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INTRODUCTION

This document was first drafted early in June, Its circulation has been
held up because of a technical bottlenecgﬂat the centre. It is a measure
of the speed at which things have develgred that the interpretation of
the TILC resolution has already more or,l8ss ceased to be central to the
dispute in the WSL.

The minority claimed continuity with the PTLC conference resolution
on the basis of one sentence (and only part of that sentence)., That was
their starting point. What will their finishing point be, I now increas-
ingly wonder.

The seconé tendency document, IB7, has moved very far from the
minority interpretation of the TILC resolution and far even, from the
politics of the tendency's first document.

Examination of the TILC document, and of the minority's interpreta-
tion of it, has therefore now become a way for comrades to put the
present stage of the discussion in the WSL in perspective. By examining
the roots of the dispute, and where the minority have come from. :
politically, comrades will find it impossible to avoid asking themselv-
es what is now the burning questionfor the WSL; where is the minority
headed. with its current politics - with its more and more reckless
substitution of "camp", block, "anti~-imperialist" (meaning the
sovereign Argentine state and its bourgeois rulers), "international
balance of forces" concerns, for class politics and Trotskyism,

I remind comrades that the minority started out at the EC on May 9
claiming to base themselves entirely on the TILC resolution. Then and
since; they have made it their battlecry that the majority reneged on

that resolution (and/or practised duplicity at the TILC conference by
voting for it). .

Tenin wrote, dealing with the disputes about what had happened at
the 1903 conference of the RSDLP (in whigh the Bolshevik and Menshevik
factions first emerged) that comrades shiould study the records.
"Anyone", he wrote, "who takes someone . élse!'s word for it in polities
is a hopeless idiot" ('One Step Forward, Two Steps Back'). Study the
record, comrades. Find out who is telling the truth.

TLook at the massive political distance the minority have travelled
from the positions they previously held in common with the majority. ‘
Compare the position: of the TILC conference with the 'Third Worldism!
of IB7, which brackets the Argentine bourgeoisie and its state in the
gsame "class camp" as the proletariat:

"iye have to determine our position according to the basic class
camps, not on conjunctural events" ... "the class camp into which
Argentine fits in a war against imperialism..." (p.4)

Note that IB 7 declares:

"There is nothing especially genuine about a workers! struggle
because it occurs in the framework of a trade union, rather than
an anti-imperialist mass movement... The only thing that we can
say about workers' struggles in mass reformist trade unions, and
workers! struggles in mass reformist anti-imperialist movements
is that they are likely to occur in mass reformist anti-
imperialist movements 1S that they are likely to occur in
aifferent parts of the world - the former in the more advanced,
the latter in the more backward... This is not in any way to
suggest that independent workers' organisations are not one of
the most important factors in any struggle". ( p.14) (enphasis,

. dded
Contrast this with the Trotskyist‘inslstence on independent & )
Jorkers! organisation as the irreplaceable foundation-stone of our

politics - not just an "important factor". Contrast it with the
TILC resolution on Central America off1ast Decembeg, rejecting the
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perspective of 'proletarian hegemony in an anti-i iali i
front! for Central America, ang insgsting inst;admﬁgriiéézgngﬁiied
proletaqian politics. Contrast it with the politics of one of the
foundation struggles of the Trotskyist movement -the struggle against
the Stalin-Bukharin line that the "mass reformist anti-imperialist

movement" of the Kuomintang in Chin “was as mood
for workers' struggle. _ good as any framework

IB7 complains:

"A1] he (Carolan) can see is the junta, and its victory, and
its defeat. The masses are a mere shadow or mirror image..." (p.14)

Compare Trotsky:

"Bukharin asks, 'And what about the Kuomintang masses, are they
mere cattle?! Of course they are cattle, The masses of any
bourgeois party are always cattle, although in different degrees.
But for us, the masses are not cattle, are they? No, that is
precisely why we are forbidden to drive them into the arms of
the bourgeoisie, camouflaging the latter under the label of a

. workers' and peasants' party" (Trotsky on China p.331). Or

under the label of a "mass reformist anti-imperialist movement"?

And remember that the "mass anti-imperialist movement" referred

. %o in IB7 is not the Kuomintang of the '20s, nor the FMLN-FDR, but

the Peronist-dominated mass mobilisation behind Galtieri's war!
Protskyism rejects the notion that proletarian independent organisa-
tion is dispensable in "more backward" countries., But Argentina is

a country which had an independent workers' party of some substance
as long ago as 1894} ‘

Read further in IB7 and see where the notion of basing ourselves
on something other than the working class struggle is mede explicit:

nywhatever the implications of that for the Argentinian or
British proletariat, we have to base our position on the
implications for the international struggle against imperialism
first. This means that even if a successful defence against

The tcher did strengthen Galtieri, we would still have to call
on the Argentinian workers to undertake that defence" (pT)

Exactly what anti-imperialist struggle ig r eferred to is made
clear in the following paragrapi: "The last period has seen several

successes for the anti-imperialis®t struggle. Vietnam, Angola,

‘Mozambique,,Zimbabwe, Iran, Nicaragua..." :

To side with the Sandinistas against Somoza, or even Khomeini
against the Shah, is one thing. To say that our position must be
determined by the (presumed) effeet of events on such struggles,
nwhatever the implicationS... for the... proletariat", is plain
popular-fronism on an intérnational level, Yet that is what IB 7

 explicitly argues.

~ nwphe international class enemy" is "the imperialists", IB7
states on p.6. And on p.8: .
nyith the eneny forced to become more and more desperate, the
anti-imperialist masses can afford to give no ground. In the
extremely tight balance of forces that exists, any shift, no
matter how slight, could prove costly for the working class
‘inxerhatibnall ", . :
This is "a genuine struggle in which the real balance of forces
between imperialism and the anti-imperialist messes is genuinely
peing tested" (p.9). 4 ,
~ 'Tf t he document, beneath all the high-flown talk of "idealism"
and."contradictions", means anything, it means here that the

' imperialist bourgeoisies (as opposed to bourgeoisie  1ike Argentina's)

are the ‘main enemy', and in a 1tight! situation’ the need %o defeat
this ‘main eneny' is paramount, 'whatever the implications for the
proletariat’. suéh politics, of course, have many precedemts. But




not in Trotskyism!

Read the assessment in IB 7 of the invasion and the war in
"defence of the invasion". :

"There was an element of objective anti-imperialism in -
Galtieri's move - whatever his motivation. It is impossible
to seize something from imperialism without that seiznre
having any anti-imperialist content at all., And more than
that. There is an element of anti-imperialism in the defence
of the invasion against imperialism which Galtieri is now,
for the meantime, forced to undertake" (p.10).

Compare the firm, clear condemnation of the invasion in the
TILC resolution, and even the statement in the minority's May 9
resolution that they maintained the same assessment of the
invasion,

Observe the fact that IB7, despite a great deal of declamation
about imperialism, nowhere replies to the argunents I presented in
IB6 on the question. I argued that in a country like Argentina, which
has long had political independence - i.e. has had the max imum
independence economically possible in the modern world - the onl
meaningful. anti-imperialism is the socialist working-class struggle.
IB7 clearly dissents but nowhere argues., (In return, however, it
takes three full pages to argue against the view, which nobody has
advanced, that the character of the Argentine regime should be
decisive for our line). Does thiS mean that the authors of IB 7
believe that the 'nmgtional bourgeoisie! can be meaningfully
counterposed as a progressive force against imperialism? Fronm the

whole of their arguments - which have nore in common with Maoism
than with Trotskyism -~ we can only conclude: yes, they do.

HX*

If comrades find it a bit tedious now to examine from all
sides one sentence of the TILC resolution, then they should
remCmber that it was that sentence and that sentence alone that the
comrades made their credo. From it has sprouted their current
politics.

It is vitally important to get the record straight., At the
core of owr concept of the revolutionary party is the belief that
the cardinal task of the party is the ideological struggle against
the bourgeoisie, the petty bourgeoisie, and %he Stalinist bureau~
cracy, for a working-class outlook. This conditions, shapes, and
controls everything else that the party does, from participating in
strikes through to organising an armed insurrection.

It is essential to Marxist politics that we render precise and
honest accounts to ourselves. Our method in politics is to map out
the terrain theoretically, to be guided by our basic class politiecal
programme and goals. We try to think things through rigorously. We
derive our tactical conclusions from our principled assessments,
and when we modify our conclusions in the light of practical
experience, we relate back directly to owr principled considerations,
checking ourselves, keeping things in perspective, Ve practise
strict political accounting. Otherwise we waver and flounder and
get shifted from our class and Marxist moorings by the tides of
events., We fail to fulfill the irreplaceable, fundamental task of
a revolutionary party - to maintain and explain a clear class line
even in the most complicated or adverse circumstances. We fail to
be true to our class politics, and get taken in tow by alien class
forces, - — -

On the Falklands war we made an assessment and toQk a position
at the TILC conference. It was endorsed at t he April 25 NC with
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no-one voting against, Now t S ror 1
%ﬁ zhe TILC_;es?lutiog whiohhihg;ngiétyéegéiigigg'tohgase_t%egselves
3 dregolutlon 8 politics, substituting for it °16ud ve %§ tisoned
an %bloug agsessments of "the international'balancey ?Oflons "
gy‘ngt adglttlng that they have broken completely'withoth Oicis .
pirit and method of the TILC resolution, the comrad e letter,
complotely mddied  the political water. o8 have

The minority comrades'! response now to di

L . 0 : ) o discussi i
g;lig%ci%W21§;ggige;s t?iﬁ what matters is whether %§2y°§r§h§§2ht
. . , W your record so far on the F

issue, it wquld be a sheer accident and a surprisinz gitkigpiiat
you are saying now should prove to be correct! :

To nmembers who have supported the minority we sa '

_ ) . : 8

pelleve tha? we should have backed Argentina? ghen weyhavg qu
1mp9rtant dlgagreement. But what do you think of the anti-Trotskyist
1Third Worldist', explicitly non-proletarian politics that the ’
Tendency have nov brought in 1o puttress rhat posibion against the
argw tnts of tae najority? :

* %%

The comments in this introduction are not, of course, a full
reply to IB 7. The document is concerned with the TILC resolution
and its relation to the positions argued in the first tendency

docunent. Because of its length, it seens useful to give an outline
of its contents and argunents here. :

PART 1 (pages 1 to 11)

exanines the sentence - the one sentence - from the TILC resolution
on which the minority originally clained to base themselves. BY
doing this from all sides I hope to demonstrate that there is no
basis Yo the minority claims about this sentence; and no basis

for the charge that the majority reneged on a connitment to adopt
the minority's politics. - '

This section includes an account of the discussion at the
TILC conference out of which the famous sentence  cane.

