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Statement from Roger

It has been clear since the debate over the Malvinas that the fusion between
the I** and the W** has been in. danger f disintegration. It is now clear to
me, and I suspect clear t0 a number of other comrades, that the fusion exists
now in name only. I have therefore decided to resign from the League and the
broad groups, as I have no wish to join either the majority or minority
faction in presiding over the death agony of the League. The immediate reason
for my decision to resign is the contents of IBs 78 and 79. If the majority
and minority cannot even cooperate in the production of the organisatien's
press, it is clear that we do not have the ncleus of the revolutionary party
in the form of the League, but two competing organisations, with a formal
split being inevitable sooner or later.

It is also my deeply-~held view that the ex-leadership of the I** must take
the lion's share of the blame for this state of affairs. I, like a small number
of comrades in the I**, was dubious about the broad groups tactic. I saw it as
the beginnings of a Militant—type entryism into the Labour Party, and an
abandonment of the shallow entry tactic initially carried out by Workers'
Ax¥wxx, 1 was concerned as to how the I*® would maintain a presence vutside
of the LP, and therefore as to how the organisation would argue the case for
an independent revolutionary party.

However my disagreements with the tactic (which I expressed at the confer—
ence where the I** decided to establish the broad groups) came to an end when
the I** and t e W¢* fused. This was besause the essential basis of that fusion
was the building of the new League into a revolutionary party, along. “e the
essential task of contributing to the building of a new revolutionary inter—
national. The immediate practical consequence of this was that the new League
would have the same type of public profile as the old Wwe had, and indeed the
original I** had, for the first few years after its creation in 1975.

As comrade Cunliffe makes clear in IB 78, this political basis of the
fusion was rencged on by the leadership of the ex~I**, and in retrospect the
liquidation of the new W¥* started after the October 1981 rally. Alongside
liquidationism in relation to the party, we have liquidationism in relation
to the method of the Transitional Programme. This again is a process which
began in the latter years of the I¥*'s existence, and was most clear in the
context of our work in WF.

I was for several years in the late 1970s in the SWP and for most of that
time trying, unsuccessfully, to build a faction for the I**., During that time
I had a number of meetings with comrades Hill and Carolan where it was made
‘clear to me that the raising of transitional demands in the .centext of the
day-to—day class struggle is an indispensable part of the activity of a revolu~—
tionary organisation. With the collaboration of comrade Hill I wrote an
article for the IB (SWP's) about the need for Women's Voice to adopt a pre—
gramme of transitional demands. The contents of this article were quite
similar to the arguments of Workers' Power and the o0ld W** at the second WF
conference in Birminghame. I was therefore staggered and concerned when I real—
ised that as a member of the I 1 had to vote against arguments/positions
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which I believed to be those of the I**. Again with the fusion of the

I*¥* and the new League, I anticipated a hardening up of the organisation
around the question of the Transitional Programme, both in WF and the broad
groups. The reality, of course, has been the reverse. Not only are .
trgnsitional demands never raised in WF, but also they are no longer raised
in the paper (except in small print in the Where We StandAcolumn).‘Much of
the pre-fusion discussion centred around the Transitional Programme, and
amendments were made to the original broad groups 'programme! to meet the

- arguments .of the old W¥*, Again,-in hindsight, it is clear the ex—I*¥
leadership agreed to this to facilitate fusion, not because they agreed with
the politics upon which the amendments were based.

I therefore believe that liquidation of party and programme are the
present politics of the majority of the W*, I do not believe that comrades
Carolan, Kinnell and Hill, etc have consciously abandoned revolutionary
Marxism — that would be a nonsense (of a sort, I am afraid, that the faction
around comrade Smith often resort to). What I do believe is that comrade
Carolan sees O. work as the basis of building a large organisation, and is
prepared a la.Tony Cliff to abandon programmatic principle for organisational
gaine. This I believe is why we have a change of line on Ireland. Surely
comrade Carolan you must know in your heart of hearts that your more recent
statemunts on Ireland have more in common with Cliff and Grant than with
your own excellent articles in Workers Iw¥*¥* and Workers A¥¥*¥x% (and from
which meny of us learnt). It is also the reason why the ex—I**¢ leadership
ps now prepared to force the remmnants of the old W¥* out of the organisation
— because they are now seen as an aobstacle to 0. worke

