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Chapter V 3

The Struggle for Proletarian Hegemony in the Liberation

Movement and the United Front Tactic Today (Part 2)

On the Application of the Marxist United Front Tactic
in Semi-Colonial and Imperialist Countries in the Present Period

By Michael Probsting, Revolutionary Communist International Tendency, May 2016

V. The United Front Tactic and Petty-Bourgeois Nationalist

and Populist Parties in the Semi-Colonial World

fter providing an overview of the most important
Asocial and political developments of the working

class and oppressed, as well as their organizations,
we shall now move on to a discussion of several issues
related to this revolutionary tactic.
We have shown that petty-bourgeois populist parties
have become important forces in recent years, and it is
therefore crucial for revolutionaries to apply the united
front tactic towards such forces. Clearly this includes the
call for joint actions against neoliberal governments, impe-
rialist aggression, etc.
What should be the attitude of revolutionaries towards
petty-bourgeois populist parties? And how should they
apply the united front tactic to such parties during elec-
tions as well as when formulating slogans calling for the
desired type of governmental control?

“Workers’ Party” or a “Workers’ and Peasants’ Party”?

While revolutionaries support progressive mass struggles

led by petty-bourgeois populist parties against the ruling
class and imperialism, they strive towards the creation of
a workers’ party, not a cross-class party. We have repeat-
edly stressed the crucial importance of the alliance of the
working class and the other oppressed classes and layers.
However, this is an alliance of different classes and it would
be a grave mistake to confuse the proletariat and the petty-
bourgeoisie. Furthermore, this alliance can only lead to the
liberation of the working class and the petty-bourgeoisie,
if the former leads the latter and not the other way round.
If the working class is the leading force, this alliance can
open the road to socialism. If the petty-bourgeoisie domi-
nates the working class, it will result in a defeat for both
classes.

The Russian Revolution of 1917 was a powerful confirma-
tion for this. Between February and October of that year
the Soviets and, shortly after, the Provisional Government
were dominated by the petty-bourgeois Social-Revolu-
tionary Party as well the Mensheviks, which by that time
had already been transformed into a bourgeois workers’
party. The Provisional Government not only failed to ex-
propriate the capitalists, remove Russia from the war, and

liquidate poverty, but also proved incapable of appropri-
ating the lands of the big landowners and distributing
them to the peasants, i.e., to satisfy the needs of the rural
petty-bourgeoisie. This only could be achieved when the
working class — led by the Bolshevik Party — took power
in October 1917 and founded the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat in alliance with the poor peasantry. They did so, in
the first period up until the summer of 1918, in coalition
with the left wing of the S.R. party.

The last decade in Latin America has illustrated yet again
that, when petty-bourgeois populist parties take power
without an alliance with a Bolshevik-type of party, par-
ticularly because such a force does not currently exist, the
populist parties inevitably act as defenders of capitalism
and ultimately become transformed into bourgeois parties
related to a sector of the capitalist class. These recent il-
lustrations are nothing new, but merely repeat what has
already been demonstrated in Bolivia after Torres” MNR
came to power in 1952, or by the numerous petty-bour-
geois nationalist movements in Africa and Asia when they
took power after the colonial powers were forced to with-
draw and accept the formal independence of their former
colonies in the 1950s and 1960s.

Itis a crucial axiom for Marxists that a revolutionary party
must have a clear class character. It must be a party rooted
in and based on the working class. This is necessitated by
the central position of the proletariat in the process of pro-
duction, i.e., as the only class which creates capitalist val-
ue. Thus, it is the only class which produces surplus value
(i.e., the basis for capitalist profits) and hence is the creator
of the wealth for the ruling class. The working class does
not own the means of production as private property, and
therefore must sell its labor to the owners of the means of
production. Furthermore, by nature it is a collective class,
as the very process of production involves the uniting to-
gether of the workers while production and reproduction
are based on a division of their collective labor. This reality
and these dynamics differentiate the proletariat from all
other oppressed classes and layers, like the peasants or the
urban petty-bourgeoisie, who are characterized by their
desire to individually own a piece of land (even if only a
small one) or a shop, or the salaried middle layers.



4 Chapter V

This class contradictions between the proletariat and the
capitalists constitute the basis for the economic and po-
litical organization of the former against the latter. Marx
elaborated this in his polemic against the French utopian
socialist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon:

“The first attempts of workers to associate among themselves
always take place in the form of combinations. Large-scale in-
dustry concentrates in one place a crowd of people unknown to
one another. Competition divides their interests. But the main-
tenance of wages, this common interest which they have against
their boss, unites them in a common thought of resistance —
combination. Thus combination always has a double aim, that of
stopping competition among the workers, so that they can carry
on general competition with the capitalist. If the first aim of re-
sistance was merely the maintenance of wages, combinations,
at first isolated, constitute themselves into groups as the capi-
talists in their turn unite for the purpose of repression, and in
face of always united capital, the maintenance of the association
becomes more necessary to them than that of wages. This is so
true that English economists are amazed to see the workers sac-
rifice a good part of their wages in favour of associations, which,
in the eyes of these economists, are established solely in favour
of wages. In this struggle — a veritable civil war — all the ele-
ments necessary for a coming battle unite and develop. Once it
has reached this point, association takes on a political character.
Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the people
of the country into workers. The domination of capital has cre-
ated for this mass a common situation, common interests. This
mass is thus already a class as against capital, but not yet for
itself. In the struggle, of which we have pointed out only a few
phases, this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a class
for itself. The interests it defends become class interests. But the
struggle of class against class is a political struggle.” '®

He and Engels further developed this thought in the Com-
munist Manifesto:

“But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only
increases in number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses,
its strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various
interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the proletariat
are more and more equalised, in proportion as machinery oblit-
erates all distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere reduces
wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the
bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The increasing improve-
ment of machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their
livelihood more and more precarious; the collisions between in-
dividual workmen and individual bourgeois take more and more
the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon, the
workers begin to form combinations (Trades’ Unions) against
the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate of
wages; they found permanent associations in order to make pro-
vision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there,
the contest breaks out into riots. Now and then the workers are
victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies,
not in the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of
the workers. This union is helped on by the improved means of
communication that are created by modern industry, and that
place the workers of different localities in contact with one an-
other. It was just this contact that was needed to centralise the
numerous local struggles, all of the same character, into one
national struggle between classes. But every class struggle is a
political struggle.” 1

Does this mean that only workers can be members of a
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workers’ party? Of course, not! Members of all classes are
welcome in a revolutionary party; however under one pre-
condition: they must identify themselves fully with the
political position of the working class.

In our book on the revolutionary party, we have outlined
how the Bolshevik Party in Russia — the most successful
revolutionary party in the history of the workers’ move-
ment — had been a party based on a primarily proletar-
ian membership nearly from the beginning. Naturally,
the party also had peasants and militants from the middle
class in their ranks, but the workers were predominant. '

Hence, when in the 1920s Stalin introduced the idea that
communists should build not workers’ parties but work-
ers and peasants parties, this was a major revision of the or-
thodox Marxist position. Lenin and Trotsky had defended
the necessity to build proletarian parties. Indeed, this was
a major difference between the Russian Marxists and the
petty-bourgeois populists of the S.R., as Lenin elaborated
numerous times.

,, The petty bourgeois, the peasant included, is naturally closer
to the liberal than to the proletarian; he is closer as a proprietor,
as a petty producer. It would, therefore, be politically ridiculous
and, from the standpoint of socialism, downright reactionary, to
unite the petty bourgeoisie and the proletarians in one party (as
the Socialist-Revolutionaries would like to do).” 1%

“"The alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry’, let us note
in passing, should not in any circumstances be understood as
meaning the fusion of various classes, or of the parties of the pro-
letariat and the peasantry. Not only fusion, but any prolonged
agreement would be destructive for the socialist party of the
working class, and would enfeeble the revolutionary-democratic
struggle. That the peasantry inevitably wavers between the lib-
eral bourgeoisie and the proletariat follows from its position as
a class;” 197
And in a polemic against the S.R., Lenin elaborated in
1909:

“ [Tlhe Social-Democrats maintained that the proletariat and
the peasantry were distinct classes in capitalist (or semi-feudal,
semi-capitalist) society; that the peasantry is a class of petty pro-
prietors that can “strike together” against the landlords and the
autocracy, “on the same side of the barricades” with the prole-
tariat in the bourgeois revolution, and that in this revolution it
can, in certain cases, march in “alliance” with the proletariat,
while remaining quite a separate class of capitalist society. The
Socialist-Revolutionaries denied this. The main idea in their pro-
gramme was not that an “alliance of the forces” of the proletariat
and the peasantry was necessary, but that there was no class
qulf between them, that no class distinction should be drawn be-
tween them, and that the Social-Democratic idea concerning the
petty-bourgeois character of the peasantry, as distinct from the
proletariat, is utterly false. (...) [Tlhere was a Socialist-Revolu-
tionary programme, and the whole difference between it and the
programme of the Social-Democrats was that the fundamental,
theoretical section of the former was based on the denial of the
petty-bourgeois character of the peasantry, the denial of any class
distinction between the peasantry and the proletariat. There was
a revolution, my dear sirs, and the chief lesson it taught was that
in their open mass actions the peasantry displayed a class nature
of their own, distinct from that of the proletariat, and proved
themselves to be petty-bourgeois.” 1%

This principle of the Marxist party theory has been con-
firmed numerous times in history. The S.R. — first the
right-wing and later the left-wing as well — went over to



RevCom#52 | July 2016
- ]

the camp of capitalist counter-revolution during the Rus-
sian civil war 1918-1921. Later the Chinese Kuomintang
turned against the workers and peasants and slaughtered
tens of thousands of communists. Trotsky summarized
the lessons of this experience as follows:

“Had the vanguard of the Russian proletariat failed to oppose
itself to the peasantry, had it failed to wage a ruthless struggle
against the all-devouring petty-bourgeois amorphousness of the
latter, it would inevitably have dissolved itself among the petty-
bourgeois elements through the medium of the Social Revolu-
tionary Party or some other “two-class party” which, in turn,
would inevitably have subjected the vanguard to bourgeois
leadership. In order to arrive at a revolutionary alliance with
the peasantry-this does not come gratuitously—it is first of all
necessary to separate the proletarian vanguard, and thereby the
working class as a whole, from the petty bourgeois masses. This
can be achieved only by training the proletarian party in the
spirit of unshakable class irreconcilability.” '

He also drew attention to the fact that, before Stalin, it
was precisely the social democratic opportunists who ad-
vocated the idea of “workers and peasants parties”:

“It is fatal that in this question, fundamental for the entire
East, modern revisionism only repeats the errors of old social
democratic opportunism of pre-revolutionary days. Most of the
leaders of European social democracy considered the struggle of
our party against S.R.’s to be mistaken and insistently advo-
cated the fusion of the two parties, holding that for the Russian
“East “a two-class workers” and peasants’ party was exactly
in order. Had we heeded their counsel, we should never have
achieved either the alliance of the workers and the peasants or
the dictatorship of the proletariat. The “two-class” workers” and
peasants’ party of the S.R.’s became, and could not help becom-
ing in our country, the agency of the imperialist bourgeoisie,
i.e., it tried unsuccessfully to fulfill the same historic role which
was successfully played in China by the Kuomintang in a dif-
ferent and “peculiar” Chinese way, thanks to the revisionists of
Bolshevism. Without a relentless condemnation of the very idea
of workers’” and peasants’ parties for the East, there is not and
there cannot be a program of the Comintern.” 1°
In summary, Marxists categorically oppose the populist
conception of workers’ and peasant parties. The revolu-
tionary party must have a proletarian character or none
at all. In fact, the existence of a separate proletarian party
is the precondition for the construction of an alliance of
the working class with the peasantry and other oppressed
non-proletarian layers, since such an alliance can only be
successfully built if it is led by the working class, i.e. its
party. Workers’ and peasants’, i.e. petty-bourgeois popu-
list, parties on the other hand are an obstacle for the libera-
tion struggle of the working class and the oppressed.

Entry Tactics in Petty-Bourgeois Populist Parties

What does this mean under conditions in which no work-
ers’ party exists, or only a very small or very bureaucrati-
cally degenerated one does, while at the same time there
are petty-bourgeois populist parties with a mass following
among the working class? Of course, as we have already
stated, Marxists have to call for the founding of a workers’
party (more on this below). However, as we have outlined
in out Theses on the United Front, it would be completely
sectarian for Marxists to limit themselves to purely de-
nouncing such populist parties. They should also develop
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tactics towards such parties. Obviously this means to ap-
ply the united front tactic in various forms. This will in-
clude — given the numerical weakness of revolutionaries
today — joining practical activities of the class struggle led
by such parties and working side by side with their mem-
bers.

Under specific circumstances this could also mean that
revolutionaries should enter such parties in order to work
more closely side-by-side with militant members of these
parties and to win them over to a revolutionary perspec-
tive. Of course, revolutionaries must take care — as this is
always the case when applying the entry tactic — that they
avoid opportunistic adaption to the dominating petty-
bourgeois leadership of the party. Rather, they must con-
stitute a revolutionary wing with a clear platform. They
must disseminate their independent propaganda and
agitation and try to organize militant workers and youth
against the petty-bourgeois leadership. Likewise such en-
tryism can only be a temporary tactic, as Trotsky stated:

“Entry into a reformist centrist party in itself does not include
a long term perspective. It is only a stage which, under certain
conditions, can be limited to an episode. . . To recognise in time
the bureaucracy’s decisive attack against the left wing and de-
fend ourselves from it, not by making concessions, adapting or
playing hide and seek, but by a revolutionary offensive.” "

The goal must be to use this tactic in order to help the
formation of an authentic workers” party without a petty-
bourgeois leadership.

While various centrists oppose such a tactic in principle,
Marxists refuse such dogmatism. As is well known, Marx
and Engels deployed such a tactic during the 1848-49 rev-
olution in Germany when they entered petty-bourgeois
democratic forces. ''?

Revolutionaries have also made important use of such en-
try tactics during the 20™ century. The pioneer of this tactic
was the Dutch Hernik Sneevliet. Sneevliet was a Marxist
in the left wing of social democracy in the Netherlands as
well as an important trade union leader. In 1913 he went
to Indonesia, a Dutch colony at the time, where became
a leader of the militant railway union (VSTP) that had a
number of Indonesian workers in its ranks. One year later
he founded the Indian Social Democratic Association (ISDV).
The ISDV — after the reformist wing split away — first co-
operated with the Indonesian-nationalist group Insulinde
and later with the Sarekat Islam. The latter was a petty-
bourgeois nationalist and Islamist mass movement with
a mass following among the lower urban strata and the
peasantry and a petty-bourgeois semi-intellectual leader-
ship. In 1914 it had a membership of more than 366,000
Indonesians. '**

Sneevliet understood well the importance of Sarekat Is-
lam and the ISDV began entry work inside this mass
movement. He succeeded in transforming the ISDV into
an organization of a few hundred cadres with a major-
ity of Indonesian members. By the time they also gained
substantial influence inside Sarekat Islam and formed a
left-wing. The ISDV transformed itself into the Commu-
nist Party of Indonesia (PKI) in 1920. With the growing
influence of the communists, the petty-bourgeois religious
leaders of Sarekat Islam eventually initiated a split. As a
result of its successful entry tactic, the PKI became the first
communist mass party in Asia. '

Sneevliet himself was expelled from Indonesia by the
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Dutch colonial administration in 1918 because of his revo-
lutionary activities. He went on to play an important role
in the work of the Communist International in Asia. He
had a number of discussions with Lenin before and dur-
ing the Second Congress of the Comintern in 1920 and
was elected to the important position as the secretary of
the congress’ Commission on the National and Colonial Ques-
tion with Lenin as its chairman. He was one of the key ar-
chitects (together with Lenin) of the communist program
of the anti-imperialist united front tactic. Later, in 1933,
Sneevliet and his Revolutionary Socialist Party in the Neth-
erlands joined the Trotskyist movement and stayed there
until 1938. 115

Later the communists in China — following the advice of
Sneevliet who acted as a Comintern emissary — deployed
a similar tactic. The communists were very small at that
time and had to find links and roots to the working class
and the rural poor. They correctly entered the Kuomin-
tang party in 1922 and worked as a revolutionary faction.
However, given the Stalinist turn in the Comintern they
were instructed to turn a revolutionary tactic into an op-
portunist, liquidationist strategy which ended in disaster.
As a result the communists did not leave the Kuomintang
in 1925 when the workers’ strikes and the agrarian revo-
lutionary movement were intensifying and failed to fight
openly for the creation of soviets. They rather subordi-
nated themselves to the right wing of the Kuomintang led
by Chiang Kai-check until the latter was strong enough to
defeat the revolutionary movement of the workers and
peasants in 1927. 116

Trotsky and the Left Opposition fought against this Men-
shevik capitulation of the Stalinist bureaucracy. They de-
clared that the party should have left the Kuomintang in
time and openly fought for a revolutionary strategy. '"”

Trotsky was not always certain that the communists’ en-
try into the Kuomintang in 1922 was wrong in principle or
not and, hence, we have contradictory statements by him
on this issue. However, there are a number of statements
which indicate that he did not consider it an illegitimate
tactic in itself. As he wrote in September 1926:

“The participation of the CCP in the Guomindang was perfectly
correct in the period when the CCP was a propaganda society
which was only preparing itself for future independent politi-
cal activity, but which, at the same time, sought to take part in
the ongoing national liberation struggle.” And he goes on to say
that the ‘immediate political task’ of the CCP ‘must now be to
fight for direct independent leadership of the awakened working
class’: “The CCP must ensure its own complete organizational
independence and clarity of political programme and tactics in
the struggle for influence over the awakened proletarian mass-
ES.” 118

He repeated this assessment in 1928. '° Later in the 1930s,
when the Bolshevik-Leninists had acquired more experi-
ence with entrism, Trotsky again stressed that there was
nothing wrong in principle with temporarily entering a
petty-bourgeois populist party.