ART 2: page 12: Read the rest of the resolution!

The rest of the resolution clinches the argument. 1t shows that
we did anticipate War,zandfwevcalled for Argentine withdrawal and
the right of the igslanders to decide their own future in that
context.

PART 3

discusses the politics of the resolution as a whole and the
pninority's abandonnent of them.

Page 13: Did we see Argentina as qualitatively different
from Britain? ‘
The minority argue (tendency docunment p.5) that either the war

between Britain and Argentina was a classic inter—imperialist war,
or it was a war of an oppressed nation against an OppresSsSor.

This document argues that the Falklands war was neither, and
was assessed by the TILC resolution as neither. The minority's
attenpt to cran the war into one or anotner of two textbook
categories, sccording to crude textbook labels, excludes all counex -
ete analysis - including the concrete analysis of the TILC
resolution.

Page 15: Argentina's national rights

nNational rights are involved", the tendency document argued,
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" ~ the right of a non-imperinlist nation to recover what it thinks
is its property from imperialisn, without havipg to face attack and
discipline from the military force of inperinl isn",

This document argues that the notion of national rights held
here by the minority is non-Marxist - and arises from the drive to
Jan the Falklands war into the category "national liberation war"
in defi nce of all concrete assessment,

Page 16: Does the ninority really want to preserve the
state apparatus of Arggntina? :

The ninority insists, of course, that "To stand for the defence of
Argentine in the war does not inply, of course, Support for the
blood-drenched military junta (tendency doec. P.2). Yet their other
attenpt to argue that the war was about Argentine national rights is
that it could have involved "the destruction of most of the Argentine
navy and air force and much of its army..." (p.6).

So the smashing up of theiArgentine.‘military nachine would bhe
a decisively bad resul+ Trom the war? So we should have siled with
Argentina to try to avoid that danger? Thigs document argues that on
the contrary the damage to the Argentine military machine was a
positive aspect of the war's outcore, '

Page 18: the ninority have abandoned the TII,C comnitment to
self-determination for the Falklanders,

The tendency docunent (p.7) says: "if +he settlers were a distinct
and viable community and were asking for self-determination, we would
support then.,. But they are not as%ing for Self-deternination, They
are wilitantly pro-imperialis¥ and determined to Stay so... we cannot
subordinate theworld political situation to the Falkland settlers and
give them en imperialist veto",

If such considerations were decisive in May, then they should
have prevented us in April fronm including in the TTLC dccument:
"the Falkland inhabitants should have the right to decide their

Page 20: Is Lenin on the inperialist war irrelevant to the
Falklands war? '

This section examines the view that the war can be defined Sinply by
reference to the descriptions "imperialist“/"non-imperialist". Such
definition replaces concrete analysis, according to a Marxist method
with labels too abstract to yield any adequate picture of what the
war was about, ‘

Page 21: Our duplicity

The ninority have been free with accusations of bag faith against
the majority in owr interpretation of the TILC resolution. This
concluding section summarises the €¢vidence to show that it is in
fact the ninority that has departed fron the TILC resclution withouk
adequate political accounting, .

| 11/7/82,
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}gﬁ& MILG RESoryr

By T.Carolan

"The ppil%stine does not realise that war is 'the continuati

?f policy', and consequently links himself to the formula th %?n
?he enemy has attacked us!, !the eneny haa invaded co ta ]

without stopping to think what issies arve at stake igytheuﬁ Sl

which classes ave waging it,and Wilh _whot political ob'eaie

For the philistine the impcrtant thing is where the'armigscétvgs.'.

who is winning at the mement, For the marrist the importaﬁt th?n’

is what issues abe at stake in this war ,during which first one, .

then the other army may be on top." ( E o C e ST
LENIN: Collected Works, Vol 23, g zzi mphasis as in original)

-

Perhaps the biggest propoganda success the Tende

is with its line on the socalled TILC Resolutiog?y(¥%swg:éaggu§§§y
a W3L resolution passed at the Raster Conference of TILC by the
votes of the WSL and the Danes against the strong opposition of

the rest of TILC who wanted us fﬁen to adopt the sort of position
which the minority of the WSL NC has since adopted., Throughouﬁ;

the cdiscussion at the Baster Conference we were allread ;
"isciated in TiLC": even the Danes were on the other side ard their

last-minute vote on our side came politicall -
S anany P ¥ unexpected to me

The Tendency have convinced ewen some ~supporters of t he WSL
position on the war - defeatism on both sides -that the TILC Res
or key sections of il, backs up the current politics of the min-
ority. This is utterly ridiculous as anybody who takes the trouble
to read the whole resolution (IB5) will see, The TILC resolution
speaks exclusively for the préseant politics of the WSL on the war.

In fact the TILC Resolution is, in my opinion, inadequate, and in
in zome ways it is seriously inadequate., It lacks a positive and
straightfowward exposition on the core of the British/Argentine
dispute, the Faulklands issue (though it is plainly in favour of
self-deternination for the Faulklanders), It is a compromise doc-
ument and the consequence of t his is that in some of its formul-
ations and btalances it is ambiguos and even ambivalent. You will
find in it a few phrazes which might be interpteted as mutually
contradictory. » o

But_it is nevertheless perfectly plain and clear in its Dbasie
ideas, accessments and in its main political conclusions. The
docunent was and remains a reoghly adequate exposition of +he
correct marxist analysis and politics an the Faulklands war. In
its essentials it has not been super g3ded and rendered obsolete
by the events of the war, though of course it has now been super .
s eded as a concrete account of events,

And - despite what the opposition now sayoy ?agggfy- it was a

serious resolution written on the working assump;ég f§% war was
imminent. It was not written, as the comrades now §, %;gue_in_
cheek with ideas, attitudes and p ositions adopted lightmindedly
in the belief that war would not happen - attitudes, policies ard
positions which had to be jettisoned when the war 4id happen.
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(The comrades are forced to Say and iaply th;s'because they nust
justify their own jettisoning of t he resolution - except for a
part of one sentence, which they misconstrue!- when the guns
started going off.)

There is of course no getting cwzy fron the fact that whatever the
correct reading of the TILC Resolution we have now in the WSL two
radically different interpretations of it. It is unlikely that
analysing a text will sort this out for us, or lead us to concrete
answers. Tpese will have to be worked out afresh. :

Nevertheless it is important to discuss the tegt of the TILC Res-
olution to help corrades orient in the internal WSIL discussion
Tpe opposition have claimed to base themselves on that resolution.
From the majority's point of view the resolution is the written
proof that the opposition have had no stable politics on the
British/Argentine conflict and have oscilla ted and zig zagged
wildly under pressure of events,

HereJIﬁwant'anzywtp exanine and discuss the TIILC Resolution and

will touch on othéf points only in prassing and to comment on

material from the Tendency docunent which has g bearing on the

interpretation of the TILC Resolution. :
2art 1

THE FAMOUS SENTENCE

The mninority seise on the loosely phra sed suhordinate clause

of one sentence in the TILC Resolution and base their whole :

current politics on it! This is the sentence: "While recognising

that the present conflict is restricted to the Faulklands issue,

in the eWent of a full-scale war between Britain and Argentine
we would be unequivoca lly for the defence of Argentina®

They seize on the subordinate clause(" in the event of a full-
Scale war between Britain and Argetina we woul 4§ be unequivocally
for t he defence of Argentind&), and ignore the major clause which
gives the political defini+ion of the war in precise terms: "While
recognising that the bresent confiict is restricted to the Faulk-
lands issue..." Granmar and logic are on the side of the majority

here. (Emphasis added).

It is quite plain in the sentence which is the main and which the
subordinate clause whose neaning and interpretation are regulated .
qualified and focused by the main clause, "The present conflict

is restricted to the Faulklands": if, however, that changes, and
it becones "full-scale war", full-scale neaning - as the sub clause
it can have no other meaning- no longer "restricted to the TFa
Faulklands idsue", but a full-scale conflict which gaoes beyond

that issue and in which the question of Argentine national

rights .and liberties are posed,then we will be "unequivocally

for the detence of Argentina", That's the only interpretation the
Ssentence the conrades voted for(and Cde J.T,. wrote) will bear.

"The expression "full-scale war" is, unfortunate]g%?%ggf lends itself
itself to the minority's o nisinterpretation that -
the scale of the war in tue sense of extent of the military
operations is what is being talked about. Given wha t the main
- clause of the sentence says, that, logically and gramatioally,
Can't be the meaning. It could have that meaning only if the sub-
Clause is taken in isolation fronm the rest of the sentence - and
then
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only if you divorce it from the political.framewprk of’the nain

clause, and from the politics of the res& of theresolution )
: : b ‘ e oo 2 e

v, . . ) )

WHAT IS FUIT-S34TR WAR?