I have thought about joining the Smith/Jones faction, but I have decided
not to as I believe the faction fight is no longer being waged at the level
of politics, but at the level of personal insult and slurs and I have no
wish to be part of such a faction fight, which in eny case, I venture to
predict, will be terminated later this year. However I am not leaving
politics or deserting the class struggle. I refuse to accept any longer the
~discipline of the W**, but may be prepared to join whatever organisation
comrade Smith and his faction join/form after they are kicked out of the W¥*,
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. 1o our internntional work? -~ Cunliffe.

iy hns the

You may well heve missed it. But as . result of a miuleadlng resolution pushed
throuch the lovember 1¢ iational Comunittee meeting by the Ca rOLun/Ylnnell

1eade*sh1p, the .Iorl'or<~ Jocialist League is currently involved in no serious
-‘nbn -l u’l ")"‘”.1 -'“""‘( ""L =1 -

L TRt

e of our mambers fEind anJ op-ortunity or encouragement to invosulouub,
discuss and develop znelysis of international issues in the class siruggle, the
current crisis of the wordld Troiskyist movement, or develop the nrogoromme of

e Conlldin

our movement for the political reconstruction of the Fourth Inucrnazlonwl.

The structures within the League which should promoie such work have been

dissolveds the sublications that should carry such material have been trivialised

(SX) or wound up (Uorkers Socialist Review), or exist only as vague platitude

in ¥C resolutions ( an "imternational bulletin" in Inglish and Prencal) Little

in the way of Leapgue rescurces is Cirected towards serlouslj building inter-

national solila rlty work, wWhich only survives at all through the tenacity

and dedication of individmal comrades. Our organisation is becoming mired ever

deeper in the sludge of nationally-iimited politics. 2
I believe that this is comp1°telv unaccepteble for 2 Trotskyist CT””HiS&ﬁlOﬂ,

and that sections of the TC and the membership have been cynicelly misled into

endorsing this situation, some plainly bslieving that there is, somewhere and

somehow, some degree of inmternztional work beinz carried oub behind the scenes

by the leadershivn. If this is the case, then it has been surcessfully concealed

even from the Ixecutive Comaittes, -~ '

Tae November 19 IC ﬂeqolutlon,on the face of *t, appear 2d to Tepre en% a

~comnitnent to scme form of 1nuefnaL;onal worke Duly as I po;ntea out at the time
in voting against 1t, the wkole pronosal put forwaerd by Kinnell was a sectarian

rscipe for %he chandommend in practice of any serious cffort towards the
reconstruction of the Fl. The resolution committed the IC Yo :

" Set up some sort of organised liaison between ourselves, the (4imerican)
PTT end (Au""'dlian) ST

" Propose a joint international bulletln, Yo be produvced by the WSL in
English, French and Cerman ( and if nossi¥le other 1anwuwves)...;

" ;nroumh ”"itten dwﬁcussion and occasionsl international mne

5 with PTP ond SF on ngo” “Ollt o

pts Shct_w also dizcusg. the work of all of us on our nome arenass
: < o with other forces, inclucing tho
Trotskyist Q‘ornv ue already have some relati

" The internztional Twl : s edit
for invervention in relation to the USIL.e.;

" Prior to any @p»rozch to the USFI for fusion discnssi n
: ﬁo ;onulaue a cle T
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T the USFL and its
e ”"T "1d jointly with the SF

int work and ongoing discussion between ourselves
SF wes never and is rnot now in 4i
discuzs much more on the poli

Tﬂct there should be jo
and the PTT (now SLi1) end BF
there sny doubt that we should

c

The differcnce oont”eo the demise of TILC last S»ring 2

of such work, its oricn ond its »lace in the conuext e

and wider nerancctive. sione between vs, AF and IS S1./USA i 5 oA

vieble sersnective for tional woriz. Different aiﬁ;tvdes on this cuestion
C1rill wroduce o Gifferen aont of the sriousness of Winnell's nroposals

for bﬁlletins, uritten siong ané internotionel meetings.
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Sympronized by thelr initicl onrosition toithe old iL VE
Commiscions which had — uifth some success - carricd out a 1
“heoretical and practical uorlt on variouvs key issues and as
politics ~ for examdle on ”1r:nv, the Viénlu Aucx, Sovth . ’ Drbuce and
Latin Anmerica. Throush the commission By Tonls and file meﬂbﬁrp of the Leasue
haé been zble to »nlay on cetive role in de velov1n~ our nrosraame and the
policies of the Leasue. ilow, with the commissions having long ago been stifled
end lzilled off, there is no such everue open.