., The temporary entry into the SFIO, or even the Kuomintang,
is not an evil in itself; however, it is necessary to know not only
when to enter, but also how to leave.” 12

“The entering in itself in 1922 was not a crime, possibly not
even a mistake, especially in the south, under the assumption
that the Kuomintang at this time had a number of workers, and
the young Communist party was weak and composed almost en-
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tirely of intellectuals (this is true for 1922?). In this case, the
entry would have been an episodic step to independency, analo-
gous to a certain degree to your entering the Socialist Party. The
question is what was their purpose in entering, and what was
their subsequent policy?” !

Such an entry tactic can also be legitimate today under the
condition that the vanguard sectors of the working class
and the oppressed respectively organize to orient them-
selves towards entry in such petty-bourgeois populist par-
ties. As historic examples for such movements, we could
refer to the FLN in Algeria or the Black Panthers in the
USA.

Marxists and Petty-Bourgeois Populist Parties:
Electoral Tactics and Governmental Slogans

Is it legitimate to call for critical support for petty-bour-
geois populist parties in elections? And when should
Marxists call for such parties to take power? In our opin-
ion, Marxists should also apply the united front tactic in
election campaigns as well as in their sloganeering about
the government which such parties can form or condition-
ally participate in. ' The most important condition is that
such petty-bourgeois populist parties are rooted among
the workers and the oppressed, and that they are associ-
ated with mass struggles against imperialism and the local
ruling class. Furthermore, and this is decisive, is whether,
at the same time, there is a workers’ party around which
the workers” vanguard has rallied. In such a case, revolu-
tionaries should direct their electoral tactics towards such
a party rather than towards any petty-bourgeois populist
party.

However, there are numerous cases in which no such
workers’ party exists, but a radical populist formation ral-
lying the vanguard of the workers and oppressed does.
Examples of this are the MAS in the period after 2003 or
Chavez’ MBR-200 movement in the late 1990s. Other ex-
amples might include Julius Malema’s EFF in South Af-
rica, the Palestinian Balad party, as well as the Joint List in
Israel, or militant parties of the Tamils in Sri Lanka like
the TNA.

In such situations Marxists should join workers and
poor peasants who vote these parties. They should say to
them: “You believe that your party can bring an improvement
to your living conditions. As you might know we don’t share
your hopes. We believe that this party will, once in power, not
g0 the full way and ensure a lasting victory for the workers and
oppressed. It will rather strike a compromise with the capital-
ists and the imperialists. However, since you don’t believe us
we say: go on, elect your parties to office, force them to attempt
such measures if you can, but you must make preparations and
mobilize your mass organizations and your parties for the inevi-
table bourgeois declaration of civil war if your leaders will take
any serious measures which threaten private property. We will
critically support your parties’ electoral victory and defend them
against bourgeois attack.”

Based on the same method, Marxists should also careful-
ly and precisely word their slogans regarding the type of
government which such petty-bourgeois parties can con-
ditionally form or participate in. For example, when the
petty-bourgeois Sandinista FSLN party overthrew the Ni-
caraguan dictatorship of Somoza in 1979, instead of taking
power by itself, it formed a coalition with bourgeois-liberal
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forces like businessman Alfonso Robelo and Violeta Barri-
os de Chamorro (the widow of the newspaper La Prensa’s
director, Pedro Joaquin Chamorro). Under such condi-
tions revolutionaries, would have called upon the Sand-
inistas to dissolve any coalition with bourgeois parties and
take power exclusively into their own hands. Naturally,
it is crucial that revolutionaries also warn workers about
any illusions in petty-bourgeois parties like the Sandinis-
tas. However, in addition to such warning, revolutionaries
should make demands on such a government, calling on it
to implement radical social reforms, to expropriate the big
landowners and the bourgeoisie, to renounce paying the
country’s debts to the imperialist monopolies and Great
Powers, etc. 12

Such an approach is based on the method first elaborated
by Marx and Engels and later systematized by Lenin and
Trotsky.

When elections for the first Duma took place in Russia fol-
lowing the 1905 Revolution, the Bolsheviks — along with
most of the vanguard of the working class - called for boy-
cott them. However, when the revolutionary tsunami had
receded in 1906, Lenin advocated that the party no longer
boycott Duma elections. He insisted on this policy even
though it was obvious that the Tsarist regime granted very
few rights to this institution, and rigged and manipulated
the elections. According to the historian Abraham Ascher,
as a result of all the regime’s repression and manipulation,
many workers and peasants didn’t bother to vote at all. In
fact, only about 19% of the eligible voters (in 67 cities of
European Russia) participated in the elections to the Third
Duma in the autumn of 1907. In the previous elections (of
1906), voting participation had been 55%. **

Lenin and the Bolsheviks emphasized the need for social
democrats — as Marxists called themselves at the time — to
run as an independent party with their own list of can-
didates for the elections. This was particularly urgent in
elections of the worker curia of the Duma. At that time, the
social democrats had already become a mass party of the
working class and were the hegemonic force in Russia’s
large factories. ' Lenin also emphasized the need to fight
against the Cadet party — the party of bourgeois liberal-
ism which then played an important role as the official
voice of the opposition against the Tsarist regime. Lenin
urged social democrats — despite Menshevik opposition
to his call - to fight against the liberal bourgeoisie so that
the working class can become the hegemonic force of the
popular masses and lead them to revolution. '* Conse-
quently, Lenin argued that the Duma elections be used to
create an alliance between the working class with the poor
peasantry. ' For this reason he emphatically rejected any
electoral alliance or bloc with the Cadets (which is what
the Mensheviks advocated) but favored for a bloc with the
parties representing the poor peasantry (the Trudoviks and
the S.R.). ¥ Thus, we see that Lenin sharply distinguished
between bourgeois and petty-bourgeois parties, and that
he exclusively reserved the systematic application of the
united front tactic to the latter.

Lenin explained these ideas in 1906, during the party’s
discussions about the tactics to be used in the elections for
the Second Duma.

, To sum up. We must take into account the experience of the
Cadet Duma and spread its lessons among the masses. We must
prove to them that the Duma is “useless”, that a constituent
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assembly is essential, that the Cadets are wavering; we must de-
mand that the Trudoviks throw off the yoke of the Cadets, and we
must support the former against the latter. We must recognise
at once the need for an electoral agreement between the Social-
Democrats and the Trudoviks in the event of new elections tak-
ing place.” '

, The facts relating to the parties compel the following conclu-
sion: no agreements whatsoever at the lower stage, when agi-
tation is carried on among the masses; at the higher stages all
efforts must be directed towards defeating the Cadets during the
distribution of seats by means of a partial agreement between
the Social-Democrats and Trudoviks, and towards defeating the
Popular Socialists by means of a partial agreement between the
Social-Democrats and the Socialist-Revolutionaries.” 3

»In the cities, where the working-class population is mostly
concentrated, we must never, except in case of extreme neces-
sity, refrain from putting up absolutely independent Social-
Democratic candidates. And there is no such urgent necessity.
A few Cadets or Trudoviks more or less (especially of the Popu-
lar-Socialist type!) are of no serious political importance, for the
Duma itself can, at best, play only a subsidiary, secondary role.
It is the peasantry, the gubernia assemblies of electors, that are
of decisive political importance in determining the results of the
Duma elections, and not the cities. In the gubernia assemblies of
electors, however, we shall achieve our general political alliance
with the Trudoviks against the Cadets far better and more cer-
tainly, without in the least infringing our strict principles, than
at the lower stage of the elections in the countryside.” 1>
These ideas became the official position of the Bolsheviks
as well as of other left-wing forces inside the Social Demo-
cratic Workers Party of Russia, and were summarized in
an official resolution for a party conference:

, The principal objects of the Social-Democratic election and
Duma campaigns are: firstly, to explain to the people the use-
lessness of the Duma as a means of satisfying the demands of the
proletariat and the revolutionary petty bourgeoisie, especially
the peasantry. Secondly, to explain to the people the impossibil-
ity of achieving political liberty by parliamentary methods as
long as the real power remains in the hands of the tsar’s gov-
ernment, and to explain the necessity of an armed uprising, of
a provisional revolutionary government and of a constituent
assembly elected by universal, direct and equal suffrage by se-
cret ballot. Thirdly, to criticise the First Duma and reveal the
bankruptcy of Russian liberalism, and especially to show how
dangerous and fatal it would be for the cause of the revolution
if the liberal-monarchist Cadet Party were to play the predomi-
nant and leading role in the liberation movement. As the class
party of the proletariat, the Social-Democratic Party must re-
main absolutely independent throughout the election and Duma
campaigns, and here, too, must under no circumstances merge
its slogans or tactics with those of any other opposition or revo-
lutionary party. Therefore, at the first stage of the election cam-
paign, i.e., before the masses, it must as a general rule come out
absolutely independently and put forward only its own Party
candidates. Exceptions to this rule are permissible only in cases
of extreme necessity and only in relation to parties that fully
accept the main slogans of our immediate political struggle, i.e.,
those which recognise the necessity of an armed uprising and are
fighting for a democratic republic. Such agreements, however,
may only extend to the nomination of a joint list of candidates,
without in any way restricting the independence of the political
agitation carried on by the Social-Democrats. In the workers’
curia the Social-Democratic Party must come out absolutely
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independently and refrain from entering into agreements with
any other party. At the higher stages of the election, i.e., at the
assemblies of electors in the towns and of delegates and electors
in the countryside, partial agreements may be entered into ex-
clusively for the purpose of distributing seats proportionately to
the number of votes cast for the parties entering the agreement.
In this connection, the Social-Democratic Party distinguishes
the following main types of bourgeois parties according to the
consistency and determination of their democratic views: (a) the
Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Polish Socialist Party and similar
republican parties, (b) the Popular Socialists and the Trudoviks
of a similar type; (c) the Cadets. ” 1*

Lenin also defended such an approach in the 1912 elec-
tions for the Fourth Duma, by which time the Bolsheviks
had become the hegemonic force among the proletariat
in the major industrial regions and consequently won the
seats for deputies in the worker curiae of St. Petersburg,
Moscow, Yekaterinoslav, Kharkov, Kostroma, and Vladi-
mir Gubernia. Lenin explained the electoral tactic of the
Bolshevik Party in 1912:

 There remains the second urban curia. Here there are quite
a few workers and voters close to the workers: shop assistants,
worker tenants, pensioners, etc. (...) The liberals are thus more
than three times as strong as the Rights, whose strength is prac-
tically equal to that of the democrats. As a rule, therefore, there
can obviously be no question here of any danger of a Black-Hun-
dred victory. It is further obvious that the main task of working
class democrats in this curia is to fight the liberals. At the pres-
ent juncture particularly, when, as even the liberals, Octobrists
and Purishkeviches admit, there is undoubtedly a general swing
to the left in the country, this fight must be put in the forefront.
Obviously, in the first stage of the elections the working-class
candidates must wage an absolutely independent struggle, put-
ting forward a hundred per cent working-class election lists. In
the second stage, at the second ballot, it will in the majority of
cases be a question of a fight of democrats against liberals. (...)
Inasmuch as the second urban curia is the one in which there
will be the greatest number of cases of a second ballot, the prin-
cipal line to be pursued by the workers at the second ballot is
precisely this: with the democrats against the Rights and against
the liberals.(...) In cases of a second ballot, primarily in the sec-
ond urban curia, common cause is to be made more often with all
democrats against the liberals and against the Rights; and only
subsequently it may be necessary at the second ballot to join the
general opposition bloc against the reactionaries. '

Quoting from his book Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile
Disorder, we have demonstrated that Lenin absolutely de-
fended this approach to electoral tactics until his death. So
did Trotsky who, as we have shown with the lengthy quo-
tation from his Transitional Program (cited above), general-
ized from the experience of the Bolsheviks in their united
front tactic towards the Mensheviks and the S.R., even af-
ter these latter two factions had already been transformed
into social-imperialist parties, the relevant part of which
we repeat here for the reader’s convenience:

“[T]he demand of the Bolsheviks, addressed to the Mensheviks
and the S.R.s: “Break with the bourgeoisie, take the power into
your own hands!” had for the masses tremendous educational
significance. The obstinate unwillingness of the Mensheviks
and S.R.s to take power, so dramatically exposed during the
July Days, definitely doomed them before mass opinion and
prepared the victory of the Bolsheviks. The central task of the
Fourth International consists in freeing the proletariat from the
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old leadership, whose conservatism is in complete contradiction
to the catastrophic eruptions of disintegrating capitalism and
represents the chief obstacle to historical progress. The chief ac-
cusation which the Fourth International advances against the
traditional organizations of the proletariat is the fact that they
do not wish to tear themselves away from the political semi-
corpse of the bourgeoisie. Under these conditions the demand,
systematically addressed to the old leadership: “Break with the
bourgeoisie, take the power!” is an extremely important weapon
for exposing the treacherous character of the parties and organi-
zations of the Second, Third and Amsterdam Internationals. The
slogan, “workers’ and farmers’ government,” is thus acceptable
to us only in the sense that it had in 1917 with the Bolsheviks,
i.e., as an anti-bourgeois and anti-capitalist slogan. But in no
case in that “democratic” sense which later the epigones gave
it, transforming it from a bridge to Socialist revolution into the
chief barrier upon its path.” '*

After the founding of the Communist International, revo-
lutionaries sought to generalize from the experience of the
Bolsheviks. Of course, in most colonial and semi-colonial
countries of the time there were no elections. However,
from the case of Mexico we find an example of how the
Comintern — in its healthy period before the Stalinists took
power — was nevertheless able to apply the united front
tactic to the field of elections in a semi-colonial country.