The defin.cion cr "rall-ggals war" is clearly inportant. Whatis

"Pull-scale war?" Ihe (riy intexvretaticn thot the text will bear
is that it s 2 ¥ar 1 ynica the political objectives and
goals of Eriteain have gong beyona thz | Taulklands jZsue,

The corrades are pow.;@terpretnqgﬁthis to mean any serious warfare
— or even ry real nilitary ccnillict, The fact that we were all
anazed at the Treskish fact that a chooting war dad cceur may 1
1cad some coicddes to love sight of the inportant distinctions here.
The resolwiion says not war buv "Tull-scale war" which is no
longer"-estricted to the . . Faulklands issue" ' :

Both politically and. militarily the war has remnined strictly

_one mizht almost say surgleally~ coufined to the Fauwlklends issue.
Bloody =nd cestly it has certainly been - but it has been about
the Toiands and remained nilitarily confined %o a struggle around
the islands: : ‘ o .

on May Sth at the EC the present ninority comrades obviously
thougnt that the way Wes toking off iato a free-wheeling military
escalation (evidence for +this is in pages one and two of their
docunent: thap@%sq;ipﬁion/expectation.there is of the imminent

pEY CVITAT T

large-scals/oI the Argentine nainland).

They were wrong on every count. They forgot about the politiwval
agssecgsment of the war we had jointly held in the previous five
weeks. They nassively overreacted to the first military clashes
in the war, In fact they lost their heads a bit. Since then their
politics on the uar have been shaned by that series of errors,
besed on irmressigng tihat con nowW rlainly be zeen to have heen
TCEaAv [5 GhoKeN, LACre WaE LRESK Toroughoul wile entire courss
Oiflara?:g}rw;;gz‘-ﬁ@euﬁ.l}@m ghtest reason to think the conflict wes politicall:
escalating into "full scale war' as defined in the resolution —
that is war no longer'restricted to the Faulklands issue.There
wasn's much reason on May 9th to see it as a Tull-scale war going
beyond the Faulkliands igsue - even in the military seasc. (Unless
we accept surprise when the firs

Giashes grourced as goul enough
reason fow the comrades to extrapolade Wildly Tnrowing judgnent
and our pravious mccessnent to the winda).

And even if it was rsesonable on May 9th to forn rhe impression

that a full-gscals rilitacy eccaiation wWas - cacurring . (it wasn't).
the political poinis made in the quptation“from.Lp?in above should

have guided the corrades. We inevitably ‘get lost politically if

we zig za 8 ° . in response to the ebbs and fiows of a

nilitary conflict,.We base ourselves on the class aStessrent
not this or ithat episode. Even had their picture of what was happening

o

STill nave bzen WrokzZ.

onma§2th bhesn LOre _Precise SDi BocEnLe tneir wrcls metrod -
woul '

on'full-scale war' . the ninority conrades now says a) it did
develop &a defined in the regolution and that they adhered th to
the TILC Resolution's pronise to'defend Argentina' while we renfged
on that pronise; and b)the TILC resolution was wrong to define it
as something "no longer restricted to the Faulklands". They want it
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both ways. In fact they reneged on the resolution, and it is easy

enough to prove it.

tely for then they have left a trail of evidence, They

gggg;:gn%heig position at the EC of May 9th, claiming to be
developing the previous position in line with events: at that

oint how did they present their case and argue it?. Did they say
%Een, as in effect they do now, that any nilitary clashes between
inperialist Britain and non inmperialist Argentina amount to 'an
attack' on Argentina and that in any nilitary conflict we side
with Argentina even if the conflict is"restricted to the Fauklands"?
Did they say, as in effect they do now, that whether the political
assessment we nade on the issues, class inddrests and ruling
class objectives in the war were *ight or wrong they are sinply
rendered irrelevant by the fact of war 'between an inperialist and
& non imperialist' country: that war has the power to retroactively
change and transforn all the sordidities and injustices that an
~Argentine Junta may commit on the way to it into the pure gold
of Anti-Imperialisn?

Did they say any of that then? No they did not. At On Mey 9th they
still argued in terms of the TILC resolution as we had Jointly :
understood it vefore that date and as the najority understands it
now, Theg gggged that the 12 nmile 1limit ete neant that the war

g ulklands issue. They invoked the TILC résolution,
and, specifically, both parts of t he fanous sentence (fudging,n
arialganating and conflating the fundanental distinction between
the political and nilitary aspects of the conflict to do so).

This was politically a nonsence and nilitarily a gross nisjudgnent,
but it neant that, : . L ST

. how ever confused their reading of the situation in
the South At lantic » they continued inplicitly to base thense-
lves on the idea that a distinction was neaningfull and necessary
between a war "restricted to the Falklands issue" and a politiecal
and/or military escalation into "all out war", Their clain - shown

irrefutablg by the ending of the war to have been nonsence - was
that this had happened. ' : ,

as the logic of letting nilitary events override, overrule,

obscure and finally Subnenge our political accessnent workem itself
through, :

Now they argue in effect, and to some extent explicitly, that,
contrary to the TILC resolution,which distinguished betwecn war
for posession of the Faulklands and all-out war "no longer restr-
icted to the Faulklands issue", that once the shooting started
then nothiong else nattered.Their case now nmust be, can only be

- in the light of the Plain facts now as distinct from their
hasty impressions on May 9th - not that the war escalated beyond
the Faulklands dispute, but that the shooting and the Sinking of
ships made all political considerations irrelevant,

s —

De=apening and conpounding their error of Judjment about what
was happening on May 9th, and generalising the nethod inplied in
the shift they nade then, the cornrades are close to embracing the
nethod Lenin ignatises as'philistine' in the Passage quoted
above as a cons ciously held set of principles, which turn the.
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idea ".3}13‘-{'" Wu»-[. .‘I.S tﬂe sontirovbros of pol it s into its exact
opposite:"politics js a continmation of war, and an appendage of
war which changesand shift . . in 1ine with the nilitary
gituation - welirospectively a3 woll"l :

NTHE DEFENCE OF ARGENTINA®™ :

That we_musf Tilefend aArgentina® is presented to the nenbership as
ore or lcss inscpdirab 1y coupled with being British defeatistss as.
the necessary couplCien to our defeatism. It is presented as
axiomatic and pure 'textbook trotskyisn',from which the najority
has fallen away,that when Argentina, "o nen inperialist country is
in conflict with Britain, an inperialist country" then we "defend
Argentina", The starting point on May 9th was that this was "all-
out war" and therefore we had to"defend Argentina", For practical
purposes in thie disoussions and debates this has now becone: "this
is war, and in war, whatever the issues, we take sides with an
Argen&ina egainst a Britain - automatically, as a mattcr of prin-

That's not how it is treated in $he TTLC rosolution which Cde.L.
wrote and the rest of us voted for and were guided by for the .
first five weeks of the crisis . ‘ -

vritten in the full knowlege that the British war flect was on its
way the resolution rejects Argentinats clain to the Faulklands,
conderms the invasion and calls for withdrawal, and supports the
right of the Faulklanders to deternine their own fate. Now ,
unless the corrades want to say that the resolution is incoherent
gibberish then in that context "defence of Ar entina" could ony
geen if the war developed beyond the Faulklcnds issue a nd. becane
an attack on Argentina on 2 scale and for objectives no longer
r-stricted to the Paulklands disputes :

The notion that British nilitary action to recover the Fau;klandé
would be, ipso fa cto, an attack on Argentine is entirely .
ruled out by the political nccessnent of the dispute :in the res-

olution and by the fact that the resolution, written with the fleet
allready on its way, nade the dis tinction it made betw een the ..
confiict going on and “a 11 out war" no longer "restricted to the
Faulklands issue". -

The "defence of Argentina wiich the corrrades now advocate has
Lothing whatsoever to do with tre defence of Argentina, in a
certain contingency,which the TILC re301gt;9n_commitgyué to.

e . - - . - P

SUBSTITUTING MILITARY/TECHNICIL FOR POLITICAL DEFINITIONS OF THE VAR

s I argue throughout this document, the corrades, for practical
purposes, believe that war (war per se, the fact of war - guns going
offg ipansformed the situation and nmade the rest of the resolution,
apart from the famous gsub-clause, irrelevant. No other political
definition of their position makes sense of what they have said and
dorie, .and of why it was said and done when it was -~ of their political
zig-zags and of their orientation in the war, They &tand the notion
that “"war is the continuation of politics" on.its head.

But you don't have to taxe my word for it.Rerea 4d what they ﬁrot:.

In their comnments on the famous sentence, they openly and
explicitly substitute military-technical definitions, and nilitary,
not political, readings of key words, for the Marxist definitions
in the TILC resolution. , ‘ o . .

The TILC resolution commitment to defence of Argentina was = it
is plain in the text — commitment to defend it in a different war,
one "no longer restricted to the Falklonds issue". To justify their
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shift to defence of Argewbina in a war atill restricted to the
Falklends issue, that is, to justify the attempt to make a 180-degree
turn when the shooting s%artgdz the corrades give the political terms
in the resolution a purely nilitary-technical neaning, Instead of i
interpreting "all-out war" in terms of political goals and objectives,
as the first defining clause about the substance of the digpute
indicates, they gave it a military-technical definition. All-out war
became XYZ quantity of military action, not a political escalation
pbeyond the issue of the Falkiands, Thus they switched to a definition
in terms of nilitary incidents within a war undoubtedly still o
trestricted to the Falklands issue®, ’ o

WHO DEFINED THINGS SO THAT WE NEVER "DEFEND ARGENTINA"?

It was in the light of an assessnent by all of us - ior i ‘
minority - that the probability of it gas nil, tﬁat 3233§3§§ %ﬁg
connents and definitions about "full-scale war" on issues

"no longer restricted to the Falklands". Just before May 9 the -
corrades changed their minds about its probability. Afterwards they .
denounced us for cynically pledging to defend Argentina when - like -
thenselves ~ we did not expect it to be attacked. This was after they
had changed sides and wanted to "defend Argentina" in a.limited o
conflict still politically and militarily "restricted to the
Falklands issue". T .

They say indignantly that we have "defined national liberation
and war" in such a way that we will "never be called on to defend.

Argentina". That, with the stray emotion removed, and translated into
a plain statement, mneans what? ‘ L4 '

Where, cormrades, did we define things so s” » -
having to defend Argentina2'In the TILC 3§solut?onfowzutiuggtt%viie
political logic and consequences of the joint assessment: you didn't.
You voted for it, and indeed one of you wrote it. You voted for it
after an open dispute (see below) had left you no pomsibility of

not knowing how the present majority spokesmen saw it., Your -
indignant cry against definitions that rule out defence of Argentina

is a cry against the T1LC resolution.’