have slunys seen this as $he ness of o ton-level elite :
witiin the Leggue, ¥ron the time of fusion onverds the nresent lajority's
Geternmineiion to ciclude the meobershin from sigiificent pariticinotion in
rcoulor discussion ond theereticel worl: on intermatisnel cucciions og

5 5

n

We have seen the I'C ~ vhich in +i
discussion, including intemetional wcports and ¢ v:ﬁ;?xwﬂ of cur international
work — virtually abandon tzy politi tig ' Lon any
vo—-to-date political reporis or det i devel
all of which now nlay second fidéle to orgami.ati nal wrwn~1es and m‘noeuv"es
anc. the piecemeal approach of the lizjority. Dut while the wC has been turned
inﬁo a virtual "no—go“ ares for rolitics or objective discussion, the

ven longer. And conrades from the "waorlty,
wno scarcely troubled to COHC°“1 their pleasure at the wellonse of TILC last
year have made no effort wvaatever to open vy any I[resh internatiorsal work o
Ciscussion,.

In practice, by the time Kinnell movsd his resolution on Hovember 19 there
wes no regular, establiched forum even at leadership level vhere international
(or 1~"vonbl) political questions could be seriously discussed, There 1u not
even an Zditorial Board to ciscuss the content of the paper!

Predictably, the main casulaties of the depoliticisation of the leading
bodies of the chve hawve been the "cinderella areas of noliticel worlz: work
amongst the specially oppressed at home, and eny work at all "abroad",
Ipte*“a iona 1 work requires time, effort and encouragement 2t leadersh
if reanz and file coirades arc %o Te kept informed ond dravm into pordi
Ins%eaa of this, th League has seen the disaspearance of ony sgutﬁ 2t

F)

educctional progran & which might cquip never and less conrwoent conr

ip le el
Ci paati Ono
ic

des to
deal independently +4ith international cuestions.

An Bty Pronosal.

Einnell's resolution of fov.lS boils dowm in essence to sporadic correspondence
and occasional top-level gei-togethers between leading USL comrzdes and tle
leaders of two t1n3 orﬁaawsauﬂons wnich both alrsaly to a greater or lesser
exsent accent the - urrent politics of the SL. Cnl vl of peonle would

he work beitwecen set-

2, handi
IR

be involved in this worlk al eny stage, or even aware of +
piece internationsl meetings, The proposal for an international bulletin

sounds very fine, uvniil the practical questioms are asked: itho would write
it? Ylould anyone e involved in discussing its centents? How would it be sold?
To whom? ;

Given the constinated silence on internmational developments in the pages
of 8X since the ilew Ye ar, it is opne 1o scme doudt what the "International
Bulletin® might find to pudlish. Since it would be a party »ublicobion and
not 2 notionally "oroad" pener like $SX, »resumably only tnc Hajority's views
would get = look ine kiaybe they would reprint some old ICL documents?

(N

In any venb, 25 the Wlletin of o tiny 1
insirmificont grouning with no serious oricnﬁatien'%nf:
other semmenis of the world Trotskyist movement, such a bulletln would he
hard-pressed to establish a Gefinite nurpose and direction. Why uould anyone

be bothered to read it, unless throvgh id'e curiosiiy?

- - -
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ive and "ncrﬁ““infl?
-

There are still no answers to these quesilons, three months after Kinnell's
resolution was cerricd by ithe I'Cy and no sign of cny efforis 4o implonont  it,

-
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vhere poTon TOne ony ansiuers din ECL:znr-ﬂ t=2 mind vhen he draf ued e ;,“ooo 2lGe

: rpicel Jreud from the r‘uw,b. ‘
Since the IIC majority was secured for that motion, international work
( side from o fleeting rsference to the 00°f00nvmenf of the December coanference
to April) hos not oven been listed on the ¢ agenda. There has been not the
clightest move to commission ariticles and work that might meke the notional
Tinternotionnl bulletin” a realitye,

Py ~om IO o

Poeg thio natter? I Think it wmaiiers very muche. There is an increasingly
seriocus nroblem of volitical development of our comrades, all too few of

whon have any opportunity to wicden their voliticel horizoans beyonlé the éeghto-day

tuesle i %he British lebour movement, and discuss the evenis of the inter-
io wle, Relatively few comrades are actively involved in

goliderity worke Cur movement is sinlkting cver decner
losin~ ony Fecl Tor worlc clags strursle

2 .
1701 G- v;cn ~m71t€0w11v roes 'o?atoa LTObS qut *”u rnational.

oo
t.r
-chs;n of mrotsl izt yO-.%“ =20

™e lajority's "Pundomentals?
T

Tou would net drew cny such conclusion from Kimnell'ts document arguing
the caze for his pronosals nwﬂ against my counter-proposals (IBT7). His -
text is “01316& iundomentals First, Tactics Second". A quick recting suggesis
thet raybe his exuberasce got the ster of him in the title; there are no
politicel fundementals to be found. One searches in vain for a nrograamatio
point or a ceclaration of principle.