In August 1923, the Executive Committee of the Communist
International (ECCI) sent a long letter to the Mexican party
which was published in English by the US section as a
pamphlet. In this letter the ECCI elaborates the method
of the united front tactic and how it should be applied to
the concrete conditions of the Mexican class struggle of the
time. It calls upon the mass organizations of both workers
and peasants (including their respective parties and lead-
erships) to undertake joint actions to defend the interests
of the popular masses:

“The tactic of the united front is the revolutionary fight of the’
Communist Party to win the wide organized and unorganized
working and peasant masses for a common struggle for com-
mon demands”. The Communist Party therefore openly turns
towards the leaders of the reformist, syndicalist, and so-called
independent trade union organizations and requests their par-
ticipation in a joint Committee of Action. The same thing ap-
plies to the laborites and the Agrarian Party. The object of the
Committee of Action is organized centralization of the fight for
definite demands. The Committee of Action does not bind any of
the participating parties or trade unions to its political agitation
and propaganda or to its activity in general Above all, the right
of criticism of every Party will be fully preserved.” >

Furthermore, the ECCI analyzed the conflict between the
bourgeois government of De La Huerta and the petty-
bourgeois democratic opposition led by Calles. It warns
that if Calles comes to power he too will betray the work-
ers and peasants. But the ECCI also urged that, in light
of the mass support for Calles and the popular illusions
in his petty-bourgeois movement, communists should call
for critical electoral support for him, combined with criti-
cal warnings and a program of demands directed towards
him. Such a tactic could assist breaking workers and peas-
ants away from his petty-bourgeois leadership and help
the small Communist Party — at that time it had about
1,500 members — win more influence among the masses. '*

“The first task of the Party must be to state clearly and plainly
what the station is and how it will develop. Secondly it must be
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clearly realized that it is not a matter of indifference for the revo-
lutionary labor movement whether Calles or De La Huerta be-
tray the working classes, even though both will end in the same
results The whole situation is not a comedy, as it might appear,
but a real tight. It is an attempt on the part of petty-bourgeois
democracy to keep its head above water, and it can do that only
by possessing political power. The interests of the working class
are also involved in this struggle, for the only allies on which the
petty-bourgeoisie can rely, are the working class and the peas-
antry. Calles must therefore make concessions to these classes. It
is already apparent that the overwhelming majority of the work-
ers and peasants will support the candidature of Calles. If the
whole working class participates in this struggle, the Commu-
nist Party must not stand aside and look on; it must fight with
the others, for Calles today means protection for the masses from
reaction and clerical domination But it is the duty of the commu-
nists to combat the illusions of the masses as to the ability of the
Calles Government actually to give this protection. Throughout
the period of Obregon’s regime, Calles silently participated m
the attacks of the Government on the working class Calles will
behave on a national scale just as Felipe Carrillo behaved on a
local scale in Yucatan. He will suppress the trade unions op-
posed to him and persecute the communists; he will not hesitate
to shoot them down if necessary. In spite of this, the Communist
Party must participate in the elections on behalf of Calles. Cer-
tainly not as enthusiastic followers of the coming government
This tactic is merely a necessary halting place on the road to the
Workers and Peasants” Government, on the road to the proletar-
ian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat. The result
developing from the Calles Government will open the eyes of the
Mexican proletariat to the impotency of reformism, to the power-
lessness and corruptibility of opportunistic and petty-bourgeois
anarchist phraseology. The Mexican workers and peasants will
recognize that there exist but two kinds of politics; the one that
leads to the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, and the one that leads
to the domination of the proletariat, and which is represented
by the slogan: All power to the workers and peasants. Many
honest workers will say to the communists: If you are already
prophesying the treachery of Calles, then your participation in
the fight is nothing but a manoeuvre to compromise Calles. But
such a statement of the question is incorrect and undialectical.
That Calles will compromise himself does not depend on us, but
on his opportunistic policy of compromise with the bourgeoisie.
But we, on the contrary, point to the only path by which bank-
ruptcy can be avoided, that is, the path to the realization of the
proletarian revolution. But will Calles follow this path? We have
sufficient reasons not only to doubt this but to answer in the
negative. Calles, Morones, Felipe Carrillo, Soto y Gema, etc. are
the Kerenskis, the Eberts, the Noskes, and the Scheidemanns of
Mexico. They will wed themselves to Gompers and his whole
treacherous clique. But in our propaganda we must as far as
possible force the socialists and agrarians to the left. We must
demand a declaration today from Calles on the disarming of the
peasants which Obregon instigated; we must demand protec-
tion for striking workers; punishment for the officials quilty of
the murder of workers in Vera Cruz and San-Angel; a ruthless
struggle against the fascists; the regulation of Articles 27 and
123 ; measures against the housing crisis ; the division of large
estates without recompense to the landlords, etc.” '

Leon Trotsky and the Fourth International did not deal
in detail with the application of the electoral tactic in
semi-colonial countries. However, Trotsky did repeat
the methodological approach of the Comintern when he
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emphasized in the Transitional Program the need to ap-
ply the united front tactic to the “parties of petty bourgeois
democracy,” by which he meant both bourgeois workers’
parties (Stalinists, Social Democrats, etc.) as well as petty-
bourgeois populist parties of the S.R. type in Russia (see
the lengthy quote from the Transitional Program at the end
of Chapter II, here). This is the most effective way to rally
the workers and oppressed who still retain illusions in
non-revolutionary parties around “anti-bourgeois and anti-
capitalist slogans.”

So in summary we note that both Lenin and Trotsky em-
phasized that the main task of revolutionaries is to build a
revolutionary workers’ party. They also emphasized that
revolutionaries have to try to win over the poor peasants
for an alliance led by the revolutionary proletariat. To do
so, revolutionaries must apply the united front tactic, in-
cluding in the realm of elections. It can be applied both to
bourgeois workers’ parties as well as to petty-bourgeois
populist parties (especially in situations where no sig-
nificant workers party, not even a bourgeois one, exists).
Such electoral support must include placing demands on
such parties, so that while fighting side-by-side with the
reformist rank and file workers and oppressed, we warn
them lest they have any illusions in the efficacy and consis-
tency of their leaderships, all with the hope that they will
ultimately join us as true revolutionaries.

We in the RCIT believe that such a method is extremely
relevant today, in the wake of the significant and dramatic
rise of petty-bourgeois populist movements and parties
the semi-colonial world (but not there alone!). Of course, a
precise electoral tactic can only be formulated after a con-
crete study is made of the specific national conditions. For
this reason, here, in this document, we can only outline
some methodological arguments regarding which politi-
cal formations are potentially qualified for electoral sup-
port by revolutionaries.

We believe that the early phases of the Bolivarian move-
ments in Latin America are good examples of such forma-
tions. By “early phases” we mean the period when they
constituted petty-bourgeois populist parties which were
opposed to the neoliberal governments and rallied the
aspirations of millions of workers, poor peasants and ur-
ban poor. Specifically, we're talking about Chavez” MBR-
200 movement in the late 1990s and Evo Morales” MAS
in the first half of the 2000s, when these parties acted as
a catalyst for the rising class struggle of the workers and
oppressed; it was then vital to politicize and radicalize
the popular masses who were directing their hopes to the
Castro-Chavista leaderships. However, as we will outline
below, once such parties had come to power and were
transformed into openly bourgeois, popular front parties,
it would have been out of question for revolutionaries to
vote them.

Another example in which such electoral tactics can still
be discussed by South African revolutionaries is that of Ju-
lius Malema'’s Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) in South Af-
rica. This party originated in 2012/13 resulting from a split
from the ANC - the historical petty-bourgeois nationalist
party of the black people in South Africa which led the
liberation struggle against the Apartheid regime from the
1940s on. However, the ANC was transformed into a bour-
geois popular front party when it became the largest party
forming the government in 1994 and subsequently ruled
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the country in the interests of the big corporations. Julius
Malema and the EFF defended the Marikana mine work-
ers in 2012, and presented themselves, hypocritically, as a
“revolutionary opposition against the ANC government.”
While the EFF’s declared membership of more than half
a million is certainly exaggerated, there is no doubt that
this party has succeeded in rallying the aspirations of the
workers and poor.

Sinn Fein in the Republic of Ireland is yet another example
of a petty-bourgeois populist party which has recently be-
come the vehicle for mass protests of the working class,
particularly in the context of the Right2Water campaign. In
the 2016 elections, socialists could have correctly called for
critical electoral support for the candidates of centrist lists
— Anti-Austerity Alliance (mainly SP supporters in Ireland)
and People before Profit (mainly SWP supporters in Ireland)
— in those districts where they had some mass support. In
other districts, it would have been legitimate for socialists
to call for support for Sinn Fein on the basis of the critical
electoral support tactic outlined above.

The Transformation of a Petty-Bourgeois Populist Party
into a Bourgeois Party and Electoral Tactics

We consider it as crucial to differentiate between petty-
bourgeois populist parties and openly bourgeois, popular
front parties. True, there is no Great Wall of China divid-
ing the two: Every petty-bourgeois populist party is a po-
tential popular front party (which is why it is easy to mix
these categories). The petty-bourgeois composition — at
least at the leadership level — predestines such parties to
transform their character and to become open bourgeois
parties.

Such a transformation can take place under various con-
ditions. One such condition occurs when such parties en-
ter the government of a capitalist state. In such a situa-
tion, the party eventually comes into close contact with the
bourgeoisie ruling class and integrates into the bourgeois
state apparatus. Usually this leads, after some time, to its
fusion with a sector of the bourgeoisie. In Venezuela, this
sector is called Bolivarian bourgeoisie or Boliburguesia.
Naturally, such a fusion with a sector of the bourgeoisie
and the state apparatus can take place even before a party
becomes part of the government or entirely takes power. It
is also possible for such a popular front party to split (e.g.,
after being expelled from government) and one faction —
maybe even the majority of the party — transforms itself
once again back into a petty-bourgeois populist party. Ex-
amples for such splits and transformations are the Mon-
toneros in Argentina, who were expelled from the Peronist
party in 1974, and the South African EFF mentioned above.

Clearly, when such a party becomes an openly-bourgeois,
popular front party, it is entirely impermissible for revo-
lutionaries to give it any critical electoral support or to in-
volve its members in the wording of slogans.

On the other hand, fighting against this “crossing the lines
into the bourgeois camp” does not release revolutionar-
ies from their obligation to defend such a popular front
government against a counterrevolutionary coup d’état. '3
Lenin explained this in August 1917 when the Bolsheviks
were faced with the need to defend the popular front Ke-
rensky government against a right-wing coup d’état by the
forces of General Kornilov.
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“Like every sharp turn, it calls for a revision and change of
tactics. And as with every revision, we must be extra-cautious
not to become unprincipled. It is my conviction that those who
become unprincipled are people who (like Volodarsky) slide into
defencism or (like other Bolsheviks) into a bloc with the S.R.s,
into supporting the Provisional Government. Their attitude is
absolutely wrong and unprincipled. (...)

Even now we must not support Kerensky’s government. This is
unprincipled. We may be asked: aren’t we going to fight against
Kornilov? Of course we must! But this is not the same thing;
there is a dividing Line here, which is being stepped over by some
Bolsheviks who fall into compromise and allow themselves to be
carried away by the course of events. We shall fight, we are fight-
ing against Kornilov, just as Kerensky’s troops do, but we do
not support Kerensky. On the contrary, we expose his weakness.
There is the difference. It is rather a subtle difference, but it is
highly essential and must not be forgotten.

What, then, constitutes our change of tactics after the Kornilov
revolt? We are changing the form of our struggle against Ke-
rensky. Without in the least relaxing our hostility towards him,
without taking back a single word said against him, without re-
nouncing the task of overthrowing him, we say that we must
take into account the present situation. We shall not overthrow
Kerensky right now. We shall approach the task of fighting
against him in a different way, namely, we shall point out to the
people (who are fighting against Kornilov) Kerensky’s weakness
and vacillation. That has been done in the past as well. Now,
however, it has become the all-important thing and this consti-
tutes the change.

The change, further, is that the all-important thing now has
become the intensification of our campaign for some kind of
“partial demands” to be presented to Kerensky: arrest Milyu-
kov, arm the Petrograd workers, summon the Kronstadt, Vyborg
and Helsingfors troops to Petrograd, dissolve the Duma, arrest
Rodzyanko, legalise the transfer of the landed estates to the peas-
ants, introduce workers’ control over grain and factories, etc.,
etc. We must present these demands not only to Kerensky, and
not so much to Kerensky, as to the workers, soldiers and peas-
ants who have been carried away by the course of the struggle
against Kornilov. We must keep up their enthusiasm, encourage
them to deal with the generals and officers who have declared for
Kornilov, urge them to demand the immediate transfer of land
to the peasants, suggest to them that it is necessary to arrest
Rodzyanko and Milyukov, dissolve the Duma, close down Rech
and other bourgeois papers, and institute investigations against
them. The “Left” S.R.s must be especially urged on in this direc-
tion.” 1%

Similarly, in the context of the Spanish Civil War, Trotsky
explained the importance of defending a bourgeois de-
mocracy with a popular-front government from reaction-
ary assaults while, at the same time, giving this govern-
ment no political support:

“Before 1934 we explained to the Stalinists tirelessly that even
in the imperialist epoch democracy continued to be preferable
to fascism; that is, in all cases where hostile clashes take place
between them, the revolutionary proletariat is obliged to support
democracy against fascism. However, we always added: We can
and must defend bourgeois democracy not by bourgeois demo-
cratic means but by the methods of class struggle, which in turn
pave the way for the replacement of bourgeois democracy by the
dictatorship of the proletariat. This means in particular that in
the process of defending bourgeois democracy, even with arms in
hand, the party of the proletariat takes no responsibility for bour-
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geois democracy, does not enter its government, but maintains
full freedom of criticism and of action in relation to all parties
of the Popular Front, thus preparing the overthrow of bourgeois
democracy at the next stage.” 40

At the same time, Trotsky considered it unprincipled for
revolutionaries to vote for a popular front or to call for a
popular front party to take power. *! This also holds true
in situations when such a popular front party or candi-
date runs against a fascist list or candidate in elections.
For example, in March 1937 there was a by-election for a
parliamentary seat from Brussels in which a fascist leader
was opposed by Premier Paul van Zeeland of the Catholic
Party. The Belgian Labor Party and the Communist Party
helped van Zeeland by not running their own candidates.
The majority of the Belgian section of the “Movement for
the Fourth International” — as the Trotskyists called them-
selves at that time — decided also not to run a candidate
and hence also indirectly supported van Zeeland.

Trotsky and the International Secretariat of the Fourth In-
ternational sharply condemned this position: “The attitude
of the Belgian leadership during the by-election is a severe blow
to the prestige of the Fourth International and especially to its
Belgian section. On this question we are fully in agreement with
the IS and the Paris Lutte ouuriere.” 2

“Several days ago I received the statement of Comrade V. con-
cerning the municipal elections. V.’s arquments against partici-
pation seemed to me false from beginning to end. You know that
I considered and still consider our party’s support to Van Zee-
land to be an extremely serious and dangerous error.” 143

Trotsky opposed electoral support for a popular front
party not only in imperialist countries, but in semi-colo-
nial countries as well. When the Mexican trade union bu-
reaucracy called to support the “progressive “ bourgeois
candidate Avila Camacho in the presidential elections of
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1940, Trotsky rejected this. He explained that support for
a bourgeois candidate was illegitimate: “At the present time
there is no workers party, no trade union that is in the process of
developing independent class politics and that is able to launch
an independent candidate. Under these conditions, our only pos-
sible course of action is to limit ourselves to Marxist propaganda
and to the preparation of a future independent party of the Mexi-
can proletariat.” 4
When Diego de Rivera, a famous Mexican painter who
had for some time been a supporter of the Fourth Interna-
tional, left the movement and advocated the formation of
a new party in order to support a bourgeois candidate at
the elections, Trotsky replied:

“The idea that one can create a party “ad hoc” for a concrete
conjuncture is absolutely incredible and opportunistic in its es-
sence. A workers’ party with a so-called minimum program is
eo ipso a bourgeois party. It is a party which makes the work-
ers support bourgeois politics or bourgeois politicians. A revo-
lutionary Marxist workers’ party could discuss the question of
whether or not it was advisable in this concrete situation to sup-
port one of the bourgeois candidates’” We are of the opinion that
under the given conditions it would be false. ” 1*°

In summary, while we consider critical electoral support
for petty-bourgeois populist parties as legitimate under
specific circumstances, communists can never call for vot-
ing for or the taking of power by parties or candidates of
the bourgeoisie — neither in imperialist nor in semi-colo-
nial countries. Revolutionary Marxists advocate a work-
ers’ and peasant government and not a government of the
workers, peasants and sectors of the bourgeoisie. The latter
would be a popular front government. Electoral support
for such a party would not represent a step towards class
independence but rather a step backwards to the subordi-
nation of the workers and oppressed to the bourgeoisie.
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VI. Traditional Reformist Parties,
New Workers Party and Electoral Tactics

for a new workers’ party — both in countries where no

labor party exists at all as well as in countries in which
one or more reformist workers’ parties already do exist.
We will discuss the conditions under which revolution-
aries can advance such slogans. Furthermore, we discuss
the electoral tactics towards the traditional reformist par-
ties —i.e., social democrat and Stalinist — under the present
conditions.

In this chapter we will deal with the tactics of fighting

Fighting for the New Workers’ Party
(or “Labor Party”) in the Present Period

Concerning the New Workers’ Party tactic we wrote in our
theses:

“In countries, where no bourgeois workers’ party (not even a
reformist one) exists or where the existing bourgeois workers’
parties are already so degenerated that they repel the workers’
vanguard, revolutionaries call upon the workers” vanguard and
mass organizations to found a new workers’ party (or “Labor
Party”). Here, too, interim stages are conceivable. Revolution-
aries might support alliances towards such a goal or the foun-
dation of new organizations of oppressed layers (e.g., migrant
organizations) which could also stand at elections.”

We have explained that the call for a Labor Party is a special
application of the united front tactic used by small com-
munist forces in countries where a mass bourgeois work-
ers’ party does not exist. In such countries revolutionaries
call on larger working class formations (e.g., trade unions)
to enter the political field by forming independent work-
ers’ parties. Such a party must be entirely independent of
bourgeois and petit-bourgeois parties. In the USA, for ex-
ample, we call on the trade unions to break with the Dem-
ocratic Party and to found a Labor Party. The same tactic
is applicable in Argentina towards the Peronist-dominated
unions, or to the CTA in South Africa, where COSATU is
bound to the popular front ANC government. It is also ap-
plicable in Egypt, where the independent trade unions are
subordinated to bourgeois politicians. Basically, this tactic
is applicable for the majority of the countries in the world.