_ Sure enough, you say explicitly that it is inadequate:
"such a stage was never adequately defined at the TILC neeting".
This is a tacit admission that you find it impossible to square
$he resolution entirely with your current position, despite that
half-sentence. You are the ones that have shifted, not us.

"Jever be called upon to defend Argentina"? That would never
do when so many 'Trotskyists' in the world are so enthusiastically
wdefending Argentina"., But not to worry, If we find that our Worked-
out Marxist analysis cuts us off from this work of defending
Argentina, why, we can change our definition (sorry, "develop" it).

. ind if sone part of the organisation says: hold on, you're
notheveloping-anything, you are jettisoning-our position under
pressure of events, you nust come to the NC and justify this -~ why
‘then we can take half a sentence and "develop" that, and denounce
those who renain faithful to the whole resolution for reneging,
deceit, and duplicity. ‘ .

THE TILC CONFERENCE DISCUSSION

The account in the tendency document- of the discussions at the time
of the TILC conference onmits the nost interesting events and those
most relevant to the dispute about the interpretation of the TILC
docunent. : - ’ o o

, During the TILC conference discussion on the second draft
resolution, a sharp division developed in the WSL delegation ovn the

(L4
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discussion at the TIT.C conference) eventually pasgeg %ﬁlgﬁzy

votes of the WSL and the TAF against the RWI, a

‘a couple of sentences had been rearranged:-gé ?grtgg %Ogoi§§er
sge the changes, worked out by Kinnell and agreed among all the
WSL corrades before going back to the conference, amnounted to
no -perceptible change in the political neaning, ’

fqdr delegation decided unaninously to cast the WST ﬁote
for this resolution after a dispute on what it neant which in
sore inportant ways prefigured the present dispute on the text,

and without any substantial concession fr th s
to the present minority. ‘ o the present najority

What was our disagreenent about? In the course of the
conference discussion on the text, . it became clear that the
attitudes and assessments of Kinnell, Traven and myself. whioh
- we believed to be expressed in the draft document, were’

unacceptable to nost of the conrades present includ ing Snmith,
Jones, and Cunliffe. (The major exception was Franco, representing
a ninority view in his organisation, the LOR). 411 the others
except the Danes (@nd the Turkish comrades, who abst ined) would
eventually vote against the resolution, - - !

We had to recess the conference to allow the WSL delega-
tion to discuss. the division that had opened in our ranks,
Unfortunately no minutes were taken, In the discussion the initial
bias of Smith, Jones and Cunliffe was to Jettison considerations
about the issue (the Palklends) and concrete assessments of the
war, and to come out 'for Argentina against imperialisn!.

_ Much of the discussion centred on the attitude +5 the
Falklanders and to similar groups dotted about the world, There
was discussion on whether support for the rights of the
Falklamders could be separated from explicit or inplicit support
for the British government's way of 'securing their rights! %we
argued that it could), and on the other side of the same question:
whether we should hold to and proclaim rights like those of the
Falklanders even while opposing Thatcher'!s war and seei no
immediate way of enforcing them (other than a political #rans—
fornation of the Argentine working class, and the conquest of
power by that class). In other words: should we, even in our
definition of the rights and wrongs of an issuve, even in our own
prograrme, bow our heads to force and power in the world, and
.expunge our own assessnents and programmatic considerations about
the rights of a small community? Should we shape our prograrme
~according to our own powerlessness now? : '

. We rejected that approach, and argued that we should
proclaim ou™ own programme and rely on the future power of a
politically clear working class to achieve it. That power would
be helped into being by the prograrme, and educated by it, but

weakened by philistine attitudes to the Falklanders,

I thought it was a very important discussion, in which
the political agreement on the EC had made big strides forward,
But ny ippression then, and ny opinion now, is that without the
- participation of Traven in that discussion the gap would not have
been bridged, and the division that emerged later would have
.energed then. : . :

Nevertheless it was bridged (or seemed to be), and with
the support of the Danes we made the resolution TILC policy at
the subsequent conference session.

It is in the light of these facts that the character af the
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n., Tt was uot nasually or thoughtlessly
arafted, It was not passed wi thout the present major ity/minority
positiens naking an appesrance and bevoning known and not without
the preszernt nincrity utting.morvgrd (tentatlvelys“a version of

their present polities and ihcn withdrawing then.* ‘

resolution mugk Do .soem

In a resolution ihat took possidble wer for granted, as the
basis of its approach, and which was drafted when the war fieet
was on its way, tne corrades voted for self-determination and
Lrgentine troops out of the Falklands. And this despite the fact
that an Argentine withdrawal forced by the mere threat of the
British fleet would have teen the most resvunding of victories for
Thatcher. Such consideravicuns were not ther, it seems, the vory
pivot of worid politics that they were to become for the minority.
How it is possible to argue that such considerations are suddenly
raised to the first rank by the fact that shooting starts, I do not
knowe : :

It is perfectliy plain, in the resolution taken as a whole,
that the commitment to Argentine def2nsisn under changed conditions
was an atbtempt to accommodate the corrades who would have been
happicr with a straight pro-Argentine position. Was this an
unprincipted blurrirg of the issves? No, it was not, because the
definitioan of wken, in what circumstances, we would consider
defence of Argentina to be the issue was perfectly well defined in
the resolution. , ,

The ccrmitments were spelled out in a perfectly clear and
‘adequate way, and the only 'reservation' (cynical or otherwise) that
- the present majority cpokesmen had was that we considered it utterly

“improbable that it would becoue "a full-scale war", no longer
nrestricted to the Falklanis issue”. And we said so.

The resolution comits us to 'defence of Argentina' in a
different war, clearly Cistinguished in the text from the "present
conflici", it was expressed to accomnodate as many comrades as
possiblz, in herms of the {highly remote) poseibility that the Falk-
lands war shouid develcp imio an imperialist war {o subjugate
Argentina, [he anelysis of the issuss held in common by the entire
WSIL TII0 delegnticn and the enotioral anti-imporialism of sore
comrades were thus reconciled rationally in the resolution by an
agrecrent that we would e dor the defence of Argentina in the event
of an =tback on it going heyond the Faiklandg issus,

A guch an atiack would, of course, amount to a redical reversal
of the wodes of modern imperialism. IT¥ this happened (it didn't and
it won't), then the anachronistic concerns of the iextbook Trotsky-
jem of some of our own ccmrades (and TILC corrades), based on the
old cclomial-imperialist velations, would apply, and we all, of
course, would be Argentine defencists.

~ We failed to anticipate that some comrades would not be able
to wait until Argentina. canme under attackz, and until the issue
ceased %0 be restriclted to the Falklands, before they rushed to

* There exis*s a very rertinent article by Lenin on the issues
mentioned above - on the psccholeginel impact on revolutionaries of
the brutaiiging powsr ol imperialism wihich tramples everything in the
md. It 3123 Bolehevike like Bukharin and Piatakov, deeply depressed
in Worid war i, to say it was irrelevant in such a world to talk
about democratic rights any more. Those comrades who dismiss the
Falklanders so lightly - "the population of three streets in
Islington" - should read Lenin's couments ('4 Caricature of Mexxism
and Imperialist Econonism').

"=
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defend Averrtings and ++-+ fhoy would be able:to use this
Ler Ve s an L he way of
trying to reconciie the positions to claim continuit aid legiti
o4 ! 2 < l't
for the very politics rejected by the resolution -,tge polit?cslﬁiig

to at the conference by those who rightl a ' i
the resolution that became TILC poli%y..y and properly voted against

- The resolution was perfectly principled, though as i :
ou?, not adequate to hold the WSL to a clgss 1ine aﬁd ti égigigﬁﬁé
uwnity on the question with the minority. If the present ninority
conrades felt they could agree to the procedures because they then
expected it would not cone to war, and that Thatcher wouldwin a
bloodless victory by merely intinidating Galtieri into withdrawing, that

is their business. They should not attribute their own methods to us,
however. ' ' : 3

I don't know how convinced the present ninority comrades were
when they voted for the resolution. It is plain that they were not
fully convinced. They reverted after five weeks to the politics they
wanted to adopt before the TILC recess neeting. Their contradiction
now is that they have not yet jettisoned the analysis fron which we
justly draw British and Argentine defeatist conclusions, though
they have jettisoned the conclusions that they voted for.

This account should explain to corrades why we have ‘%o poie
over the rmeaning of a text passed waninously by the EC corrades

IS THERE ANY POSSIBLE 'MINORITY' RE.DING OF THE SENTENCE?

There is no posSible way in which the famous sentence can reaSonably
be construed for the minority - not by logic or half-logic, not
grammatically, nor even ungrarmatically.

To take it in isolation from the whole resolution is utter

‘nonsense. So too .is to take the sccond clause in isolation from the

sentence: yet the oniy way it can be made to seen to speak for the
pinority is if it stands alone and unqualified. (The tendency know it
very well: the way they handle the problen in their document mekes iv
pertectly plain). S

For the sentence, taken in complete isolation, to bear the nean-
ing the ninority gives to it, the word ‘'nevertheless'! would
have to be inserted between the two clauses: "While recognising that

the present conflict is restricted to the Falklends issue, neverthe-

less in the event of a full-gcale war between Britain and Argentina we
would be unequivocally for the defence of Argentina", Can that word
be said to be implied? No, cotegorically no: in fact the res* of the
gsentence clearly rules it out. The sentence talks of the ‘'present'
conflict, the one the battleships are sailing to pursue, which is
restricted to the Falklands: the present conflict as distinct from
some other conflict.

