 19O4: tT,et us speak plainly. Historically, the errors comrnitted by
a truly revolutionary worlcing class movement are infinltely more fruj.tful

(4) Ienin, rone Ste
pp. 447;

f orrrlard Two backt , Selected Woiksl vo1. II,



-6-
and' valuable than' the infallibility of the cleverest Central Com:idtteer.(5)

Are these word-s iess relevant j-n f958 ttran they were in 1gO4? -

Today in Britain the danger j-s not that future society w:LlI beshaped in the i-mage of a bureaucratic revolutionary organization based onrgenuine concentration of leadership in the hands of r""ponsible centraland l-ocal bodi-es, stable in their compositiont, organizaliorr" in whichrbranches must accept directives from the Centrer, ete. The danger israther to such organizations themselves. They will cease to be relevantto the sooj-al self-managenent revolutj-on now ieveloping. nefore-l;;gl;.yw'i1l be j-d.entified as just other r eentre-managed t pofilica1 bureaucracies.to be swept aside, This i-s the fate now threatening r.s., should thePolitical Comnittee ts recommendations be accepted,

lde wish all I.S. members a useful Conference and a serious discus-sion that r,v:L11 help them clarify their ideas about socialjsm, workerslmanagenent aJld the structure and function of the revolutionary organization.

$) R. Luxeurburg, leniniFg_or Marxism, Ann Arbor paperback (1961) p.1oB"
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AS WE SEE IT
. ..1. Throughout the world, the vast majority of people have no

control whatsoever over the d.ecisions that most deeply a.nd. d,irectLy
affect their 1ives. They seIl thej-r labour power whil-e othere who
own or'control the means of production, accumulate weafth, make the
laws aad use the whole nachinery of the state to perpeiuate and
reinforce their privileged positions.

2. During the past oentury the living standards of working
people have improvecl. But neither these improved lirning staadards,
aor the nationalization of the mean6 of production, nor the coming
to power of parties claim:ing to represent the working class have
basi.cally altered the status of the worker as worker. Nor have they
given the bulk of man}<.ind much freedou outside of prod.uctiou. East
and west, capttal-ism remains an inhunan type of society where the
vast najority are bossed at work, and nanj-pulated. in consumptioa and
leisure. Propaganda and policemen, prisons and schools, trad5.tional
values ancl traditional norality alJ. serve to reinfonce the power of
the few and to convince or coerce the many into acceptance of a
brutal-, degrad.ing and irrational system. The rcommunistr world. is
not conmunist and the rFree' wor1d. is not free.

3. The trade unions and the traditionaJ- parties of the
left started in business to change all this. But they have come to
terms ldth the exj-sting patterns of exploitation. rn fact they are
now es$entiaL lf expLoiting soci-ety is to continue working smoothl-y.
The unions act as middlemen in the labour roarket. The politicaL
parties use the struggiles and aspiraiions of the working class for
their own ends" The d.egeneration of worklng class organizations,
itself the resuLt of the faiJ-ure of the revolutionary movement, has
been a major factor in creating working class apathy, which in turn
has 1ed to the further degeneration of both parties and unions.

4, The trade unions and po1.5.tical parties cannot be refor-
ned, rcaptuiedi, or converted i-nto instruments of working class
emancipation. Ide donrt sal1 however for the proclanation of new
rrnions, which j.n the conditions of today would suffer a si.mi]-ar fate
to the old ones" Nor do we ca1.l for rnilitants to tear up thei,r r.mion
cards. Our ai-ms are simply that the workers themselves should d.ecide
on the objectives of their struggles and that the control and orga-
nization of these struggles should remain firmly in their own hands.
The forns which this self-activity of the working class may take w"i}I
varyEiEid.erably from country to country and from j-ndustry to j.ndus-
try. Its basic content wi3-l not.

5. Socialism j-s not just the common ownership emd control
of the means of production and d.istribution. It means equality, real-
freedom, reciprocal recognition and a radj.cal transformati.on in all
human ielations. ft is rmanrs positive self-consciousnessr. It is
manf s uaderstanillag of his environuent and of h5-nse1f , his domination
over hi-s work and over such social institutions as he may need to



create. These are not secondary aepects, which w:iII autonratically
fol}ow the expropriation of the old. ruling cIass. 0n the contrary
they are essential. parts of the whole process of social transformation,
for without then no genuine social transforuoation wi]-l have taken pl.ace.

6. A socialist soeiety ean therefore only be bui1.t from
below.:' Deeisions concerning produetion and vrork will be taken by
.workerst councils composed of elected and revocable delegates. Deoi-
sione in other areas will be taken on the basis of the widest possible
discuseion and consultation aroong the people as a whole, This demo-
cratisation of society down to its very roots is what we mean bylworkersr powerr.

7. Meaningful actj-on, for revolutionaries, is whatever in-
creases'the coirfideneel-Ee autonomy, the initiative, the participation,
the solidarity, the equalitarj-an tendencies and the self-activity of the
0tasses and whatever aEsists in their demystification. Sterile and
hqrmfu1actioniswhateverreinforeesthepassivityof@their
AF-thTr-EE$-cynicism, their differentiation through hierarchyn irreir
allenation, their reriance on others to do things for them and the
degree to which they can therefore be manipulated. by others - even by
those alIegedly aeting on their behalf

B. No, ruling class ln history hao ever relinquished its power
without a struggle and our present rulers are unlikely to be an exception.
Power wilJ. only be taken from them through the conscious, autonomous
action of the vast majority of the people thepselves. fhe buildi-ng of
socialism wj-I1 require mass understa:ndi_ng and mqss participatioa. By
their rigrd hierarchieal etructure, by their ideas and by their activlties,
both socj-al-democratic and bolshevik types of organizations discourage
this klnd of understanding and prevent thj-s kJ-nd of participation. The
idea that socialism can somehow be achi-eved by ao eli-te party (however
f revolutionaryt ), acting 'on behalf of I the wor:lcing class i-s both
absurd and r.eaetionary.

9, We do not accept the view that by itself the worlcing elass'
can qnly aghieve a trade union consciousness. On the contrary we believg
that-its copditions of Iife and its experj-ences in productio+ eonstantly
drive the working elass to adopt priorities and vahies and to find methods
of organization which challenge the established social order aud esta-
blished pattern of thought" These responses are implieitly socialist.
On the other h*nd, the worlr:ing elass j.s fragmented, dispossessed of fhe
means of communication, and its various sections are at different levels
of awareness and consciousness. The task of the revolutionary orga.lc,iza.-
tion is to help give proletarian consciousness an explicitly sociali.st
content, to give practical assj-stance to workers in struggle and to help
those in different areas to exchange experie'nees and link up with one
another.

10, We d.o not eee ourselves as yet another leadershipr but
merely as an instrument of workln6 class action. The function of Soli-
a,ality is to help all those who are in conflict with the present affii-
ffi'Im' social strueture, both in industry and in society at 1arge, to
g:er-,eralize their experience, to raake a total critique sf their conditj-on
and of its causes, and to develop the rsass reuolutionary consciousness
necessary if society is to be totally transformed.