Such a labor party must not refrain from running in elec-
tions against bourgeois and petit-bourgeois parties. Revo-
lutionaries should fight against the “natural” tendency of
opportunist labor leaders to hesitate and avoid confront-
ing such parties on the electoral field.

In periods of intensified working class struggle, this tactic
can be successful as, to a certain extent, we have seen in
recent years in South Africa. Here NUMSA, the largest sin-
gle trade union, split with COSATU after the latter contin-
ued to support the government despite the Marikana mas-
sacre and the government’s austerity policy. Subsequently
NUMSA leaders founded the “United Front,” which while
a political movement is still not a party running in elec-
tions.

Another example of such a labor party is the Workers

Party (PT) in Brazil which was founded and led by Lula
in the late 1970s in the period of the military dictatorship.
However, it later degenerated into a reformist party.

The call for a New Workers’ Party (or “Labor Party”) is al-
ways an appropriate tactic in such countries where no
workers’ party exists. Naturally, there will be more op-
portunities to apply it as agitation during periods of in-
tensified working class struggle. In other words, it will be
a particular relevant tactic in the coming period, given the
acceleration of the political, economic and social contra-
dictions in the historic period which began in 2008.
Revolutionaries fight against the danger of a reformist
degeneration of such a new workers’ party. They do so
by advocating a revolutionary program, i.e., a full tran-
sitional program as the program of this party. They will
build a revolutionary tendency within such a party which
will fight for the leadership of the party by exposing the
betrayal of the reformists and the centrists in actual strug-
gles. This can be done by putting forward a number of
appropriate minimum and transitional demands which
unify and mobilize the workers and the oppressed against
the capitalist class enemy. On such a basis, revolutionaries
should use the tactic of the united font with other forces
against the common enemy according to the principle
“march separately, strike together.”

However, revolutionaries must not be ultimatimists. In
other words, they don’t enter such a labor party, present
their program and if rejected immediately leave the party.
Such a sectarian tactic would only be in the service of re-
formist forces trying to control such a party. Communists
must attempt to win over rank and file workers and youth
and left-wing forces within the party by proposing con-
crete campaigns which help to advance the class struggle
and the political development of the party in a militant,
socialist direction.

Of course, sooner or later the party will stand at a cross-
roads: either it will develop into a revolutionary direction
and become a truly socialist party or it will degenerate bu-
reaucratically and be transformed into a reformist force.
When revolutionaries prove too weak to halt the reformist
degeneration of such a party, they will be obliged to split.
While the labor party tactic was originally developed for
countries in which there no reformist workers’ party, to-
day it can also be applied in countries where such a party
exists. Why? The answer lies in the massive degeneration
of the traditional reformist parties in recent years. As we
outlined above, the period of neoliberal globalization has
accelerated the degeneration of the social democratic and
Stalinist parties. It has pushed them to the right; it has in-
tensified the links between the bureaucracy and the bour-
geoisie; it has increased the influence of the middle class
and weakened the links with the working class.

Similarly, there has been a substantial bourgeoisification
of the ex-Stalinist parties too. On the one hand this process
has not developed as rapidly as in their social democratic
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twins. The reason for this is simply that they have, to a
far lesser degree, been integrated in the executive of the
capitalist state, i.e., they have been less often part of gov-
ernments. On the other hand, a number of these parties
also had fewer roots in the working class. In any case, in
recent years we were witness to the increasing influence of
the petty-bourgeois intellectuals in these parties (e.g., the
Transform network of the Party of the European Left)

This does not mean, in most cases, that these parties have
ceased to be bourgeois workers’ parties. However, while it
is true that most of them are dominated by a bureaucracy
with close links to businessmen and managers, they nev-
ertheless still retain important links to the working class,
mostly via their close relationships with trade unions.
Marxists must undertake a concrete examination of each
such traditional reformist party and, in each case, judge
whether or not they have crossed the Rubicon and thereby
have ceased to be bourgeois workers’ parties, and have
thus been transformed into openly-bourgeois parties or,
more precisely, popular front parties.

For example, in Europe the slogan calling for a new work-
ers’ party is particularly relevant for Italy. The transforma-
tion of the Italian Communist Party (PCI) into the Partito
Democratico is an example of such a development. In this
case, the PCI transformed itself in the early 1990s first into
the Democratici di Sinistra (Democrats of the Left) and later
the Partito Democratico, via its fusion with other, openly-
bourgeois parties. This is a classic case of regression from
being a bourgeois workers” party into a popular frontist
or openly bourgeois party. While initially a left-reformist
party existed in the form of the Partito della Rifondazione
Comunista led by Fausto Bertinotti (its split when the PCI
transformed it into a popular front party), this party en-
tirely discredited by its participation in neoliberal govern-
ments, and consequently failed to get a single seat in par-
liament in the last elections.

However, opposite trends cannot be excluded — at least
temporarily. Under certain circumstances such parties can
even experience an initial rejuvenation (see, for example,
the British Labour Party under Corbyn). ¢ Neverthe-
less, the “neoliberalization” of social democracy incites the
breaking away from it of significant sectors of the work-
ers’ vanguard and the proletarian masses. However, at the
same time, the consciousness of these proletarian sectors
is not sufficiently advanced to join a revolutionary orga-
nization. In such cases, revolutionaries must apply the
New Workers’ Party tactic, directing a call to found a new
workers’ party to those sectors of the vanguard and the
working class who are ready to break with traditional re-
formist parties, but still do not have a revolutionary class
consciousness. The principles of this tactic are the same as
with the Labor Party tactic.

Such a tactic should not be confused with the opportu-
nistic tactic of adopted by various left-reformists and cen-
trists who advocate the formation of a pluralistic reformist
party. Of course it is likely that, in the first phase, there
will be reformist, centrist as well as revolutionary tenden-
cies within such a new party. Bolshevik-Communists are
not sectarian and don’t fear the application of the united
front tactic under such circumstances.

But centrists consider such a party as a solution, a per-
manent model of a “pluralist left party.” They believe that
this type of party can exist for an extended period of time.
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As a result, they don’t advocate a revolutionary program
of struggle but “realistically” propose a left-reformist pro-
gram. Rather than fight against the emerging reformist
bureaucrats, they cooperate or “peacefully co-exist” with
them.

In contrast to such an opportunistic approach, as Bol-
shevik-Communists, we would work inside such a party
while openly advocating our independent program. While
cooperating with other forces within the party, we would
uncompromisingly fight against reformist and centrist
tendencies. We would try to patiently convince the major-
ity of the party to adopt a revolutionary perspective. If this
fails and the party degenerates into an ossified reformist
formation, revolutionaries would draw the conclusions
and split from such the party, taking with us all amenable
militant workers and oppressed, and found an authentic
revolutionary party.

The present period characterized by the decay of tradi-
tional reformist parties is fertile ground for Marxists to ad-
vocate the slogan for new workers’ parties, taking advan-
tage of the growing desire of significant sectors of the pro-
letariat for a new alterative to these neoliberalized parties.
Agitating for such a new alternative by no means involves
ignoring those sectors of the vanguard and the working
class who are still attached to the traditional reformist par-
ties. But there can be no doubt that, in the current period
of upheaval, revolutionaries have to outline a perspective
that points forward in the forming of a new workers’ party
and a new workers’ international.

The significant rise and growth in recent years of new
political formations which base themselves on reformist
or populist critiques of neoliberal capitalism and advocate
the rights of workers specifically and popular democratic
rights in general is ample justification for the RCIT’s tactic
calling for the formation of new workers’ parties. Exam-
ples of this trend is the tremendous growth of SYRIZA in
Greece, the electoral successes of centrist forces as well as
Sinn Fein at the elections in Ireland, and the spectacular
growth of Podemos founded only two years ago. While, in
the formal sense, SYRIZA and Sinn Fein are not new par-
ties, in recent years they have only constituted small forces
but have now begun to grow because of the decay of the
traditional reformist parties.

Of course, as we have indicated above, no one should
have any illusions about these new reformist or populist
parties. Ultimately they will betray the working class and
the oppressed either when they have the opportunity to
enter a government or when they play the leading role in
a mass struggle. It is for this reason that revolutionaries
must warn the masses in advance about the true nature
of the leaderships of these parties. But at the same time,
Marxists must not ignore the politicization and radicaliza-
tion of sectors of the working class and the youth which
currently find their expressions in support for these new
parties. Any sectarian abstentionism against this process
would only guarantee the isolation of revolutionaries.
This is why critical electoral support for such parties, in
addition to entryism under certain circumstances, can be
a legitimate instrument for Marxists in the current period.
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Engels, Lenin and Trotsky on the Labor Party Tactic

The Labor Party tactic was first developed by Marx and
Engels. As is well know, in the late 19* century there were
countries in which the growth of the trade union move-
ment did not go hand in hand with the formation of in-
dependent workers’ party. ' The most prominent cases
were Britain and the USA. In Britain the trade unions en-
tered into a political alliance with the openly-bourgeois
Liberal Party. Only after decades did they break with the
Liberals and turn to independent political representation.
First, they founded the reformist Labour Representation
Committee in 1900 and then, in 1906, they established the
Labour Party.

Marx and Engels argued that it is essential for the work-
ing class to overcome its political subordination to the par-
ties of the bourgeoisie and to constitute their own parties.
Doing so would constitute an important step in their de-
velopment of a political class consciousness. Hence, Marx
and Engels supported every practical step towards the for-
mation of an independent workers” party, even when this
process was fraught with reformist illusions in the minds
of many participants.

In 1886 this is what Engels wrote in a letter to Friedrich
Adolph Sorge:

“The worst aspect of the Knights Of Labor is their political neu-
trality whose only result is the sharp practice of the Powderlys,
etc. But this last has had its sting drawn by the response of the
masses in the November elections, more especially in New York.
In a country that has newly entered the movement, the first real-
Ly crucial step is the formation by the workers of an independent
political party, no matter how, so long as it is distinguishable as
a labour party. And this step has been taken far sooner than we
might have expected, and that’s the main thing. That the first
programme of this party should still be muddle-headed and ex-
tremely inadequate, that it should have picked Henry George for
its figurehead, are unavoidable if merely transitory evils. The
masses must have the time and the opportunity to evolve; and
they will not get that opportunity until they have a movement of
their own — no matter what its form, providing it is their own
movement — in which they are impelled onwards by their own
mistakes and learn by bitter experience.” '

Later Lenin and the Communist International general-
ized this tactic. Lenin himself wrote in 1907:

“Engels stressed the importance of an independent workers’
party, even with a poor programme, because he was speaking
of countries where there had formerly been not even a hint of
the workers” political independence and where, in politics, the
workers mostly dragged along behind the bourgeoisie, and still
dO.” 149

Later, after the foundation of the Communist Interna-
tional, Lenin wanted to further generalize this tactic. At
the Second World Congress in 1920 he met with the US
representative, Louis C. Fraina, and asked him his opinion
about the applicability of the labor tactic in the USA. How-
ever, Fraina rejected the idea and Lenin did not push this
matter. ™ However, Lenin saw to it that the Comintern
would continue to discuss this issue. He raised it again
in discussions around the Third Congress in 1921 and,
by 1922, the Comintern and the American Party — now
renamed the Workers’ Party after the name “Communist
Party” had been declared illegal in America — adopted the
labor party as the specific form of the united front in the
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USA. =

This correct approach was explained the same year in a
pamphlet — “For a Labor Party” — published by the Work-
ers’ Party and written by the Comintern representative in
the US, John Pepper. It outlined the Comintern position
on this issue. It called for the AFL — the US trade union
federation — to build such a Labor Party:

“The December Conference owes it to the American Labor move-
ment to create a big independent political party of the workers,
the Labor Party. If this Labor Party is to grow, it must be built
on the trade unions. If the new Labor Party is not to sink into
a swamp without any principles, it must admit the left wing
of the working class, the Communistic Workers Party and the
Proletarian Party. The Labor Party must adopt a class-conscious
program. A program not considering the interests of the capital-
ists, but only the interests of the workers. A program clearly see-
ing the goal: the abolition of wage slavery the establishment of a
workers’ republic and a collectivist system of production. Sooner
or later, a Labor Party will inevitably adopt such a program. It
should do so at the moment of its birth.” >

However, against the backdrop of the Stalinist degenera-
tion of the Comintern, Pepper and the Workers” Party’s
leadership would soon replace the principled application
of the labor party tactic with an opportunist tactic of build-
ing a cross-class Farmer and Labor Party. This experiment
ended in a complete failure. '

Later, Trotsky would develop the labor party tactic into
its most refined revolutionary form. In a discussion with
leaders of the SWP — the US-American Trotskyist party
— Trotsky explained what he considered the correct ap-
proach on the labor party question.

“Question: How do you reconcile this with the original state-
ment that we cannot advocate the organization of a reformist
labor party? I would like to get clear in my mind what con-
cretely does our comrade do when his trade union is affiliated to
the LNPL and he is sent as a delegate to the labor party. There
the question comes up of what to do in the elections and it is
proposed: “Let us support LaGuardia.” (This was a Republican
congressman and later mayor of New York City in 1917-45, Ed.)
Concretely, how does the matter present itself to our comrades?

Trotsky: Here we are in a trade union meeting to discuss the
affiliation to the LNPL. I will say in the trade union: First, the
unification of the unions on a political plan is a progressive step.
There is a danger that it will fall into the the hands of our en-
emies. I therefore propose two measures: 1) That we have only
workers and farmers as our representatives; that we do not de-
pend on so-called parliamentary friends; 2) That our representa-
tives follow out our program, this program. We then map out
concrete plans concerning unemployment, military budget, etc.
Then I say, if you propose me as a candidate, you know my pro-
gram. If you send me as your representative, I will fight for this
program in the LNPL, in the labor party. When the LNPL makes
a decision to vote for LaGuardia, I either resign with protest, or
protest and remain: “I can’t vote for La Guardia. I have my man-
date.” We get large new possibilities for propaganda ...

The dissolution of our organization is absolutely excluded. We
make absolutely clear that we have our organization, our press,
etc., etc. It is a question of the relationship of forces. Comrade
Dunne says we cannot yet advocate in the unions support for the
SWP. Why? Because we are too weak. And we can’t say to the
workers: Wait till we become more authoritative, more powerful.
We must intervene in the movement as it is ...

Question: If there were no movement for a labor party and we
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would be opposed to the creation of one, how does that affect the
program itself — it would still be our transition program. I don’t
understand when you say we can’t advocate a reformist party
but we do advocate and become champions of labor-party move-
ments for the purpose of imposing the workers’ will politically.

Trotsky: It would be absurd to say that we advocate a reformist
party. We can say to the leaders of the LNPL: “You're making of
this movement a purely opportunistic appendage to the Demo-
crats.” It’s a question of a pedagogical approach. How can we
say that we advocate the creation of a reformist party? We say,
you cannot impose your will through a reformist party but only
through a revolutionary party. The Stalinists and liberals wish
to make of this movement a reformist party but we have our pro-
gram, we make of this a revolutionary...

Question: How can you explain a revolutionary labor party?
We say: The SWP is the only revolutionary party, has the only
revolutionary program. How then can you explain to the work-
ers that also the labor party is a revolutionary party?

Trotsky: I will not say that the labor party is a revolutionary
party, but that we will do everything to make it possible. At ev-
ery meeting I will say: I am a representative of the SWP. I con-
sider it the only revolutionary party. But I am not a sectarian.
You are trying now fo create a big workers’ party. I will help
you but I propose that you consider a program for this party. |
make such and such propositions. I begin with this. Under these
conditions it would be a big step forward. Why not say openly
what is? Without any camouflage, without any diplomacy.” *>*

The Traditional Reformist Parties
and Electoral Tactics Today

As we have outlined in our United Front Theses, the RCIT
has always supported the tactic of critical electoral support
for reformist parties as developed by Lenin and Trotsky.
We have repeatedly explained that, where communist
forces are very small, they should advocate the tactic of
critical support for parties of the working class and the op-
pressed in their relations with the non-communist masses.

Our method of critical support implies raising a program
of immediate and certain transitional demands which ad-
dress the most burning needs of the masses. The purpose
is to mobilize workers in the struggle and force a reformist
party to take this or that act in the interests of workers.
Such demands must always be combined with slogans for
organizing the workers and oppressed, and which focus
on establishing action committees composed of ordinary
workers in workplaces and neighborhoods, and which
are not controlled by the bureaucracy. This is crucial be-
cause, first, mass mobilizations are the only way to force
the reformist bureaucracy to implement even limited pro-
gressive actions. And second, such organizing slogans can
lay the groundwork for the workers to struggle for these
demands independently if their bureaucratic leaderships
refuse to carry them out.