1t is not a matter, as it is being misrepresented,for the
convenience of the minority, of the "present conflict" being contrasted
to war. (Snmith's interpretation has been that t@e;ﬁ resent conflict" -
refers to Thatcher's attenpt to intimidate Galtieri). The resolution
takes war for granted as its base~-line and discusses slggans for
working-class action (ee8e blacking) to stop the war - l.e. to stop
the 'present conflict'., "Full-scale war" is contrasted to this war,
which the resolution takes seriously enough to call for biacking tn

stop it.
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What if we agree to take the sub-clause in the famous sentence
as a separate sentence, not dependent for its meaning on the rest of
the sentence? You still have to pretend it is not affected by the :
meaning of the rest of the resolution, and not even by the 'sentence!
coming immediately before it (i.e. in the actual resolution, the main
clause of the same sentence). Even then it doesn't work: the immed—
igtely preceding sentence would still talk of the "present" confliect,
and define it politically in terms of the Falklands issue., The
crucial 'sentence'! (the subordinate clause in the actual text) would
8till refer to a different war. -

Perhaps the word "present" showld not be there, and is only there
a8 a result of sloppiness? Not so. Quite plainly the word "present"
links the famous sentence to the political assessments in the rest of
the resolution,

Only by rewriting the sent2nce to Something like: "Despite the
fact that the conflict is restricted to the Falklands issue, in the
event of full-scale war between Britain and Argentina we would
support Argentina", can we get the minority's reading. We have to
isolate the sentence from the whole resolution, isolate the subordinate
clause from the sentence, and then re-write the sentence so that the -
subordinate clause imparts the sense that the comrades want to give
it to the rest of the sentence. ' '

Even then the famous sentence thus rewritten would hang in a
political void: there is no reason in the rest of the text as to why
"full-scale war" (imprecisely defined) would lead us to shelve all the
political considerations in the rest of the resolution. There would
therefore be this massive contradiction: while the rest of the resolu~
tion was drafted according to the Leninist method exemplified in the
quotation at the head of this article (what are the issues in this
war, which classes are pursuing what political objectives), the unique
segﬁegce would reach conclusions by way of a radically different '
method. '

This would parallel the actual method, trajectory, and z2ig-zggs
of the minority, and reproduce its contradictions: for, of course, their
attempts to take the sentence in isolation are = consequence of their
taking the military events in isolation.

In this way we would arrive at a conclusion that we just classify
the disputants according to "camps" (imperialist and non-imperialist)
and read off which side to support from that., That is the actual
position the comrades did arrive at some time after their change of
direction on May 9. But such a method and way of doing it contradicts
the entire approach of the rest of the resolution, If we adopt that
method, then what business did the TILC conference have with the
considerations the resolution deals with, at a time when the imperial-
ist war fleet was on its way to the South Atlantic? If we can take
sides, and are obliged to take sides, automatically according to the
labels im$erialist and non-imperialist, then we should have done so
from day °

When Smith and others expected that the war fleet would
intimidate Galtieri, and therefore that it was all right for them
To vote for the politics of the present majority, was that not -
reprehensible - a gross failure to see and perform their anti-
imperialist duty? If what Smith and others are Saying now is even
half right, then certainly it was. :

THE METHOD OF A 'MINORITY' READING
It we meant the minority interpretation of the TILC resolution, then

wnat method would we have followed? We would have constructed g
resolution with a whole page of political considerations for POBCEL e

4‘
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(including an analysis of the politics of which a war would be the
teontinuztion") - and inserted a fall-back Sentence to 8] low us to

ditch all that when the shooting actually started.

This would be the method of the right and centre in the old
Segond International, ard of all sorts o pacifiets and others in the
~dabowr movement now, who go along from day to day, living politically
hand to mouth, and have one set of politics for peacetime and others
for wartime, : ’ ) ' ' :

Of ‘course the subjective impulses of the comrades, their
sympgthies, their relationship to our own ruling class; are those of
revolutionaries, and have nothing in common with the reformists and
pacifisis, Their method is identical, however, For them too war is
nob tis condinuation of politics. It blanks out all previous political
.consideratiocns - at least when it is between "representatives" of
whal the comrades construe (preposterously) as two camps, or
(uabelievably) as two class camps, ‘ o LT
, It is surely now plain and clear to any reasoning corrade that
to rewrilte the fumous scntence, or to.interpret it as if it should be
so -rewritvten, is not remotely justifisd, It Presuppbaes- a- level of
muddled thinzing ond slcppiness in language that it is not reasonable
to attribute to Cunlifie, or %o the reszt of us who read, discusged,
“vetted and voted on two drafts of a resoliusion to arrive at thie final
text, We meant to say what this resolutvion says. The present minority
- with whalever reservations - meant to say what the resolution Says.
We meant the sub-clause to refer to a different war, to an improbable
contingency. ,

Bveryone at the meeting - whether they supported the resolution
or opposed it - would have been amazed to be told that the clause
about “"full-scale war" was the hidden core of the resolution, the
seed of an entire new position which would need only the shedding of

blood in the South Atlantic to blossom forth, politically devouring
the rest of the resolution as it developed. <

THE SENTENCE: CONCLUSION

A

But the best is yetAto,come¢ For where did the all-effacing sentence
come’ from? It was drafted by cd Cunliffe on the suggestion of cd
Franco of the LOR. _ v ,

Cd Franco had been mandated by his organisation to propose a
pro-Argentine position at the TILC conference., He himself agreed
essentially wigh the present® WSL majority. He suggested that one way
. of clariiying the position, and relating to the eoncerns of the pro-
Aogentina comcades, was to implicitly clacsify poseible British/
Argentine wars into the one going on (as anaiysed in the bulk of the
110G rezolufion and in Kinnell®e original resolution;, and in contrast
ths sort of war that soms comrades (basing themselves on "the books"
‘and the movement's policies for China in 1937, etc.) terded to see it
asye ' ' :

- In that way we could relate rationally to the junta's "Falklands
adventure" and to "the present conflict", "restricted to the Falklands
issue", and contrast it to another sort of conflict for which the
conclusions of the Trotskyists on China in 1937 would be appropriate.

- (I was absent for the first session, which discussed the draft
by Kinnell. My account is based on what Kinnell and Cunliffe tell me,
Cunliffee confirms that the proposal for the sentence came from
Franco. He cannot remember how the suggestion was-motivated).

* Kok e R KK
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Despite theoir pxotences that it is otherwise, the comrades are

well aware of their difficulties over the resolution, and even on their

cherished sentence. On page 5 of the tendency document they quote the
sentence accurately, but then blandly go on to talk of the two
clauses as "sentences", and the sentence as a "paragraph". They .
‘substitute the loose phrase "over the Falklands" (in quotation marks)
for the sharper one in the resolution: "restricted to the Falklands
issue." Thus they make their own "revolution in the resolution".

In its own way this is an admission - perhaps an unconscious
admission - by the comrades that logic and the grammatic (not to

speak of the olitical) sense of the resolution are firmly on our
side and not theirs. : ;

_ To accept the minority's interpretation is reasonable, you
have to suspend the laws of grammar, and believe that the subordinate
clause is meant to carry the decisive and all-qualifying meaning of
the sentence. You have to turn upside down the normal Marxist
understanding of the relation between military affairs and politics.
You have to believe that a phrase which on its own could refer to a
mere military escalation is more important Than™ the political
definition. And you have to believe that the limited war that took
place for the Falklands and around the Falklands was an all-out war
an Yattack! on Argentina, PART 2 ‘ ’

HEAD THE BEST OF THE RESOLUTION!

Look at the whole TILC resolution and this is‘perfectly plain,
We did snticipate war.

Para.3: "We call for the immediate recall of the British
vattle fldet, and campaign against.any military action or war over
the Falklands, which can only be designed to preserve a relic of .
empire and shore up the prestige of British imperialism, Any such.
war could have only reactionary consequences in the form of loss of

life and a chauvinistic fervour in both the Argentine and British
working cl&sses". v

The first sentence expresses the common ground of our comﬁoh
defeatism towards Britain. Nobody has moved from it, and the paper
has expressed it in a version of Karl Liebknecht's =nd Rosa T
Luxemburg's slogan: The enemy is at home,

The second sentence plainly envisages war - even war as
distinct from mere skirmishes ("military action")., It T,
nevertheless esquates the chauvinist fervour of bhoth the Argentine
and British working classes in such a war, There is not the slightest
hint that such a war would be a great symbolic clash of imperiaslism
and anti-imperialism.

- Para 4: "In taking its action, the junta has acted not against
imperialism, but in a populist ploy designed to divert and unite the
Argentine masses behind the Generals! own repressive rule". No hint
there of the magic processes that would soon transform this into
gerious anti-imperialism - and indeed into a struggle on a higher
level (the international confrontation of "class camps") than the
working class movement that the junta aimed to diverst,

However we assessed the probability of serious wzr, the
resolution spells out our policy and our ussessment for the eventunl-
. ity of war. : ’ -

Para 5: "... the Argentine dictators have trampled upon the
rights of the Falklend inhabitants, who in themselves oppress and
threaten no-one and should have the right %o decide their own

7y
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L@ﬁﬁture" (emphasis added)."Suoch ac '
Sauture” (emphasis added ) o action does noth t6 buils -
:gg;g1%%1§Z£gggzglg§§n3§8‘1n thg Argentine,wofkigg class, %u%p:;ther»
ks 0. 6. chauvinisy and ‘national unity'. “not |
this action eand call for the withdrawal of Eﬁ;gﬁtingetggbggx.sqpport'
" The  comrades, when they voted for this, had yet to T 196 that
. 3 O . 1 : et t ”
?eroniSt chagvznlsm;1n~the Argentine working’claSSYWOulg ggiiigg.that
transformeq into best anti-imperialism by the shooting of British -
and Argentine guns when the British fleet reached the South Atlantic
They had still to reslise that the assessment made above reflected )

"a copplete lack of faith in the genuine anti-i -
maSSes" (IB 7’ p.10) . g mper:?.aliam O: the