In our predecessor organization, we explained the tactic
of critical support in our Theses on Reformism:

“Both of these elements of critical support —demands on reform-
ists, and organising independent struggle in pursuit of these de-
mands—are crucial because a government of a bourgeois work-
ers’ party (i.e. a bourgeois workers” government) will inevitably
be the tool of capital against the working class. Organising for
struggle is vital to prevent defeat and demoralisation amongst
the masses when this becomes clear in practice. At the same time,
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the communists put forward their own programme, counterpos-
ing it to the reformist programme, even where they do not stand
communist candidates. To win workers to a revolutionary al-
ternative it is necessary to spell out, even for the duration of the
united front (in this case, basically the election campaign) what
the alternative is. The tactic of critical electoral support flows
solely from the existence of the organic relationship between the
bourgeois workers’ party and the working class. It is not in any
way predicated upon the programme or promises of the reform-
ists. Communist agitation and propaganda for electoral support
must not be open to interpretation as support for the reform-
ists as a “lesser evil” than the open bourgeois parties. The pur-
pose of bringing the reformists to power is precisely to put them
to the test, to prove that they are indeed as willing as the open
bourgeois parties to defend the class rule and state power of the
bourgeoisie and to attack the working class to serve that end.” '
Unfortunately, a number of centrists and ultra-leftists be-
lieve that critical support for reformist parties, which have
repeatedly betrayed the working class, would be a con-
tradiction of Marxist principles. This is absolutely incor-
rect. In fact, Lenin explained a very long time ago that the
issue is not whether we, the communists, understand the
treacherous nature of the reformists, but if the mass of the
working class understands this. In his famous book "Left-
Wing” Communism — An Infantile Disorder written in 1920,
Lenin advised the British communists to lend critical elec-
toral support to the reformist Labour Party:

“If we are the party of the revolutionary class, and not merely
a revolutionary group, and if we want the masses to follow us
and unless we achieve that we stand the risk of remaining mere
windbags) we must, first, help Henderson or Snowden to beat
Lloyd George and Churchill (or rather compel the former to
beat the latter because the former are afraid of their victory!);
second, we must help the majority of the working class to be
convinced by their own experience that we are right; i.e. that
the Hendersons and Snowdens are absolutely good for nothing,
that they are petit-bourgeois and treacherous by nature, and
that their bankruptcy is inevitable; third, we must bring closer
the moment when on the basis of the disappointment of most of
the workers in the Hendersons, it will be possible, with serious
chance of success, to overthrow the government of the Hender-
sons at once.” 1%

At the time, the communists in Britain were a very small
force numbering only a few hundred and were not yet
united into a single party. ' Nevertheless, or precisely
for this reason, Lenin called his comrades to approach the
mass of the working class with a tactic that addressed their
current, non-communist, reformist consciousness:

“We would take part in the election campaign, distribute leaf-
lets agitating for communism, and in all constituencies where
we have no candidates, we would urge the electors to vote for
the Labour candidate and against the bourgeois candidate. Com-
rades Sylvia Pankhurst and Gallagher are mistaken in thinking
that this is a betrayal of communism, or a renunciation of the
struggle against the social traitors. On the contrary, the cause
of communist revolution would undoubtedly gain thereby. At
present, British Communists very often find it hard even to ap-
proach the masses, and even to get a hearing from them. If I come
out as a communist and call upon them to vote for Henderson
and against Lloyd George, they will certainly give me a hearing.
And I shall be able to explain in a popular manner not only why
the Soviets are better than a parliament and why the dictatorship
of the proletariat is better than the dictatorship of Churchill (dis-
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guised with the signboard of “bourgeois democracy”) but also
that, with my vote, I want to support Henderson in the same
way as the rope supports a hanged man- that the impending
establishment of a government of Hendersons will prove that |
am right, will bring the masses to my side, and will hasten the
political death of the Hendersons and Snowdens just as was the
case with their kindred spirits in Russia and Germany.” >
Later Trotsky would continue to advocate such a method
in relation to reformist mass parties. He emphasized that
communists give critical support to reformists not because
they have a better program or policy than openly-bour-
geois parties, or because they are the “lesser evil.” He ar-
gued that communists should apply the united front tactic
on the electoral field only because of the organic relation-
ship between the reformists and the working class. For the
same reason, he would criticize the centrist ILP in Britain
when the latter called for critical support only for those
candidates of the Labour Party who opposed imperialist
sanctions against Italy after its 1935 invasion of Abyssinia.
“No. Economic sanctions, if real, lead to military sanctions, to
war. The ILP itself has been saying this. It should have given
critical support to oll Labour Party candidates, that is, where the
ILP itself was not contesting. In the New Leader I read that your
London division agreed to support only anti-sanctionist Labour
Party candidates. This too is incorrect. The Labour Party should
have been critically supported not because it was for or against
sanctions but because it represented the working class masses.
The basic error which was made by some ILPers who withdrew
critical support was to assume that the war danger necessitated a
change in our assessment of reformism. But as Clausewitz said,
and Lenin often repeated, war is the continuation of politics by
other means. If this is true, it applies not only to capitalist par-
ties but to Social Democratic parties. The war crisis does not
alter the fact that the Labour Party is a workers’ party, which the
governmental party is not. Nor does it alter the fact that the La-
bour Party leadership cannot fulfill its promises, that it will be-
tray the confidence which the masses place in it. In peacetime the
workers will, if they trust in Social Democracy, die of hunger; in
war, for the same reason, they will die from bullets. Revolution-
ists never give critical support to reformism on the assumption
that reformism, in power, could satisfy the fundamental needs of
the workers. It is possible, of course, that a Labour government
could introduce a few mild temporary reforms. It is also possible
that the League [of Nations] could postpone a military conflict
about secondary issues-just as a cartel can eliminate secondary
economic crises only to reproduce them on a larger scale. So the
League can eliminate small episodic conflicts only to generalize
them into world war. Thus, both economic and military crises
will only return with an added explosive force so long as capital-
ism remains. And we know that Social Democracy cannot abol-
ish capitalism. No, in war as in peace, the ILP must say to the
workers: “The Labour Party will deceive you and betray you, but
you do not believe us. Very well, we will go through your expe-
riences with you, but in no case do we identify ourselves with
the Labour Party program.” Morrison, Clynes, etc., represent
certain prejudices of the workers. When the ILP seeks to boycott
Clynes it helps not only Baldwin but Clynes himself. If success-
ful in its tactic, the ILP prevents the election of Clynes, of the
Labour government, and so prevents their exposure before the
masses. The workers will say: “If only we had had Clynes and
Morrison in power, things would have been better.”” '
Trotsky repeated Lenin’s advise not to confuse the politi-
cal conclusions of revolutionaries with those of the mass
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of the working class.

“It is argued that the Labour Party already stands exposed by
its past deeds in power and its present reactionary platform. For
example, by its decision at Brighton. For us —yes! But not for the
masses, the eight millions who voted Labour.” '

Precisely because revolutionaries advocate electoral sup-
port for reformist parties not for their program but for
their relationship with the working class, we usually do
not give electoral support to small reformist or centrist
lists. Their non-revolutionary program gives us no reason
to support them, and because they lack a mass base in the
working class, such a tactic would not help revolutionaries
to come closer to non-revolutionary workers and the op-
pressed. Consequently, any support for such candidates
would only be misinterpreted as support for their politics,
something which communists can never give.

We have always insisted that it is foolish to believe that
workers’ illusions in reformist parties can readily be over-
come. This is particularly true in light of the absence of a
large revolutionary party. The longevity of these illusions
in reformist parties is related to the historic roots of the
social democratic and Stalinist parties among the working
class. Therefore, these illusions don’t automatically disap-
pear when such parties enter a government.

However, while this has been the case for a number of
decades after the World War II, important changes have
taken place in the past 10-15 years. As we noted above,
most reformist parties have not ceased to be bourgeois
workers’ parties, but there have been significant breaks
of sectors of the working class with these parties. These
ruptures either led to the formation of new parties or to fu-
sions with other, smaller reformist parties. In other cases,
this development only results in a higher rate of absten-
tion from elections.

As we have said above, raising the slogan for a new work-
ers’ party does not necessarily mean that revolutionaries
should drop the tactic of critical electoral support for the
traditional reformist parties. It is the role of revolutionar-
ies to alert workers to the need for building a new party.
However, as long as this process has not taken shape, it
may still be useful to relate in our electoral tactics to work-
ers who — despite being fed up - still vote for the tradi-
tional reformist party as “the lesser evil.”

We therefore stated in our Theses that in general, “criti-
cal support for non-revolutionary workers parties is a legitimate
tactic for helping class-conscious workers to overcome their illu-
sions in reformist leaderships.”

At the same time, we must take into account that the decay
of the reformist parties and their increasing discrediting in
light of the pro-austerity, pro-war, and racist policy with
which they are complicit because of their participation in
the government, provokes more and more such ruptures
with sectors of its working class base. For this reason,
revolutionaries have to carefully study under what con-
ditions the progressive sectors of the working class view
the reformist party as a tool to resist the offensive of the
bourgeoisie and when this is no longer the case, and these
workers would rather turn away from the reformist party.

The latter situation is particularly likely when a bourgeois
workers’ party is part of the government and serves as a
whip or executioner in the implementation of severe at-
tacks on the working class — austerity programs, imperi-
alist wars, racist hatred, attacks on democratic rights, etc.
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Such a situation arose, for example, in France when Hol-
lande imposed the state of emergency regime in 2015 or in
Austria in 2016 when the government — led by the social
democratic party — imposed harsh laws against refugees.

Similar situations existed in Britain in the first decade of
the new millennium when the Blair-led Labour Party be-
came the strongest supporter of Bush’s imperialist war of-
fensives in the Middle East.

In such circumstances it would be wrong for revolution-
aries to call for the electoral support of these reformist
parties. Here the aim is rather to relate to the vanguard
workers who have already broken with them. In such
cases Marxists should either call for critical support for
another party which better reflects the desire of the pro-
gressive workers and oppressed to fight back or, if such
a party does not run in the upcoming elections, call for a
blank vote.

Let usillustrate our approach with the following example.
The Austrian section of the RCIT called for a critical vote
for the social democratic party (SPO) in Vienna’s regional
elections in October 2015. As we have explained — in addi-
tion to the SPO’s traditional relations with the organized
working class — our position was based on a certain rally-
ing in the weeks before the elections of important sectors
of the vanguard and the working class as a whole around
this party. The reasons for this shift towards the SPO were,
on the one hand, the fear of a victory of the right-wing
racist FPO party and, on the other, the positioning of the
SPO as a “Refugees are welcome” party in distinct contrast
to the anti-migrant position of the right-wing racists. Our
assessment was vindicated in the polls by SPO’s receiving
more than 39% of the vote.

Chapter VI i

However, in the April 2016 Austrian presidential elec-
tions, we no longer called for critical support for the SPO
candidate. This is because, in the period following the
October 2015 elections, the SPO had diametrically shifted
its policy and - as the leading party in the governmental
coalition — implemented a harsh anti-refugee policy. Con-
sequently, the vanguard and a huge proportion of former
SPO voters turned away from the party and, as a result,
the SPO candidate won only 11% of the vote — a historic
low for this party. *!

We note, in passing, that the Austrian section of the RCIT
has had some successful experiences applying the united
front tactic towards social democratic activists. For exam-
ple, in the autumn of 2014, our section recruited the major-
ity of social democratic youth organization activists from
the largest and most proletarian branch in Vienna. ¢

In other words, revolutionaries have to relate their elec-
toral tactics to an attentive study of the political develop-
ment of the vanguard sectors of the working class and
their readiness to break with the traditional reformist par-
ties. This is particularly relevant in a situation of acceler-
ated class contradictions when the chances for a rupture of
sectors of the working class with the traditional reformist
parties are higher.

On the other hand, revolutionaries must also carefully
analyze the dynamic relationship of the working class and
reformist parties, because under specific circumstances the
progressive sectors of the working class might rally once
again under the banner of social democracy or Stalinism
in an attempt to form a defense line against a right-wing,
neoliberal onslaught.

New Book!

Michael Probsting:

Greece: A Modern Semi-Colony

The Contradictory Development of Greek Capitalism, Its Failed Attempts to Become
a Minor Imperialist Power, and Its Present Situation as an Advanced Semi-Colonial Country

The RCIT is proud to announce the publication of a
new English-language book — GREECE: A MODERN
SEMI-COLONY. The book’s subtitle is: The Contradictory
Development of Greek Capitalism, Its Failed Attempts to Become
a Minor Imperialist Power, and Its Present Situation as an
Advanced Semi-Colonial Country with Some Specific Features.
It contains six chapters (144 pages) and includes 12 tables,
35 figures and 4 maps. The author of the book is Michael
Probsting who serves as the International Secretary of the
RCIT.

The following paragraphs are the back cover text of the
book which gives an overview of its content.

Greece is at the forefront both of the capitalist crisis in
Europe as well as of the class struggle. It is hardly an
exaggeration to say that what the Arab Revolution has
been for the world in the past few years, Greece has been
for Europe.

Subsequently, the question of the class character of Greece
is of crucial importance both for the domestic as well as for
the international workers movement: Is it an imperialist

state, a semi-colonial country or something else, and what
are its specific features?

In Chapter I we outline a summary of the Marxists’
theoretical conception of imperialist respectively semi-
colonial states. In Chapter II we give a brief historical
overview of the development
of Greek capitalism. In Chapter
III we deal with Greece’s failed
attempt to become a minor
imperialist power. In Chapter
IV we outline the historic crisis
of Greek capitalism from 2008
until today. In Chapter V we
elaborate the most important
programmatic conclusions and
in the last Chapter we present a
summary in the form of theses.
The book contains 12 Tables, 35
Figures and 4 Maps. m

Greece:
A Modern
Semi-Colony
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VII. Revolutionary Tactics and

Petty-Bourgeois Populist Parties in Imperialist Countries

what new phenomenon which has appeared in recent

years— the emergence of petty-bourgeois populist par-
ties in imperialist countries. By this we don’t mean par-
ties like Respect which are to an important degree the
(petty-bourgeois) political expression of the resistance of
migrants and national and ethnic minorities. Rather we
mean parties like Podermos in Spain which we have already
briefly characterized in Chapter IV.

In this chapter we will discuss how to assess a some-

Should Marxists call for
Critical Electoral Support for Podemos in Spain?

In our Theses on the United Front Tactic we stated that criti-
cal electoral support “could also be applicable to new petty-
bourgeois populist parties in imperialist countries.” At this
point we discussed, and confirmed, the applicability of
such a tactic concerning parties like Respect (see more on
this below in Chapter VIII). However, here we will discuss
whether such a tactic would also be legitimate for new
petty-bourgeois populist parties like Podemos in Spain.

As we have described above, Podemos is a new party
which emerged out of the powerful Indignados movement
which played a powerful role in 2011. It has strong support
among the lower middle class which faces unemployment
and social decline. It also has substantial support among
sectors of the working class. This is not only reflected in
the social composition of their supporters but also in their
political agenda. Podemos gives high priority to social is-
sues like the minimum wage, housing rent, and personal
debt.

We maintain that it would be principled for Marxists to
call for critical electoral support for Podemos in the pres-
ent situation. Podemos reflects both the progressive protest
of sectors of the lower middle class which are moving to-
wards unity with the working class, as well as the protest
of workers dissatisfied with the highly-bureaucratized
and treacherous official leaderships (PSOE, the leader-
ships of the UGT and the CCOO). This characteristic of
Podemos has been underlined by the rapid growth of its
membership in the shortest possible time — up to nearly
400,000 members since the party’s founding in 2014 — their
mass demonstration of more than 100,000 people in Janu-
ary 2015, as well as the growth of branches in working
class districts. Furthermore, the party receives significant
electoral support in working class areas.

It is true that there exist at the same time two bourgeois
workers’ parties — the social democratic PSOE and the ex-
Stalinist IU. However, the PSOE is widely (and correctly)
seen as a party of the ruling class. As a result, the most dy-
namic sectors of the working class have moved away from
the PSOE. To call for critical electoral support for such a
party when, at the same time, there are other parties which
reflect the dynamism of the militant proletariat, would be
cowardly, right-wing opportunism.

In contrast to PSOE, the IU has not been historically
aligned with governing the capitalist system, as it was
never part of a national coalition government. Through its
connections with the CCOO it retains some organic links
with the organized working class, even though these links
have become weaker in recent years (along with the con-
comitant weakening of the trade unions themselves). IU
relates more to militant sectors of the working class than
PSOE does. This is why critical electoral support for IU has
been a legitimate tactic in past years.

However, the IU failed to attract the growing number of
militant workers and people from the lower middle class,
resulting in a substantial electoral losses for the party.
During the last elections (December 2015) IU received only
3.7% of the vote. However this can potentially change in
the future.

Naturally, there should be no doubt that the case of Podem-
0s is an exception. In general, Marxists direct their electoral
tactics in imperialist countries either to workers’ parties or
to petty-bourgeois parties representing oppressed layers
(national minorities, migrants). However, in Spain we wit-
ness the combination of a number of factors which create
a situation in which critical electoral support for Podemos
is legitimate. These factors include: the emergence of the
powerful Indignados movement in 2011; the failure of IU to
attract the radicalized sectors of the workers and the lower
middle class; and, in parallel, the successful constitution of
Podemos as a party reflecting the desire of these layers for
radical change.

Furthermore, it is important to understand that parties
like Podemos are an unstable, transitional phenomenon. Its
petty-bourgeois character and the lack of institutionalized
links with established mass organizations make it unlikely
that the character of Podemos will remain as it presently is
for any significant time. Rather, it is far more likely that the
party will either shift to the right, and thereby lose many
of its active members, or will undergo a split with one
wing moving further to the left. A split is by no means out
of question given divisions which already exist between
the current majority around Pablo Iglesias and a number
of minorities, the two principal ones being that presently
led by the Mandelite , Anticapitalistas” Teresa Rodriguez
and Miguel Urban, and the other currently formed around
the post-Marxist and anti-globalization intellectual fhigo
Errejon. 1

The Trotskyists and the Farmer-Labor Party (FLP)
in the USA in the 1930s

We are fully aware that our tactics towards Podemos rep-
resent an innovation of the Marxists” tactic in imperialist
countries. However, we think that our tactic is not without
historical precedents.

As we have already outlined above, Lenin and the Bol-
sheviks considered it legitimate to lend electoral support
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to the S.R. party, which was based on the poor peasantry
but which also had support among sectors of the working
class. '** As the Bolsheviks have stated many times, Rus-
sia at that time was an, albeit backward, imperialist coun-
try. ' However, one can argue that this is not a useful
example, since Russia before 1917 still had not completed
its bourgeois-democratic revolution, and contained semi-
feudal economic structures as well as an absolutist state
apparatus.

However, we also refer readers to another example: the
Farmer-Labor Party (FLP) in the USA. The FLP existed as
a mass party in some states (e.g., Minnesota). It was com-
posed of a number of farmers’ organizations — like the
Non-Partisan League, an organization of poor farmers — as
well as local trade unions. In Minnesota, the FLP repeat-
edly won — from 1918 until 1942 — elections for a number
of US congressmen as well as senators. Furthermore, can-
didates of the FLP were elected as the governor of Min-
nesota between 1931 and 1939 (Floyd B. Olson, Hjalmar
Petersen and Elmer A. Benson).

In short, the FLP was not a workers’ party but rather a
“farmers and workers party,” i.e., a cross-class party or, in
other words, a petty-bourgeois populist party.

However, under concrete circumstances, this populist
party represented an important break of workers and
small farmers with the two dominant capitalist parties —
the Democrats and the Republicans. Under these condi-
tions the US-Trotskyists developed specific tactics in the
1930s towards the FLP. These tactics included a call for
critical electoral support for this party as well as entering
the FLP and forming a revolutionary faction from with-
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in. ' Farrell Dobbs writes in a book about the Teamsters
struggle:

“Confronted with these unique circumstances, the Communist
League of America (as the Trotskyist organization was named
at that time, Ed.) shaped a special policy for political work in
Minnesota, deciding that FLP candidates for public office could
be accorded critical support. That meant they could be backed
in election campaigns, as against their capitalist opponents; but
such support at the polls would be accompanied by criticism of
the FLP’s reformist program and of the politics followed by its
elected representatives.” ¢
Yet another manifestation of such an approach was
Trotsky’s advocacy of a workers” and peasant government
in the USA which he concretized as a transitional slogan in
order to build a bridge to reformist and populist workers
and peasants: “For a government of Lewis, Green and LaFol-
lete”. The first two were the central trade unions leaders
and the latter was a populist who had a strong following
among many small farmers.

“In our mind it leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat. We
say to the workers and farmers: You want Lewis as president —
well that depends upon his program. Lewis plus Green plus
La Follette as representative of the farmers? That, too, depends
upon the program. We try to concretize, to make more precise the
program, then the workers” and farmers’ government signifies a
government of the proletariat which leads the farmers.” 18

In summary, under specific circumstances, revolutionar-
ies have to apply the united front tactic — including elec-
toral support and entryism — to petty-bourgeois populist
parties even in imperialist countries like the US-Trotsky-
ists did in the 1930s.

NEW RCIT PUBLICATION!

The Origins of the Jews

By Yossi Schwartz, July 2015

Chapter I: What are the origins of the Jews?
Chapter II: The Rise of Anti-Semitism
Chapter III: Anti-Semitism and Zionism
Chapter IV: The Russian Revolution:
Bolshevism, the Bund, and Stalinism
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Discussing a Comparison:
The Green Parties in the 1980s and 1990s

One could draw some parallels with the Green parties
which emerged in German, Austria and other countries
during the 1980s and onward. Of course, there are indeed
some parallels. The Greens emerged in the early 1980s out
of the environmental as well as peace movement. We have
— in our predecessor organization — always characterized
the Greens in their initial period as petty-bourgeois par-
ties. While they were largely progressive petty-bourgeois
organizations — initially they were strongly dominated
by ex-Maoists and other leftists in Germany and Austria
— they never had any connection with the workers” move-
ment. Furthermore they had no orientation whatsoever
to the burning economic problems of the working class:
wages, housing, social benefits; none of these subjects ever
played any role in the politics of the Green parties.

As we have stated in past analyses, the Greens — after
their initial “radical” period — were transformed from pro-
gressive petty-bourgeois parties into openly-bourgeois
liberal parties. Since then, they had been part of numer-
ous regional and national coalition governments in many
countries.

The question which is of interest for us at this point is the
following: would it have been legitimate for Marxists to
consider electoral critical support for the Greens in their
initial period in the 1980s when they constituted progres-
sive petty-bourgeois parties?

Our answer is a clear and unambiguous NO. By defini-
tion there are many different variations of petty-bourgeois
parties. In addition to right-wing chauvinist parties there
are also various forms of petty-bourgeois protest parties
like the so-called “Pirates.” In Italy we have the Five Star
Movement led by the popular comedian Beppe Grillo — a
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populist party combining attacks on the corrupt parlia-
mentary system with racist anti-migrant positions and
an alliance in the European Parliament with the British
right-wing racist UKIP party. Critical electoral support for
any of these parties would be completely unprincipled for
Marxists as they all do not represent a progressive political
mobilization of the petty-bourgeoisie and the middle-class to-
wards the working class.

This was also true of the Green parties in the 1980s, as was
reflected in their political agenda (ignoring burning social
and economic issues of the working class) as well as their
electoral support base. While they succeeded in gaining
some support at the universities and in middle-class dis-
tricts, they always achieved far below the average voting
results in working class districts.

There is also an objective social-economic base for this
different development (compared with Podemos). When
the Greens emerged and grew as a progressive petty bour-
geois party, the middle class in its huge majority faced a
prosperous future. Today, given the historic crisis of capi-
talism which began in 2008, this has dramatically changed.
Today, significant sectors of the middle class face unem-
ployment and severe social decline. It is therefore not sur-
prising that Podemos attract sectors of the lower middle
class as well as workers by putting issues like the mini-
mum wage, housing rents and personal debt in the focus
of its political agenda.

To summarize: in general the RCIT rejects electoral sup-
port for petty-bourgeois parties in imperialist countries.
The case of Podemos is an exception due to the specific con-
ditions of the new historical period and the political con-
stellation in Spain (Indignados movement, failure of IU to
attract the radicalized sectors of the workers and the lower
middle class, etc.).

Price: €3/ $3,5/£2 (plus delivery charges)

The Struggle for Democracy
in the Imperialist Countries Today

The Marxist Theory of Permanent Revolution
and its Relevance for the Imperialist Metropolises

By Michael Probsting (International Secretary of the RCIT)

Order the pamphlet via our contact address: rcit@thecommunists.net
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VIII. The United Front Tactic and the Liberation Struggle of
National Minorities and Migrants in the Imperialist Countries

e have outlined in our theses that it is often the
Wcase that petty-bourgeois nationalist forces play

an influential role among national or ethnical
minorities and migrants in imperialist countries. To give
a few examples: the Black Panthers in the USA in the late
1960s and early 1970s; the numerous forces engaged in the
#BlackLiveMatters movement today; Puerto Rican national-
ists in the USA; Sinn Fein and the IRA in Northern Ireland
during their struggle against the British occupation until
1998; Herri Batasuna in Basque Country; and Candidatura
d’Unitat Popular (CUP) in Catalonia in the Spanish State.

Increasing Mobilization of National /
Ethnical Minorities and Migrants on Democratic Issues

It has been our traditional position to lend critical sup-
port to petty-bourgeois nationalist forces that stand in
confrontation with the imperialist state. This is why our
predecessor organization in Britain, Workers” Power, tra-
ditionally called for the support of Sinn Fein and the IRA
which stood at the head of the Irish national liberation
struggle against the British occupation. This application
of the united front tactic also included critical support for
Sinn Fein in elections. '’ Naturally, this tactic ended when
the leadership of Sinn Fein/IRA around Gerry Adams ca-
pitulated to British imperialism by signing the Good Friday
Agreement in 1998.

Given the importance of liberation struggles of oppressed
nations - i.e., national and ethnical minorities (including
migrants) — in imperialist countries, it is clear that such
an approach has to be generalized. The increasing share
of migrants among the working class in the imperial-
ist countries, the acceleration of racism, the expansion of
the police state and bonapartist forms of government, the
subsequent attacks on democratic rights — all these ensure
that the struggle against national oppression (as well as
for democratic rights in general) are rapidly becoming one
of the key issues of the political class struggle in the early
21¢t century. As we pointed out in our booklet on the rel-
evance of the theory of permanent revolution in imperial-
ist countries, today we are witnessing a groundswell of the
democratic question.

“Thus while during the 19" century democracy was still sup-
pressed or threatened by the pre-capitalist nobility, the absolutist
bureaucracy and the opportunist bourgeoisie, today it is threat-
ened by imperialist monopoly capital and its lackeys in the semi-
colonial countries. Yes, today there are no semi-feudal modes of
production within the imperialist countries, but this does not
at all imply that capitalism has become “pure.” What we are
facing instead is decaying, rotten imperialist capitalism. Such a
system creates new contradictions and exacerbates long-existing
ones. As the reactionary offensive of the imperialist bourgeoisie
accelerates, it makes immediate and democratic demands an in-
creasingly more important part of the program for permanent
revolution within the imperialist countries.” 1°
Trotsky’s statement about the thoroughly reactionary

role of imperialism is highly relevant: “While destroying
democracy in the old mother countries of capital, imperialism
at the same time hinders the rise of democracy in the backward
countries.” 17!

As already mentioned, petty-bourgeois nationalists of
oppressed nations have played an important role in the
Spanish state in recent years. Another important develop-
ment has been the political movement of migrant workers
(mostly Latinos) in the USA fighting for the rights of ille-
gal migrants. This movement resulted in mass protests be-
tween March and May 2006 with a general strike on May
Day of that year as a high point. 72

One of the most important political movements in Europe
during the past 15 years has been the anti-war movement
which became a huge mass phenomenon with the Iraq war
in 2003. At that time millions of migrants — particularly
those of Muslim background - participated in mass dem-
onstrations. Later mass protests with a high proportion of
Muslim migrants continued to take place. They focused
mostly on solidarity with Palestine during the Gaza wars
in 2008/09, 2010 (the Israeli attack on the Gaza Freedom
Flotilla), 2012 and 2014. Add to this the numerous actions
of migrant organizations in solidarity with the Arab Rev-
olution (in particular for Syria and Egypt). Furthermore
migrants as well as national and ethnic minorities have
played an important role in mobilizations against police
brutality and racism during the past 15 year.

All these mobilizations demonstrated the relevance of
migrant organizations for democratic and anti-imperialist
struggles in Europe and North America.

The Experience of the Austrian Section of the RCIT

Hence it has been obligatory for Marxists to apply the
united front tactic to these organizations. The Austrian
section of the RCIT has done this for many years. We have
always actively participated in activities against the im-
perialist wars as well as in solidarity with Palestine and
the Arab Revolution. In contrast to all centrists, we refuse
an arrogant social-imperialist approach towards the mi-
grants and their organizations viewed as “backward” by
the centrists — and thereby forget how backward in the po-
litical sense of the word the left is with its nearly totally
white, middle-class composition, and its accommodation
to social-imperialist petty-bourgeois prejudices! '”* We call
this phenomenon the “aristocratism” of the reformist and
centrist left. It is worth noting that not only the Austrian
left, but also the Turkish and Kurdish migrant left, always
ignored these mobilizations against imperialist wars and
solidarity with Palestine and the Arab Revolution. '

Furthermore the combination of our anti-Zionist posi-
tions, our solidarity with the Arab Revolution, and our
practical orientation to the lower strata of the working
class (including the migrants) has provoked sharp hos-
tility from most sectors of the reformist and centrist left
against our organization, as well as from the bourgeois
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state. This has led on, one hand, to attempts by the state
to prosecute leaders of the Austrian section — i.e., the at-
tempts to put on trial Johannes Wiener (in 2012/13) and
Michael Probsting (2016) — as well as attempted physical
attacks on us at demonstrations by Zionist members of
the social democratic and Stalinist youth organizations, as
well as from the autonomous milieu. 1>

Another result is a slanderous academic thesis published
by the university of Vienna and written by a former mem-
ber of the Communist Party’s student organization with
the title: “’Israel kills Children!” Antizionism and Antisemi-
tism in socialist and anti-imperialist Groups in Austria using
the example of the RKOB and the (Neue) Linkswende”. 17¢
Naturally we have experienced a number of hurdles in
our work. As communists we initially faced mistrust by
the migrant masses and hostility from its leaders. How-
ever, we regularly participated as an active force in their
mobilizations and managed to overcome the mistrust of
many migrants. We had to engage in various bold tactics
and confrontations with leaders of migrant organizations
who didn’t want to let us speak from the platform at their
demonstrations and rallies. However, gradually we have
succeeded in gaining a reputation among several migrant
communities which has led to our having been invited
many times to their events and have even been asked to
address them. At the same time, we did not attempt to con-
ceal in our propaganda our political criticism of various
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois forces which have a strong
influence among these same migrant communities.

An example of the improvement in our reputation among
a number of migrant communities took place as follows:
On 2 February 2015, a mass demonstration against a small
rally of right-wing racists took place in Vienna which was
initiated by a broad alliance of nearly all centrists and left-
reformists. The leading forces among them — social demo-
cratic youth and university student organizations, as well
as Stalinists — were united in excluding the Austrian sec-
tion of the RCIT from the speakers’ platform of any such
demonstration. Unfortunately for them, they had to re-
serve for the powerful Muslim migrant organizations the
right to nominate two speakers. To the astonishment and
dismay of the centrists and left-reformists, the Muslims
nominated a young Egyptian brother and Michael Probst-
ing, International Secretary of the RCIT! The Muslim orga-
nizations were, of course, aware that comrade Probsting
is a communist and an atheist, but through our solidarity
work on anti-racist and anti-imperialist issues during the
past 15 years, we have gained a reputation as serious activ-
ists. 177

When several migrant organizations formed a list for the
municipal elections in Vienna in the summer of 2015, some
migrant organizations invited us to participate in the list.
In the end, the project failed because some bourgeois mi-
grant leaders managed to dominate this list and directed
the project away from a militant democratic orientation
into a liberal-opportunist one. As a result, we didn’t par-
ticipate in this project. ' Nevertheless, this development
also reflected the reputation which we have gained over
the years.

We think that, in principle, revolutionaries should en-
courage and support the formation of new political forces
which reflect the struggle of migrants against racism and
for their rights. Furthermore, revolutionaries should con-
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tribute to such a process a revolutionary perspective, fo-
cusing on the most burning issues of the struggle of the
oppressed. They should also try to widen the list to inte-
grate progressive sectors of the workers” movement who
are prepared to accept migrants as equal partners.

All these experiences demonstrate that it is truly possible
for communists to engage in systematic united front work
with migrant organizations. Furthermore, our orientation
to these sectors of the working class has also helped us
to recruit a substantial share of migrants to our organiza-
tions.