) ~ para. 7 contains the famous sentence, Para. 8 states ' ¥
" our position plainly as for the Argentine working class - not for -
Argentina. - ‘ S
.+ "Vie_ call upon the British srd internationhal working class.to :
render all possible aggigtance to the Argentine workers in their |
struggle against the Galtieri dictatorship, for the establishment of
a genuinely enti-imperialist workers' government: in Argentina",
" This might conceivably be reconciled with Marxist defencism
guch as we had for Chind in 1937, But it cannot, while language .
pemzins something higher than gibberish, be reconciled: with the sort

g:oi~Axgentine,defancism>put crward in the tendency d ocument and in

. IB T - based on the idea that the confrontation of ‘international
vcamps" stands higher than tae class struggle in Argentina,
The last line of the last paragraph calls on the British
labour movement to . use the crisis to topple Thatcher, and to give
v g1l material and political support to the Argentine workers in
the fight for democratic and trade union rights". It does riot, with
the'British-ileet speeding towards war,"restricted,to‘the.ﬁalklaﬁds
qissne“,ucallron,the British labour movement to aid the Argentine ’
wmrkersubo;ﬁefend_their country (as we would have done for China in
- 4937). By deliberate hoice, in a resolution written for the eventual—
ity of war, .it- is not/call %o aid the Argentine state in a liberation
struggle or a tgymbolic! anti-im erinlist struggle (the comrades
didn't think -of that until later). It is a direct call for action
to the Argentine workers to overthrow the Argentineigovernment -
whidh has just committed an act of war against our own end faces:
retaliation, There could not be a more calculated distincetion from
the government and its lying pretence of anti-imperialism. Plainly
.it 4is meant that the Argentine workers should pursue the class
struggle-withoux regard to the effects on the war, and take -
advantage of the war to smash the junta, R
" on page 1 of the tendency document, "the defeat of your.own
yuling class by the working class" is presented as incompatible with
. ‘3efencism..We. would not accept that. We would not accept that even
a genuine war for the nationl 1iveration of Argentina stood higher
than the class gtruggle within Argentina, But given the comrades'

concept of defencism, it 18 piain that when they :voted -for the
TILGTgesdlution;'they'Vqtedl£oﬁ_q§featism for Argentina. -

DID WE SEE ARGENTINA AS QUALITAFIVELY DIFFERENT FROM BRITAIN?

We .are now in & position to discuss some of the substantive issues
raiseanbyrthe;minority, 1. will coanfine myself to issues with a '
direct bearing on the resolution. : P v
v - Does the resolution show that we (a1l of us at the TPILC confer-
;‘énpe,‘and_specifically tne representatives of the majority on-the BC)
"“"Sawﬂa‘war~betWeen‘Britain snd Argentina as some thin different to
en inter-imperialist war"? (emphasis in original). '




Now the minority have not spent much energy on arguing: they émote,
orate and rant about "imperiaslism" instead. This is one of ?he*t%a we
weightier of the arguments they have used. If I understand it, the . -

‘argument.-is that if we could gver support Argentina, it can't be .
imperialist or sub-imperialist; and if it isn't imperialist, then

we should always Support it in a war with an imperislist power. .
(There are Tur%ter implications and allegations of bad faith, duplic-
ity, etc, to which I will come back), = = . o

o This argument is linked to ths TILQ resolution, But those who
have read the earlier parts_éf:this:document=willkkn0w, owever; that
such & position. (automatic support for Argentina in & war with . -
Britain, read off mechanically from the designation of one as.

imperialist and the other non-imperialist) is in fact incompatible with

the TILC resolution. This argument emcrcged in Tact only after the::
minority broke radically with the politics of the TILC resolution:
they threw it back over their shoulders st us, 8o to speak, as they .
moved to the positions they cofify in their documents. : : :

.~ _In the first place, nc-cie (with the ezception of one member of
the. NC and one comraée in Gloasgow) says tuat the Argentine- British
war W&S not "something differont 4o -an inter-imperialist war", But .
that doesn't mean that itwes a naticnal war of liberation on the.
Argentine side! It waS a war, betwoen an ‘imperialist power in serious
decline - which evoked ‘the Argeniine action) and a developed capitalist
country which has long been = 'pig, power! in the region; which aspires
to an imperialist role; which scts a¢ a ‘sub-imperialism in the region
for US imperialism, | ' AN

~ The comrades apparenily think that it had 4o be either one or -
the other, eigher an inter-imperisliet war or a national liberation
war, Argentina has to be eitiner T1Ily inperialist or fully non-
imperjalist. In fact they go further, Seemingly believing that if
Argentina is not imperialist, then it is anti-imperialist (even under
the bourgeois juhta, pursuing 2 diversion that would be trivial even
if the islands were poptilat=i by Argentines wanting to join Argentina
and totally irrelevant im +orns 0V eeonomie imperialismg ’

in the second place, we “oariitted ourselves to defeni
Argentina in specific¢ conditions - of an imperialistwattagi.on its
national integrity of the sort known in the past by the big powers.
- on countries reduced to political/military (not Just economic) =
dependence, to colonies or Semi-colonies,

n_the third place, the resolution was written to reconcile the
gap between the analysisS which makss up the political content of the
resolution and the concerns of the "textbook Irotskyists", Some
comrades can choose to say that it does somewhere commit us to defend
Argentina and never mind the details, that's enough for them, But
for those who choose to read it, it is Plainly spelled out that there
are somé wars in which we do not support Argentina against Britain -
wars like "the present conflici®, w=rs not concerned with Argentine
rights but "restricted to the Fzlilienlas issue ", Wars on an issue
where Argentina is in the wronz =33 in relation to the islanders is
an oppressor (mini-colonialist or mini-inperialist, whatever term
you like), : . S

That is what the tribunes or tlhe present minority voted for,
and committed the WSL and the TILG tc, zfter the British armada had

sailed, The notion that if you were gver For Argentina against
imperialism, then you must glwars be - and if you weren't you were

"capitulating to imperialish® - a1l that came later., All that belongs
to a different set of poelilies Iron thoze contained in the resolution
C32 ’ 7

that the WSL presented to the %wiLl conference and pushed through TTLG,
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n the fourth place, t :

Argentina in a'Ei?fe¥33§féitgaggﬁgi%wgggéﬂi}frto the,defence,of
gituation and spelling out a > elearly defining. the resent
not to commit oneself to.the’giésciﬁiidtﬁtand in relation to it) 1S
the other, hypothetioal, situation will here is muoh probebility that

In the fifth lace;‘thé'reéolution'daes not ST '

T the ab “talk of :

goneral, I e ens for what obj int o method, 1t disousses which
ar, waged by whom and for what objectives. BEssentially the entire
argument of the comrades here is a metaphysical schema which commits
them to automatic support for anything less than a full imperialist
power in 2 conflict with an imperialist power., T < «

This argument is like Galtieri's invasion 2 the ‘Falklands -~
complete diversion from the important issues. The charég of %ggsfai%h
on our part, of reneging on commitments, of pending under pressure,
etc, - which seemsto be the main part of their argument - is 1udicr6us
in the;light»of~whax the resolution actually says. In the resolution
that they drafted and voted for ot the TILC conference, the present
minority saw- the Falklands war as something radically different from

a war for»Argentine'national rights, and different from a war with an
anti-imperialist content on one side. And then they dhangedftheir.minds.

In fact they admit this, in their own way (i.e. wrapping it up
in- phrases about- the alleged crimes of the majority). The tendency '
document admits that "the stage of an all-out war'. "was never adequately
defined at the TILC meeting". This is ther way of reassuring themselves
that, though they are on very shaky grounds with their current politics,
the fault nevertheless 1ies in the resolution.

1t is simply not true that the TILC document failed to adequately
define "full-scale war'. We have seen that even if you rewrite the
sentences, it is close 4o impossible to s eparate the words "alll-scale
war"® from the .political definition which gives it a meaning that has
nothing in common with the meaning that the minority give ite BY .
unever~adequately'deflnng they mean that they disagree with and have
abandoned the definition they voted for. ' - '

ARGENTINA'S NATIONAL RIGHTS.

One of the difficulties in the discuSsion, but also one df“thé most
easily accessible hard facts, i that the minority have changed their
definition of Argentine national rights.. = . B .

~ In the TILC resolution there is a complete rejection of Argent-
ina's claim to the Falklands, and therefore of the idea,that‘Argentine
nationel rights are involved in the conflict, so long as it remains
vrestricted to the Felklands issue" . Now, while the minority still say
that Argentina had no rights before the invasion, they seem to define
Argentine national rights as including the right "to recover ﬂh&i i;_ ;
”EQ%EE§~19 its property" (tendency document). So where it had no
national rights, it can quickly acquire them! B . _

This definition of national rights is new in .the Trotskyist
movement. Argentina has national rights to enything it chooses 10
do, demand, claim, or seize - provided only thaet it is demanded,
claimed, oOT seized from.imperialisml-The evils of imperialism justify,
sanction, and make good anything done or claimed against it by a
non-imperialist state. By sending a var fleet, an imperialist state
can even turn an jrrelevant act of mini-colonialismg'desigm@d,for,
Argéﬁtinennationalist consumption, into a genuine act of anti-
jmperialism. The conflict between the imperialist states and the non-

imperialist,capitalist states (whose mos ggtt or repugnant deeds
shey transform by their reaction to them)‘ s absolute - they are in

opposed noclass camps" (1B 7).

o Lo N 3 a '
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refore the working class and MarxisSts cannot make an- -
indepeggzzi gzggment‘— or if, as in the TILC'resolutiqn,,w§ do, .
then we must abandon it and adopt the definitions of a Galtieri.
DOES THE MINORITY REALLY VANT TO }PRE_‘SERVE THE STATE APPARATUS OF

ARGENTINA?