Such an orientation is crucial for us as Bolshevik-Com-
munists since we consider it of utmost important to build
an organization which is not solely fighting for the work-
ing class interests but which is also fighting together with
the workers and through the workers. Naturally, when we
speak about the workers, we don’t mean the upper, privi-
leged strata — the labor aristocracy — but rather the class’
huge majority, i.e., the “mass proletarian elements” as the
Comintern called it.

In other words, an authentic revolutionary organiza-
tion must orientate itself to the lower and middle strata
of the working class among which the migrants consti-
tute a crucial sector in imperialist countries. We have ex-
plained many times the need for such an orientation and
its grounding in the writings of the Marxist classics. 7
Here we will limit ourselves to only one quote from Leon
Trotsky:

“The characteristic thing about the American workers’ parties,
trade-union organizations, and so on, was their aristocratic
character. It is the basis of opportunism. The skilled workers who
feel set in the capitalist society help the bourgeois class to hold
the Negroes and the unskilled workers down to a very low scale.
Our party is not safe from degeneration if it remains a place
for intellectuals, semi-intellectuals, skilled workers and Jewish
workers who build a very close milieu which is almost isolated
from the genuine masses. Under these conditions our party can-
not develop — it will degenerate. We must have this great danger
before our eyes. Many times I have proposed that every member
of the party, especially the intellectuals and semi-intellectuals,
who, during a period of say six months, cannot each win a work-
er-member for the party, should be demoted to the position of
sympathizer. We can say the same in the Negro question. The old
organizations, beginning with the AFL, are the organizations of
the workers” aristocracy. Our party is a part of the same milieu,
not of the basic exploited masses of whom the Negroes are the
most exploited. The fact that our party until now has not turned
to the Negro question is a very disquieting symptom. If the work-
ers’ aristocracy is the basis of opportunism, one of the sources of
adaptation to capitalist society, then the most oppressed and dis-
criminated are the most dynamic milieu of the working class. We
must say to the conscious elements of the Negroes that they are
convoked by the historic development to become a vanguard of
the working class. What serves as the brake on the higher strata?
It is the privileges, the comforts that hinder them from becom-
ing revolutionists. It does not exist for the Negroes. What can
transform a certain stratum, make it more capable of courage
and sacrifice? It is concentrated in the Negroes. If it happens
that we in the SWP are not able to find the road to this stratum,
then we are not worthy at all. The permanent revolution and all
the rest would be only a lie.” ¥
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Britain: Respect as a Petty-Bourgeois Populist Party
based mostly on National / Ethnic Minorities
and Migrants

A more elaborated example of these potential develop-
ments is the Respect party in Britain led by George Gallo-
way. As already mentioned, this petty-bourgeois populist
party succeeded - in some places electoral districts — to
gain substantial support among migrant communities and
national and ethnic minorities. Unfortunately, our prede-
cessor organization in Britain, Workers” Power, ignored the
significance of Respect as a radical political expression of
the democratic and anti-imperialist struggle of some of the
most oppressed sectors of the working class. As a result, it
refused to give critical electoral support to this party and
passed up considering any entry work within Respect.
This was clearly a mistake. In our opinion, it is legitimate
to give critical electoral support to Respect candidates in
districts where they have roots among the masses. As a
consequence, the RCIT in Britain called for a critical elec-
toral support for Respect leader George Galloway as a
candidate from Bradford West in the 2015 parliamentary
elections.

It is pointless to discuss in retrospect whether an entry
tactic into Respect would have been correct in the first
years after its foundation in 2004. Such a decision would
necessarily have to depend on many concrete conditions.
But it certainly would not have been unprincipled for rev-
olutionaries to do so, as it could have helped them to build
stronger links with the migrants and national and ethnic
minorities.

A Useful Analogy: Trotsky on Organizations
of the Black Minority in the USA

Our elaborations of a revolutionary strategy towards
migrant organizations and the application of the united
front tactic are founded on the Trotsky’s approach to
the liberation struggle of the black minority in the USA.
In their most developed form, Trotsky’s ideas have been
expressed in his discussions with the black revolutionary
C.L.R. James which were held in the summer of 1939.

In these discussions, C.L.R. James and Trotsky elabo-
rated some ideas about how the US-American section of
the Fourth International could take initiatives to launch
a mass organization for the black people. They took into
account the political “backwardness” of the masses of
the black people as a result of their historic oppression.
Trotsky remarked:

., Your project would create something like a pre-political school.
What determines the necessity? Two fundamental facts: that the
large masses of the Negroes are backward and oppressed and this
oppression is so strong that they must feel it every moment; that
they feel it as Negroes. We must find the possibility of giving this
feeling a political organizational expression. You may say that in
Germany or in England we do not organize such semi-political,
semi-trade-union, or semi-cultural organizations; we reply that
we must adapt ourselves to the genuine Negro masses in the
United States.” ¥
He also considered it as possible to support a candidate of
a black non-revolutionary organization for elections even
if such a candidate is a member of a bourgeois party (like
the US’s Democratic Party).
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“It is a question of another organization for which we are not
responsible, just as they are not responsible for us. If this organ-
ization puts up a certain candidate, and we find as a party that
we must put up our own candidate in opposition, we have the
full right to do so. If we are weak and cannot get the organization
to choose a revolutionist, and they choose a Negro Democrat, we
might even withdraw our candidate with a concrete declaration
that we abstain from fighting, not the Democrat, but the Negro.
We consider that the Negro’s candidacy as opposed to the white’s
candidacy, even if both are of the same party, is an important
factor in the struggle of the Negroes for their equality; and in
this case we can critically support them. I believe that it can be
done in certain instances.” %

We think that Trotsky’s considerations are highly relevant
for the Marxist strategy today towards migrant organiza-
tions in imperialist countries. Such organizations have to
be approached on the basis of a united front in order to
engage them in joint struggles — in particular against rac-
ism and state oppression as well as for solidarity activities
(e.g., with the Arab Revolution and the Palestine libera-
tion struggle). Such a strategy is crucial for revolutionaries
in order to draw closer to the lowest and most oppressed
strata of the working class in the imperialist metropolises.

Excurse: Lenin on the Role of the Party
as the Vanguard of All Oppressed Classes

There is a widespread misunderstanding amongst many
Marxists that revolutionaries should only be interested in
the struggle of workers, but not of other oppressed classes.
Such an idea is in complete contradiction with the teach-
ings of the Marxist classics.

The entire conception of Marxism in based on the under-
standing that capitalism is not simply an economic sys-
tem with politics, society, ideology, etc. as its appendages.
Rather, these different aspects interact and influence each
other reciprocally, while naturally — as already stressed
by Friedrich Engels — the decisive aspect is ultimately the
economy.

“We see economic conditions as that which, in the final analy-
sis, determines historical development. (...) Here, however, there
are two points which should not be overlooked: a) Political, ju-
ridical, philosophical, religious, literary, artistic, etc., develop-
ment is based on economic development. But each of these also
reacts upon the others and upon the economic basis. This is not
to say that the economic situation is the cause and that it alone
is active while everything else is mere passive effect, but rather
that there is reciprocal action based, in the final analysis, on eco-
nomic necessity which invariably prevails.” '

Consequently, Marxists understand that the class strug-
gle has to be waged not only on the economic level but
also on all other levels — political, ideological, cultural, etc.
Engels pointed this out in his 1874 preface to his book The
Peasant War in Germany:

It must be said to the credit of the German workers that they
have exploited the advantages of their situation with rare un-
derstanding. For the first time since a workers’ movement has
existed, the struggle is being waged pursuant to its three sides
— the theoretical, the political and the economico-practical (re-
sistance to the capitalists) — in harmony and in its intercon-
nections, and in a systematic way. It is precisely in this, as it
were concentric, attack that the strength and invincibility of the
German movement lies.” '#*
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Such an approach is only guaranteed if revolutionaries
take into account all contradictions of the capitalist class
society and integrate them into a comprehensive revolu-
tionary strategy. This was also the thinking behind Trot-
sky’s Transitional Program, as the German Bolshevik-Len-
inists pointed out in one of the preparatory documents for
the founding congress of the Fourth International held in
1938. 18

Lenin emphasized that revolutionaries must not ignore
the oppression of other classes by the ruling class, but
rather must also fight against this and connect it with the
proletarian liberation struggle. He harshly condemned
those reductionist economists who characterize all non-
proletarian classes as “reactionary.”

., The proletariat must strive to form independent political work-
ers’ parties, the main aim of which must be the capture of politi-
cal power by the proletariat for the purpose of organising social-
ist society. The proletariat must not regard the other classes and
parties as “one reactionary mass”; on the contrary, it must take
part in all political and social life, support the progressive classes
and parties against the reactionary classes and parties, support
every revolutionary movement against the existing system,
champion the interests of every oppressed nationality or race, of
every persecuted religion, of the disfranchised sex, etc.” %

From this follows the obligation for Bolsheviks to conduct
systematic propaganda and agitation not only among the
proletariat but also among the other oppressed classes and
layers.

It cannot be too strongly maintained that this is still not So-
cial-Democracy, that the Social-Democrat’s ideal should not be
the trade-union secretary, but the tribune of the people, who is
able to react to every manifestation of tyranny and oppression,
no matter where it appears, no matter what stratum or class of
the people it affects; who is able to generalise all these manifesta-
tions and produce a single picture of police violence and capital-
ist exploitation; who is able to take advantage of every event,
however small, in order to set forth before all his socialist convic-
tions and his democratic demands, in order to clarify for all and
everyone the world-historic significance of the struggle for the
emancipation of the proletariat.” 1%

Lenin gave a few concrete examples for such struggles of
non-proletarian oppressed layers:

“The point we were discussing was the possible and necessary
participation of various social strata in the overthrow of the au-
tocracy; and not only are we able, but it is our bounden duty,
to quide these “activities of the various opposition strata”, if we
desire to be the “vanguard”. Not only will our students and lib-
erals, etc., themselves take care of “the struggle that brings them
face to face with our political régime”; the police and the officials
of the autocratic government will see to this first and foremost.
But if “we” desire to be front-rank democrats, we must make it
our concern to direct the thoughts of those who are dissatisfied
only with conditions at the university, or in the Zemstuvo, etc.,
to the idea that the entire political system is worthless. We must
take upon ourselves the task of organising an all-round political
struggle under the leadership of our Party in such a manner as
to make it possible for all oppositional strata to render their full-
est support to the struggle and to our Party. We must train our
Social-Democratic practical workers to become political leaders,
able to guide all the manifestations of this all-round struggle,
able at the right time to “dictate a positive programme of action”
for the aroused students, the discontented Zemstvo people, the
incensed religious sects, the offended elementary schoolteachers,
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Naturally, today revolutionaries will not deal with “Zem-
stvo people” but instead with oppressed nationalities,
women'’s struggle, etc. However, other examples of Lenin
are still relevant, like protests of petty-bourgeois univer-
sity students, oppressed religious minorities like the Mus-
lim migrants in Europe, etc.

Lenin denounced those economistic critics who reject the
support for protests of non-proletarian oppressed layers
because it supposedly would water down the revolution-
ary class struggle:

“But if we have to undertake the organisation of a really nation-
wide exposure of the government, in what way will then the
class character of our movement be expressed? (...) The reply is
manifold: we Social-Democrats will organise these nationwide
exposures; all questions raised by the agitation will he explained
in a consistently Social-Democratic spirit, without any conces-
sions to deliberate or undeliberate distortions of Marxism; the
all-round political agitation will be conducted by a party which
unites into one inseparable whole the assault on the government
in the name of the entire people, the revolutionary training of the
proletariat, and the safeguarding of its political independence,
the guidance of the economic struggle of the working class, and
the utilisation of all its spontaneous conflicts with its exploiters
which rouse and bring into our camp increasing numbers of the
proletariat.” 1%

Some people object that this approach of Lenin was only
valid for backward capitalist countries which have not ex-
perienced a bourgeois-democratic revolution. This, too, is
utter nonsense. Lenin was quiet clear that Marxists must
not ignore oppression outside the economic field or that of
non-proletarian layers in imperialist countries.

As we have already pointed out in our booklet on the
democratic question in the imperialist countries, how the
imperialist bourgeoisie is accelerating chauvinism, milita-
rism and bonapartism in the current period, and thereby
giving peculiar importance to the struggle for democratic
rights.

Lenin himself already pointed this out: , The political su-
perstructure of this new economy, of monopoly capitalism (im-
perialism is monopoly capitalism), is the change from democracy
to political reaction. Democracy corresponds to free competition.
Political reaction corresponds to monopoly. “Finance capital
strives for domination, not freedom,” Rudolf Hilferding rightly
remarks in his Finance Capital. It is fundamentally wrong, un-
Marxist and unscientific, to single out “foreign policy” from
policy in general, let alone counterpose foreign policy to home
policy. Both in foreign and home policy imperialism strives to-
wards violations of democracy, towards reaction. In this sense
imperialism is indisputably the “negation” of democracy in
general, of all democracy, and not just of one of its demands,
national self-determination.” '*°

For example in his draft resolution on the agrarian ques-
tion for the Second Congress of the Comintern in 1920,
Lenin emphasized that revolutionaries have to support
the struggle of the small peasants not only in the colonial
and semi-colonial countries but also in the imperialist
countries.

“The working and exploited people of the countryside, whom
the urban proletariat must lead into the struggle or, at all events,
win over, are represented in all capitalist countries by the fol-
lowing classes: first, the agricultural proletariat, (...),second,
the semi-proletarians or peasants who till tiny plots of land, i.e.,
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those who obtain their livelihood partly as wage-labourers at
agricultural and industrial capitalist enterprises and partly by
working their own or rented plots of land, which provide their
families only with part of their means of subsistence. (...), third,
the small peasantry, i.e., the small-scale tillers who, either as
owners or as tenants, hold small plots of land which enable them
to satisfy the needs of their families and their farms, and do not
hire outside labour. (...) Taken together, the three groups enu-
merated above constitute the majority of the rural population in
all capitalist countries. That is why the success of the proletarian
revolution is fully assured, not only in the cities but in the coun-
tryside as well. (...) [Tlhat although the three enumerated cat-
egories of the rural population — who are incredibly downtrod-
den, disunited, crushed, and doomed to semi-barbarous condi-
tions of existence in all countries, even the most advanced — are
economically, socially, and culturally interested in the victory
of socialism, they are capable of giving resolute support to the
revolutionary proletariat only after the latter has won political
power, only after it has resolutely dealt with the big landown-
ers and capitalists, and only after these downtrodden people see
in practice that they have an organised leader and champion,
strong and firm enough to assist and lead them and to show
them the right path.” 1!

Lenin’s approach was adopted in the Comintern’s reso-
lutions on the agrarian question in both the Second and
Fourth Congress. 2 This represented an important break
with the tradition of the II. International, until its collapse
in 1914, since it largely ignored the poor peasantry in
Western Europe and hence failed to win them as allies for
the proletariat. '*

Trotsky continued this approach, as can be seen, to give
only one example, in the Program of Action for France, writ-
ten in 1934:

"The proletarian state must rest on the exploited peasants as
well as on the workers of town and country. Our program an-
swers the needs of the great rural masses as well as those of the
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working class.” ™

Of course, the peasantry has been massively reduced both
numerically as well as in its relative social weight in the old
imperialist countries. Today, the peasantry doesn’t play a
central role in the class struggle in these regions. ' Instead,
today, the lower strata of the salaried middle layers play
an important role in the old imperialist countries. Add to
this the important struggles of the special oppressed lay-
ers — women, migrants, youth, national minorities, etc. — of
whom many are part of the working class. What we have
tried to demonstrate with these references to the writing of
Lenin and Trotsky is that Marxists do not limit themselves
in promoting the struggle only of the workers, but also
support the protests of non-proletarian classes against the
bourgeoisie in order to win them over as allies for the pro-
letariat. This is not only true for semi-colonial countries,
but also for imperialist states. Naturally, today these allies
may differ from those in the times of Lenin and Trotsky.
But the fundamental issues have not changed.

The approach of Marxists on this issue differs fundamen-
tally from that of various left-reformists in the following
way: the left social democrats, the Party of the European
Left, etc. look for to form alliance with the middle layer
in which the proletariat subordinates itself to the petty-
bourgeois program of the intellectual representatives of
the middle layers. As a result, the left-reformists end up
in constructing a popular front in which the working class
becomes a subordinate — via the leadership of the middle
class intellectuals — to the bourgeoisie.