One of the most radical ‘departures the minority has made from the
TILC resolution and from a class point of view, and one of the most
amazing and indefensible, is in their attitude to the Argentine state,

The TILC resolution advocates that Argentine workers should
take advantage of the war to. overthrow the Junta, The comrades, as
we shall see, reject this, On pagé ‘1" they characterise;defeatism
as: : . L ‘

"Mthe defeat of your own ruling class by the working class,,.,.
'the main enemy is at home',., workers and soldiers turn your guns
on your own.officers‘and‘ruling class..s both working classes defeat
your own ruling class; the outeome of the war is irrelevant; a .
vietory for one. side would not be more progressive than the other"

= and they reject this attitude apparently in toto. L :

‘Then, 1n the course of arguing against the TILC resolution, they

émerge as people conecerned with the breservation of the Argentine

- state apparatus, - R ’
The TILC resolution "hever adequately defineq" all-out war, they

say. Events showed that all-out war could occur while the issue

remained the ¥alklands ang the war remaineg confined to the islands

and the seas around them, How? . - : o

.T}7They_admit that they are on.different groung from the TILC
conference discussio . 'In"debate, views were expressed that this
stage (all-out war) would come in the event of an attack on the
Argentine rainlang", (Not quiie: bombing of Argentine alr bases
could have been an attack on the mainlang but still part of a war
which remain restricted to the Falklands issue), "Thig was plainly
inadequate, and has to be reassessed in the light of the unfolding

- "A full-scale war involving the destruction of most of the -
Argentine navy and alrforce, and much of its army, could concelvably
- take place without ever involving the Argentine mainland, Tt would
- be a false distinetion to hold a neutral position on g bloody war

~raging between Argentine state power (emphasis added) and British

bases which would be part of the same war",

(Yes it would, The approach of the TILC resolution would forbig
such a switch, In the document I wrote before the May 16 NC T argued
- that bombing of mainland aip bases would not be "full-scale war",

but part of the Falklands war), '

‘ But what an amazing explanation these comments are of what
concerns the comradess The comrades! Argentine'defencism-is

impact on Argentine hational independence!

. The Argentine military caste 1s the prop of the bourgeoisie :
its agency of repression,and control over the economically mili%ant
Argentine working class, It has had essentially no other funection

for a century. We should be - and are - for the utter destriction

)
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and dismemberment of'fﬁa m#litaryiméchiné‘of Ar é;£ina It . L
good result of the war if it does that-without %finginé on %ﬁea":
Argentine people a fate similar to China's in 1937, - ;

(No, éomrades,'that does not mean I therefore favoured B
victory. There are good reasons why this or any other sd e
of this or that outcome does not determine our overall positlon
which is conditioned by Britain being an ilmperialist power). "

Why concretely, practically, in terms of politics and the
likely consequences for the Argeritine people, do the comrades
consider the destruction of the Argentine miiitary’machine,a S
decisively bad result of the war? Because their way of proceeding
from super-abstract labels (imperialist/hOn-imperiaListg,to
the politics of symboliec anti-imperialism leads them to stand our
politics on their head. 5 o '

: Their version of defencism 1s not what Trotskyist defencism
would be - (we were for the overthrow of Chiang Kal Shek and the
bourgeoisie in 1937, as a prerequisite for best defending China).
They define the Argentine capitalist state as being in our "eclass
camp" (IB 7). They have apparently forgotten the ABC of Lenin .and
Trotsky on how we relate to a bourgeds regime when together with it
we face a common imperialist enemy. In practical politics this
leads them to become champions of the Argentine militaryl

That is not what they want, or what they intend, or what'they
will stick to when they sober up, It is where their political :
conclusions have led them for now, S '

It is a pure example of the consequences of putting military/
technical definitions above political definitions, and. of dealing
in labels and symbols: the self-definition as not belng neutral
between "Argentine state power" and British imperialism, and the
concern for the fate of the Argentine military machine on 1its
expedition to conquer and annexe a non-Argentine population, does
have the merit of clearly showing up the politics of . the comrades.

When they sober up they will abandon this nonsense. But. they
have not sobered up yet. Right now (beginning of July) the Argentine
junta has been shaken .and discredited. Argentina 1is in politiecal
turmoil, and the chances of the military grip of the bourgeoisie .
being shattered are good. Without qualification, this 1is a splendid
development-for working class polities.: S

The junta and the bourgeolsle have suffered a humilitation, but
the Argentine people have not suffered a defeat with any harmful .
consequences. The Argentine chauvinists cry in the streetsj the ' .
class-oonscious Argentine workers have nothing to ery about, Yet =
read the assessments in IB 7: the comrades talk of a real defeat
for our "class. camp"”. - ' '

Théy are so far from class politics that the prospect of the
Lifting of the iron tombstone which the’Argeﬁygggim}litary, on
behalf of the bourgeoisie, had held in place/ e Argentine
workers for six years, seems to them to be irrelevant. (And they
sombine this with demagogy about our "lack of faith" in the masses).

When the Argentine junta falls, and the Argentine labour move-
ment regains the right to function = that will be a great day for
the Latin American and international working class. The defeat of
the junta, the cruelly humiliating debacle of 1ts crazy adventure
in the Falklands, has brought that day muach nearer, The pity of it
g that the whole cadre of the military machine of Argentina wae not
pulverised and sunk to the bottom of the South Atlantic,

—————
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comradas who find their "anti-imperialism".outraged by
suctho:Zntiment have rorgotten the ABC: of class polltios,_l?t
alone of Trotskyist polities. And to judge-fromAthe»tendency s
second document, they have -.for the moment - forgotten how to
reglister even half-accurately what 1s going on in the political world
around them. = ' . ' . ,

THE MINORITY HAVE ABANDONED THE TILC COMMITMENT TO SELF DETERMINATION
FOR THE FALKLANDERS |

The attitude of the TILC resolution to the Falkland. islanders is
clearly that they have the right to self-determination, Self-
determination for Leninists means the right to secede from a given
stéte,'the”right of a given population to have independence or to
adhere to the state of thelr .choice, 'Its basic idea is the fullest
democracy without any regard for the © -existing state boundaries,
and on that groundwork the promotion of working class international

The tendency documentﬁ (1) states that'"Argentine workers have
no interest in the armed occupation of the Falklands against the
wiihes of the population" (p.9); but also (2) cancels this out as
follows: ,

"eoo 1if the settlers were a distinet and viable community and
were gsking for Self-determination, we would support them, Geo-
graphical or historieal arguments would not apply. But they are -~
oot asking for self-determination, They are militantly pro=imperigl-
ist and determined to stay that way" (p.7). '

Distinect they are, They are asking to determine for themselves
what state to be attached to and what state not to be seized by,
Viable? What is viable? Who decides? The insistence of the comrades
that self-determination can only mean' independence, therefore cannot
apply to populations who do not want an independent state, means
either that they do not agree with the»profoundly revolutionary
Leninist attitude to the question, or (more probably) that they are
not familiar with the writings of Lenin on this very important

question, , Faulklanders .

There 1s no doubt that the | - reject inelusion into
Argentina, "But", now say the comrades who voted for the TILC
document, "they are not asking for self-determination. They are
militantiy pro-imperiglist and determined to stay that way",

_If that 1s a proper way to define the situation now, and if
these considerations are decisive now they should have’ been
decisive when we Jointly drafted the fILC resolution which says
they "should have the right to decide their own future", Why dig
the comrades not say that then? |

The Falklanders would be imperialist only if their role were
imperiglist - only if their bei g on the islands helped Britain
dominate and exploit Argentina, That is not the case and never has
been, They are actually an isolateq pocket of British people, the
sole inhabitants of their islands, Apart from a couple of- dozen ‘
creoles 150 yesrs ago they are probably the only community that has
ever inhabited these bleak islands,

From any democratic - or Leninist - point of View, 'viability?
is for them to work out as best they can, and not for the Argentine
bourgeoisie Sl s . . o
dispose of P

1 .. .. i -
prineiple involved,

3 : ‘ o - o=
Numbers have no consequences for the

-

»
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The‘comrades_redefine the TILC.documentucommitment~to'th \
that the i§landers should decide their own future by redefin?ngigglf~
ggggggggzglon to mean gnl{ ingggendenee. Those who do not argue for

, Ce, or -cannot plausibly as ir '
self-determiﬁation. ‘p ‘ ,Y pa‘e to:it, are pot.exerqisipgl
 This view is not that of Tenin 'fhe‘Comhuniét International.
the Trotskyist movement, :For example ' ‘ 1 Europs, v

in east and central Euro
pockets of many nationalities were at the time o shewipes Where

in many cases still are) scattered through different st
determination would have been largely c
igterpretation of it as meaning 'stay w

- The Falklanders reportedly express their self-determination not
by wanting independence (though’there_is'now'talk of it), but by
wanting to remain with Britain, To talk about a plainly British
overseas population as pro-imperiglist is to play with words and to
obscure the issue. It _uses labels about the islanders! politiecal
ideas to obscure the .issue of what rights can this community, existing
where it does, reasonably claim to exercise over its own des%iny?

Does it have, or does it not have, the important negative right not
to be annexed by a foreign state?’ . - '

L A parallel example may clarify., 15 miles off the coast of Canada
there is an inhabited island, St Pierre, which is part of the French
state, Would we say that the people of this island have a right to

self-determination only if they desire independence? Would we deseribe

them as "pro~imperialist" and therefore forfeiting all rights if they
wish to remain part of Franee? Or would we not simply say that the‘
islanders should have the right to decide which state they want to be
part of?

The Falklanders are a British community which oppresses and
expleits no“other community, and which is not an Instrument in such
oppression. The community 1s geographically isolated from Agentina
by 400 miles of the Atlantic ocean, and has existed on the islands .
30, 50, 100 years longer than the great bulk of the present pQQulit gn
of’Argentina.’Whyfshould it not control 1ts own destiny, even if tha
means retaining ties with Britain?