By contrast, Bolshevik-Communists also look to form
an alliance with the middle layer, but one in which the
proletariat plays the hegemonic role. They desire to win
over the lower strata of the middle layers by advancing
the proletarian struggle against the bourgeoisie as well as
by fighting against the petty-bourgeois ideas of the intel-
lectual representatives of the middle layers.
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Videos) from a Rally in Solidarity with the Resistance in Egypt on

01.03.2015, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/africa-and-
middle-east/report-egypt-demo-1-3-2015/; RCIT: General Sisi — The
Butcher of the Egyptian People — Sentences another 683 People to
Death, 1.5.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/africa-
and-middle-east/egypt-mass-death-sentences/; RCIT: Egypt: Mo-
bilize International Solidarity against General Sisi's Machinery of
Repression! 28.3.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/
africa-and-middle-east/stop-repression-in-egypt/; RCIT: Egypt:

Down with General Sisi’s pro-Army Constitution! Boycott the Ref-

erendum!, 12.1.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/

africa-and-middle-east/boycott-egypt-referendum/; RCIT: Tasks of
the Revolution in Egypt, July 2, 2013, http://www.thecommunists.
net/worldwide/africa-and-middle-east/tasks-of-egypt-revolution/;
RCIT: Egypt: Down with the Military Coup d’Etat! Prepare Mass

Re51stance' ]uly 8, 2013, p[{www thecommurusts net/world-
id d-middl

d-etat/; Yossi Schwartz: Egypt. The U.S. Support for the Military
Coup and the Left’s ignorance Notes on the role of US imperialism
in the military’s coup d’état and the failure of the Egypt left, July

11, 2013, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/africa-and-

middle-east/egypt-us-support-for-military-coup/; Michael Probst-
ing: The Military’s Coup d’Etat in Egypt: Assessment and Tactics.

A reply to the criticism of the WIVP and the LCC on the meaning
of the Military’s Coup d’Etat and the slogan of the Revolutionary

Constlt’uent Assembly, 17.7.2013, http: z[www thecommumsts net[
iddle-

Yossi Schwartz: Egypt. Mobilize Res1stance against the reactlonary
military regime! Down with the army’s puppet-government! No po-
litical support for Morsi and the Muslim brotherhood! For indepen-
dent working class mobilization with a revolutionary perspective!
27.7.2013, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/africa-and-
middle-east/egypt-no-to-military-regime/; Michael Prébsting: The

Coup d’Etat in Egypt and the Bankruptcy of the Left’s “Army Social-
ism”. A Balance Sheet of the coup and another Reply to our Critics

(LCC, WIVP SF/LCFI) 8.8.2013, http: Mwww thecommumsts ne [
d-middle-

RCIT: Egypt: Internatlonal Solidarity agamst the Army Crackdown!

August 14, 2013, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/africa-
and-middle-east/egypt-international-solidarity/; Yossi Schwartz:

Israel and the Coup in Egypt. Israel’s primary concerns regarding
Egypt are the possible fall of the military regime or a descent into
civil war, Aug 21, 2013, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/
africa-and-middle-east/israel-and-egypt-coup/

On the coup in Thailand see:
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RCIT: Thailand: Smash the Developing Military Coup! No Trust in
the pro-Thaksin Pheu Thai PartyLeadership! Mobilize the Working
Class and Poor Peasants to Defeat the “Yellow Shirts”, Army Com-

mand, and Monarchy! 21.5.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/

worldwide/asia/thailand-coup/; Michael Probsting: Thailand: How
Should Socialists Fight Against the Military Coup? A Critique of the

Statement “Oppose the coup regime!” by several Asian Left Orga-

nizations, 27.5.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/
asia/thailand-coup-critique/; Michael Prébsting: Thailand: Shall

Socialists Defend the Government Against the Military Coup? Re-
ply to a Neo-Bordigist Polemic of the “Liaison Committee of Com-

munists”, 24.5.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/worldwide/
asia/thailand-coup-reply/; Thailand: Defeat the looming reaction-

ary Coup D’état! Mobilize the Working Class and Poor Peasants as
an independent force against the “Yellow Shirts”, Army Command

and Monarchy! 4.12.2013, http://www.thecommunists.net/world-
wide/asia/thailand-looming-coup-d-%C3%A9%tat/; Michael Probst-
ing: Thailand: CWI's Disgraceful Support for the Bosses’” “Yellow
Shirts”, RCIT, 15.1.2014, http://www.thecommunists.net/world-
wide/asia/cwi-on-thailand/

139 V. L. Lenin: To the Central Committee of the R.S.D.L.P.
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140 Leon Trotsky: Is Victory Possible in Spain? (1937), in:
Leon Trotsky: The Spanish Revolution (1931-39), Pathfinder Press,
New York 1973, p. 257 (Our emphasis)

141 On this, also see our reply to the comrades of the TPR in
Argentina who called for Christina Kirchner to take power: Michael
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Party, Statement by RED LIBERATION, 30 March 2016, http://www.
thecommunists.net/worldwide/europe/zionism-labour-party/
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movement is provided by Julius Braunthal: Geschichte der Interna-
tionale, 3 Volumes, J.H.W. Dietz Nachf., Hannover 1961-1971
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Wien Wahlen 2015: Sieg und Niederlage im selben Zuge, 13.10.2015,
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162 See on this Austria: Founding Conference of a new Work-
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Probsting: Lenin’s Theory of Imperialism and the Rise of Russia as
a Great Power. On the Understanding and Misunderstanding of
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Farrell Dobbs” four volumes: Teamster Rebellion, Teamster Power,
Teamster Politics, and Teamster Bureaucracy (all published at Path-
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cussion held in 1938 with Leaders of the Socialist Workers Party,
Published by the Workers League, Bulletin Publications 1968, p. 14,
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Revolution and its Relevance for the Imperialist Metropolises, Au-
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ally — instead of looking for an alliance primarily with the liberal
urban bourgeoisie which was supposedly much more “educated”
and “progressive” in their views. What neither the old nor the new
Mensheviks understand is the Marxist principle that the most im-
portant issue in judging the character of a given social layer or class
is not their cultural views or ideological prejudices but their objec-
tive class position in the capitalist society. It is the latter which is de-
cisive if a layer enters into confrontation with the ruling class. And
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March 20, 1938, in: Trotsky Writings 1937-38, 5.283). Despite its
wealth of ideas, this document never received wide distribution in
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farev-4/) To our knowledge the document was never translated into
English language.
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are discontented with the lack of rights and with tyranny and, therefore,
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most pressing general democratic needs?” (V. 1. Lenin: What Is To Be
Done? (1902), in: LCW Vol. 5, p. 430)

189 V. L. Lenin: What Is To Be Done? (1902), in: LCW Vol. 5,
p. 432
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omism (1916); in: LCW 23, p. 43 (Emphasis in the Original)

191 V. 1. Lenin: Preliminary Draft Theses on the Agrarian
Question. For the Second Congress of the Communist International
(1920), in: LCW Vol. 31, pp. 152-156. See on this also the preparatory
work for Lenin’s Theses by the Polish communist Julian Marchlews-
ki which Lenin praised in his Theses: Julian Marchlewski: Die
Agrarfrage und die Welt Revolution, in: Die Kommunistische Inter-
nationale, No. 12 (1920), pp. 89-97

192 See Theses on the Agrarian Question adopted by the Sec-
ond Comintern Congress (1920); Communist International: The
Agrarian Action Programme adopted by the Fourth Comintern
Congress: Directives on the Application of the Agrarian Theses
passed by the Second Congress (1922), both documents are repro-
duced in: Jane Degras: The Communist International 1919-1943.
Documents, Vol. 1 1919-1922, pp. 155-161 respectively pp. 394-398

193 A useful overview on the development of Lenin’s think-
ing on the Agrarian question can be found in: Esther Kingston-
Mann: Lenin and the problem of Marxist Peasant Revolution, Ox-
ford University Press, 1983
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Michael Probsting: The Great Robbery of the South

Continuity and Changes in the Super-Exploitation of the Semi-Colonial World by Monopoly
Capital. Consequences for the Marxist Theory of Imperialism

called THE GREAT ROBBERY OF THE SOUTH. The book’s

subtitle is: Continuity and Changes in the Super-Exploitation
of the Semi-Colonial World by Monopoly Capital. Consequences
for the Marxist Theory of Imperialism. The book is in English-
language. It has 15 chapters, 448 pages and includes 139 Tables
and Figures. The author of the book is Michael Probsting who is
the International Secretary of the RCIT.
In The Great Robbery of the South Michael Probsting analyses the
super-exploitation and oppression of the semi-colonial world
(often referred to as the “Third World”) by the imperialist
powers and monopolies. He shows that the relationship between
the small minority of rich capitalist countries and the huge
majority of mankind living in the semi-colonial world forms one
of the most important elements of the imperialist world system
we are living in. The Great Robbery of the South shows that the
past decades have been a complete confirmation of the validity of
Lenin’s theory of imperialism and its programmatic conclusions.
The Great Robbery of the South demonstrates the important changes
in the relationship between the imperialist and the semi-colonial
countries. Using comprehensive material (including 139 Tables
and Figures), Michael Probsting elaborates that never before has

The RCIT is proud to announce the publication of a book

such a big share of the world capitalist value been produced in
the South. Never before have the imperialist monopolies been so
dependent on the super-exploitation of the semi-colonial world.
Never before has migrant labor from the semi-colonial world
played such a significant role for the capitalist value production
in the imperialist countries. Never before has the huge majority
of the world working class lived in the South — outside of the old
imperialist metropolises.

In The Great Robbery of the South
Michael Probsting argues that a
correct understanding of the nature
of imperialism as well as of the
program of permanent revolution
which includes the tactics of
consistent  anti-imperialism  is
essential for anyone who wants to
change the world and bring about a
socialist future.

Order your copy NOW! $20 / £13
/ €15 plus p+p (21$ for US and
international, £9 for UK, €10 for
Europe) m

The Great
Robbery of
the South

Continuity and Changes in the Super-Exploitation
of the Semi-Colonial World by Monopoly Capital

(Consequences for the Marxist Theory
of Imperialism

’ q By Michael Probsting

Published by the Revolutionary Communist Intenational Tendency

Look for details of the books at www.great-robbery-of-the-south.net and www.cuba-sold-out.net

Michael Probsting: Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out?

The Road from Revolution to the Restoration of Capitalism

called Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out?. The book’s subtitle is:

The Road from Revolution to the Restoration of Capitalism. The
book is in English-language. It has 5 chapters plus an appendix,
108 pages and includes 19 Tables and Figures. The author of the
book is Michael Prébsting who is the International Secretary of
the RCIT.
In Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out? Michael Probsting analyses the
character of the Cuban Revolution 1959-61, its bureaucratic de-
generation, and the recent march of the Castro leadership to-
wards capitalism.
The author demonstrates how the Cuban Revolution, despite the
initial modest intentions of its leaders, was spurred forward to
more radical policies by grass roots struggles of Cuban workers
and peasants. In fact, the very abolishment of capitalism by the
Cuban regime was no part of the original game plan of either
Castro’s Movimiento 26 de Julio or of the official Cuban com-
munist party (PSP), but rather was a product of precisely such
pressures from below.
Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out? describes in detail how a number of
relatively recent political, economic, and social measures were

The RCIT is proud to announce the publication of a book.

purposely taken by the Cuban government to open the road back
to capitalism. Probsting elaborates the key role of the world’s
new great imperialist power, China, in Cuba’s state policy as ex-
emplified in the June 2011 Sino-Cuban agreement for a first Five-
Year Plan of cooperation between these two states.

Cuba’s Revolution Sold Out? examines these developments from
the viewpoint of Marxist theory, the
nature of the ruling bureaucracy

in Stalinist states, and the process I.Illil's

of restoration of capitalism under volution

such regimes.

In conclusion, the book proposes a Id ““t?

socialist program for political and

social revolution in Cuba to halt the frraragr 8
Eevieratcs of Capdainm

advance of capitalism and to eradi-
cate the country’s bureaucratic dic-
tatorship.
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Price: 8 Euro / 12 US-Dollars /
7 British Pound
(plus delivery charges) M

The Author: Michael Probsting is a revolutionary activist since 34 years. He is the author of many articles and pamphlets in
German and English language. He published books or contributed to books on Rosa Luxemburg (1999), on the World Economy
(2008), on Migration (2010) and the Arab Revolution (2011). In addition to The Great Robbery of the South and Cuba’s Revolution Sold
Out? he also published in 2014 the book Building the Revolutionary Party in Theory and Practice. Looking Back and Ahead after 25 Years
of Organized Struggle for Bolshevism. He is the International Secretary of the Revolutionary Communist International Tendency.
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What the RCIT Stands for

(RCIT) is a revolutionary combat organisation

fighting for the liberation of the working class
and all oppressed. It has national sections in a num-
ber of countries. The working class is composed of all
those (and their families) who are forced to sell their la-
bor power as wage earners to the capitalists. The RCIT
stands on the theory and practice of the revolutionary
workers” movement associated with the names of Marx,
Engels, Lenin, and Trotsky.
Capitalism endangers our lives and the future of human-
ity. Unemployment, war, environmental disasters, hun-
ger, and exploitation are all part of everyday life under
capitalism as are the imperialistic oppression of nations,
the national oppression of migrants, and the oppression
of women, young people, and homosexuals. Therefore,
we want to eliminate capitalism.
The liberation of the working class and all oppressed is
possible only in a classless society without exploitation
and oppression. Such a society can only be established
internationally.
Therefore, the RCIT is fighting for a socialist revolution
at home and around the world.
This revolution must be carried out and lead by the
working class, for only this class has the collective power
to bring down the ruling class and build a socialist soci-
ety.
The revolution cannot proceed peacefully because a rul-
ing class never has nor ever will voluntarily surrender
its power. By necessity, therefore, the road to liberation
includes armed rebellion and civil war against the capi-
talists.
The RCIT is fighting for the establishment of workers’
and peasants’ republics, where the oppressed organize
themselves in councils democratically elected in rank-
and-file meetings in factories, neighbourhoods, and
schools. These councils, in turn, elect and control the
government and all other statue authorities, and always
retain the right to recall them.
Authentic socialism and communism have nothing to
do with the so-called “socialism” that ruled in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, and which continues to do
so in China and Cuba, for example. In these countries,
the proletariat was and is dominated and oppressed by a
privileged party bureaucracy.
Under capitalism, the RCIT supports all efforts to im-
prove the living conditions of the workers and op-
pressed, while simultaneously striving to overthrow this
system based on economic exploitation of the masses.
Towards these ends, we work from within the trade
unions where we advocate class struggle, socialism, and
workers’ democracy. But trade unions and social democ-
racy are controlled by a bureaucracy perniciously con-
nected with the state and capital via status, high-paying
jobs, and other privileges. Thus, the trade union bureau-
cracy is far from the interests and living conditions of
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its members, based as it is on the top, privileged layers
of the working class — a labor aristocracy which has no
real interest in replacing capitalism. Therefore, the true
struggle for the liberation of the working class, the top-
pling of capitalism and the establishment of socialism,
must be based on the broad mass of the proletariat rather
than their “representative” from the upper trade union
strata.

We also fight for the expropriation of the big land own-
ers as well as for the nationalisation of the land and its
distribution to the poor and landless peasants. Towards
this goal we struggle for the independent organisation of
the rural workers.

We support national liberation movements against op-
pression. We also support the anti-imperialist struggles
of oppressed peoples against the great powers. Within
these movements we advocate a revolutionary leader-
ship as an alternative to nationalist or reformist forces.
While the RCIT strives for unity of action with other
organizations, we are acutely aware that the policies of
social democrats and pseudo-revolutionary groups are
dangerous, and ultimately represent an obstacle to the
emancipation of the working class, peasants, and the
otherwise oppressed.

In wars between imperialist states we take a revolution-
ary defeatist position: we do not support either side, but
rather advocate the transformation of the war into a civil
war against the ruling class in each of the warring states.
In wars between imperialist powers (or their stooges)
and a semi-colonial countries we stand for the defeat of
the former and the victory of the oppressed countries.
As communists, we maintain that the struggle against
national oppression and all types of social oppression
(women, youth, sexual minorities etc.) must be lead by
the working class, because only the latter is capable of fo-
menting a revolutionarily change in society . Therefore,
we consistently support working class-based revolution-
ary movements of the socially oppressed, while oppos-
ing the leadership of petty-bourgeois forces (feminism,
nationalism, Islamism, etc.), who ultimately dance to the
tune of the capitalists, and strive to replace them with
revolutionary communist leadership.

Only with a revolutionary party fighting as its leader-
ship can the working class be victorious in its struggle
for liberation. The establishment of such a party and
the execution of a successful revolution, as it was dem-
onstrated by the Bolsheviks in Russia under Lenin and
Trotsky remain the models for revolutionary parties and
revolutions in the 21 century.

For new, revolutionary workers’ parties in all countries!
For a 5" Workers International to be founded on a revo-
lutionary program! Join the RCIT!

No future without socialism!
No socialism without revolution!
No revolution without a revolutionary party!