' ' ‘ ‘ tic
" Th is no Marxist, socialist, internationalist, democra y
or aﬁ%ifimperialist reaéon why it éhould,not. The np%ion that;%giii)
a British community (not pro—Br%tish,‘nog_pro~%ﬁgggéaéizgyfsggh pickét
i : in is imperialist we are for grind ]
?ﬁ%osiﬁgegggégg, has noghingwin common‘with Marxi§m or even bourgeois
democracy. ' . L , . , .
' ‘ ' ‘ .- anotk ion, if the
' , ders - explolted - .- another pqulat _
isléggstggrzaiktgge agalnst ArgentiniivittgouLd be,g;fgiﬁggy.tﬁsbgar as
know, no-one even alleges that that is the case, c )
Ingéﬁétggnogﬁagvthe Falﬁlandlislanaers are now oppressors bgcaused
(‘thOut their existence the  junta would not have had to inva e,ha%
th fore would not have suffered defeate.. that ?otion shows wha
‘Eﬁiﬁiing in labelsvand "eamps" doeslto(your bra;n.)_’

rade 6 the p sal ter ro-imperialist" to try to
‘ comrades misuse the political term ?pro_imperla | 0 t
d figgeagggrige,question of the rights of the Falklands as a di;ElECt
e ity - which is the proper content of a discussion on S?ﬁ T iehts
co%muningtion In fact they try to define the communltyrand£1 ? rigw
deter? existeﬁce except as political ciphers. Fro? the point of v iadnq
g% tﬁe TILC resolution,‘upholdiﬁg Ehthaigi:ggzig' §§§3t§§erg$5§§§1 o
tave now shifted to the belief tha e nders | only operatio
' t to a sacrificial role 1ln the 'sy ‘
iégggiéiiggedgigg the comrades imagine to have been goipg on.
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' comrades e (4m Who hondency document): “We cannot |
_ subogginate tge wo;{d(political situation to the FPalkland settlers
and give them an imperialist (2) veto". (Veto on what? Veto N
on being annexed by a forelgn military dictatorship, or for that
matter by a foreign bourgeoils democracy? Veto on being a morsel
on the menu by which the Argentine junta tries to stimilate and "
satisfy chauvinist appetites in the Argentlne masses?) "To do so",
“eontinue the comrades, "would ignore the class politics () :

" 4involved". So the Falklands are the pivot on which the world

situation moves? What on earth are the comrades talking about?

The TILC resolution rightly said that the junta had dealt no -
" blow to imperialism by seizing the Falklandsj now the comrades have
moved so far in pursuit of their “"symbolic" anti-imperialism that
what was for them at Easter a freak conflict is now of world-
defining importance - the axis of world polities, And they get
wilder and wilder. In the debates comrade Smith has said that the
genocidal war in the Lebanon was sparked by the Falklands ware :

No doubt the war in the South Atlantic was a factor in whep
the Israelis launched their war, But they have long been ‘
preparing it. More decisive factors behind the war were the fact
that the Arab oil weapon is not so potent, with the present glutj
that the Iragis have suffered defeatj and that Israel/Egypt rela%ions
have been normalised, g ’ : o . _

 But I haven't understood whether Smith was blaming the
Falklanders (because they 'provoked! the junta into defeat), or
the WSL majority, for the Lebanon war! There would be a daft logic
to the first alternative = not even a crazy logic to the seeond.
We did everything we could to hinder British imperialism,

The minority's shift from supporting self-determination for
the Falklanders to ridiculous accounts of the world situation, in
which the actual lssues are totally lost, is the best proof that
the method of Lenin, quoted above and followed by the majority, is
?_betge{.tuolwthanKSpeculation on 'symbolic' showdowns with ’

mperialism. We ask: yhat are the issues at stake, which cla
are waging the war, and with what ngllzlggi thggiiysg; hadzez

IS LENIN ON THE IMPERIALIST WAR IRRELEVANT TO THE FALKLANDS WAR?

I quotéd Lenin at the beginning of this article to set :
10 , : g C : u ,
I believe to be the proper Marxist method for assess:mgQatw.ar:"::?!zj‘~t

It will, of course, be objected that this is not applicable to the

Falklands war because Lenin referred to World W

aI"l. B'U.t> . G
he says. The methods and judgments and criteria he outlinﬁiagpg?ﬁt
" tolall‘wars.‘lt-iS“the different answers to the questions posed
- that establish for us the difference between one war and another,

- If you proceed from these criteria, you arrive :
of the concrete situation, general éa{egories angtdigiggiégsis_
of wars, and the role of certain types of state in wars. If you
try to read off an attitude to a war from the bare characterisation
of imperialist/ndén-imperialist, then you pulp, scrap dispenéé
.with% the sort of criteria Lenin uses. They become?irrelevant
All the substance of an independent class viewpoint is scrapped;

and the working class is to take sid , '
" ¢ategories., o S des on the crudes? of brgad

.~ This is the :essence of the difference. Nowhere V re
sides apart from certain criteria. The apparent 'aitg;agic?a%Zkin
of sides = with a colony, with a workers' state, with a deformed ¢
or degenerated workers' state - is a matter of shorthand ways of .
saying that a block of like criteria exist for us. But if we confine

(¢ 2
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ourselves to the textbook labels, there is a danger of phasing out
-the. basic eriteria, of thinking 1n unwieldy_unarticulated-blo%k-
concepts;.Inevitabiy, sooner or later, you will find that they are
less,concrete than necessary in a given situation. =

In the.- :case of g workers! state we have an automatic
~identification of interest, programme and so on, In the case of a
colony in revolt, we side with the oppressed because theip |
assertion of_their full national rights. is a hecessary part of
arousing them to struggle for-socialism,'and‘because‘no nation
that oppresses another can itself be free., In the case of a ‘
deformed or degenerated workers! state, we normally find ourselves
vliolextly hostile to the ruling bureaucracy,.but take sides in
defence of the nationalised property and against the strengthening
of imperialism, In all these cases we take sides not with the
names of things, but with the struggle - however led - for ,
self=-determination or to preserve natlonalised property, etey ang
in all cases we take sides against imperialism, concretely against
it feeding and strengthening itselrf, o

In each caseé the answer to.the questions: "what issues are | )
at stake in the war, which classes are waging 1t, and with what °
“political objectives", determines our attitude., -

. By this method, .the:eonclusion is less automatic in a case of
a war between advanced capitalist powers in which neither's national
rights are threatened. We oppose the settlement of disputes by
‘war (if comrade Smith, who found the notion of reconciliation be=.
tween the British and Argentineﬁpeoples puzzling in a Trotskyist
paper, will allow me to say S0)e Certainly in such a case the .
categories imperialist ang non-imperialist are meaningless. None
of the issues that would make us take sides between China and
Japan in 1937 or between a US -invasion and Nicaragua in 1982
(or between the USSR and Nazl Germany in 1941) existed in the
Falklands war, : - a ’ :

The reason why the minority comrades, determined to 'take sides!
according to the super-abstract labels imperialist and non-imperial-
ist, have turned Lenin's method on its head, is precisely because
~ as they recognised for the first 5 weeks of the conflict -
rationally assessed from a  working class viewpolnt there was
little to take sides about. - : S

OUR DUPLICITY .

T “b radeé aecuéé us - in more 0r~lessfq1plomatic language.
gggegd?ngwon the ecircumstances - of .dupliecity. They,understqqd,
they say, that we had committed ourselves to the famous half-
sentence withtha meaning that they now give to it,. ‘

ve seen, all this came rather late in the day. On May
9 thg; gigggd tnot“%hat .. we had to support Argentina if a s%ooging
war started over the Falklands, but that we failed to unders ago
that it was now all-out war, golng beyond the Falk}%ndi 1§sue
involve Argentine national rights (the 12 mile limit etc.

i 't know., I do
ther or not they thought this through I don
knoﬁwggatethey have no right to believe what they say.

of the TILC resolution, and the record of the successive
stagzgeogeﬁgeir own political development, from the TILC resolution
through to IB 7, tell a plain story.

‘ t an analysis
j ty, together with the minority, worked out ar 1
of tggeriéizgdz,con%lict whiech proved more or less wdequate. The
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fact that 1t came to a sheoting war which we did not expect did not
affect this, since the TILC resolution had been written for bhe
contingency that the war would take place., The majority kept strictly
to the TILC resolution at all pointse. : :

The minority allowed themselves to be convinced of the polities of
the TILC resolution. Then on May 9 they doubled baeck on themselves,
and since then have been moving away from the TILC resolution. The
first tendency document was a long way politically from the TILC -
document. The second document has moved very far from the first
document. Now it is all a matter of how "tight" the "international
balance of forces" 1s and so on. : !

I find it impossible to believe that anybody 1n the tendency can
really think that their current politics are the same as those of the
TILC resolution. The gap is now too wide for any of them to pretend
to themselves that they. merely 'developed! the T ILC resolution's:
politicse . 4

Yet they still go on about our duplicity in "pretending" to
commit ourselves to defending Argentina, etc. Why? There are no doubt
good psychologlcal reasons (their current judgment in IB' 7 must force
fhem to a very poor opinion of themselves as they were at the TILC
conference: it is no doubt much less painful for them to concentrate
on denouncing us.) Bu t t here are other reasons. ’ .

Theirs is a record of instability, inconsistency of method, an
consistently muddled judgment. Yet in IB 7 they take thelr stand
very much on their ability to assess "the international balance of
forces" and its"™tightness" (whatever that means - = the opposite
"looseness"?)

Their record so far is not a good advertisement for the Jjudgment
and assessment on which the credibillity of thelr current politics
depends, That is why they pretend to maintaln consistency with TILC

~and talk about our duplicity. But there is nothing in the TILC

resolution to support.the crazy inverted pyramid of considerations,

" with the war as the point on which the "international balance of

forces" balances, that they now lose themselves in, .

In fact the TILC resolution is, like the Falklands war, now a
matter of history. In any event the minority parted company with that
resolution on May 9. Some comrades (Jones, Levy, Smith) have begun-
to backtrack towards Morrow's position that we made a mistake at the
TILC conference, When or i1f the whole of the tendency completes the
processes - and recognises that if they want to continue the politics
of the TILC resolution they must side with the majority - then we can
get away from this stupid dispute about who defended and who '
reneged on the politics we Jolntly agreed at the TILC conforencs. .

A"Thoﬁas Caroiah'1~7~8 2