Put bthig is to misvnderstand Linnell's anproach, which is one of dyed-in-
the-wool sectorisnism tousrds the problers of recomstruciing the Trotslyis

Ry s

’3

t'r t

ternationsl. #For hin the "funcamental" is not the Q“EQ for an 1pzo?n:tﬂow91,
the need for serious internationalist comm~bnoqt,o* the need for decper and
wider prosrommatic discussion: Kinnellt's fyndonmental' is fo.preserve at any
cost the WSL's selorciion from the other currents ond grounings which neke
vp the majorltyf“E’?EETj csent—Cay divided znd confused "Irotskyist movementh.

The politice ifferences of progromme and methold which we have with the
larger o Uiiﬁ ¢ seen by Carol:n/Kinnell not as nolitical issues of
inportance to 1 crified, confronted and if posssible resolved in discussion,
Cebate cnd the ng of *HeOfntu 1 positions in vractical strussles they

are Seen and us

bonner of gencw

(S28 724 A IS:

ny serious prograrmmatic

,.h

i ca,
sinmly as convenient neﬂs on vhich o hang a sccitorion
ed L m e £y 2 ol

2.

o wolitie~l o TZ. The variolved
. q0w31 &ms . ‘.‘;x s - oo 1 ¢ Lo o) e e = Clmh T3 ~7hlc . ."i\.» D.:::
ﬁhe centiz of G or erol,h/nvﬁ” 11 an

ccegion Tor commeant rath

This stance is seCtarian,bud ne else I lmow of in
the USL) believe that robler ?I can or shoh'M in
o way he coniined 4c SluyeRitst z - oA

Zﬂ“aui;ohu oL uhE ing 10!

E '!*.'—

UST ox the llorehist or L XY

voset potential legers of

forces ('Aougb
211

vethod,
ia rotvesd

2blo - to decicc

L0 econ

s - & 3 ST O Yol
it espcars possible - 2ven



Intermetional diccuscion, <~trchod in thi
of the worizin~. class ané +he § i~ht Tor
Tontion' to be telten un or not. And,
neonle Lo “hom Caro Tp/hnftell Ishalclioh
favovreble cestures are those o olresls
In thic way the [JNL's sighis lovered from the internationzl
Clage sirusrle to the cultivedion of a meorre and sscluded Maini~HILOM
cabboge patchs and cven this linided tesl: 1o done vith so 1itile sorious energy
and commitnent that the voliticol tools are Lepinnine to st (some discarded
eliogethor) — and weels can be seen springing up arount us and within our
- orgenisat )
onshin
ist) then
e of
““L on Gority
ce ond. Cestroyed
i tional cemaissions and Ths iticisation
of the 1ewﬁlnr cown;ttees. The events of the woris o ] 1y

:¢:ke 1itilie w2 ne 2 : RO » : .
arolgm/Ki¢“le 1eaue:o;_ ( ae - an 8¢ 7 the ooucity of ght in the
SX 1nternu01 ngl coverage since of wo:lu ”1 otslkyism
with its i g ] ’ seen by the lajority
as opp ttz:”les 2t nost Zor sicdeline slorarlswlg ather than eny active
intervention or political initiative. The ¥innell epn ¢h resis on no driving
force that might see it implemented, It has already ¢ 3 1

%
i

2
d in its dracks.

Lo}

DiSma 1 EES0N 0

the 1052 Tnternstional Comnittee.,
aral

There is a sad 1 lel to the nrasent—-day method of the ISL mhgorltv. In
1953, the imerican SHP took sfshe lead in (bﬂlgteQIV) attacking and publicly
brealking from the oprortumnist political line of Ilichel Pablo and irnesd Lu“del,
*“en the leaders of the Fourth International. In Iovember 1953, together with

the Zritish section ( armound Gerry ! ‘pul*), the expelled French majority
(including Lembert and Bleibtren) end Fehuel Horeno in AT“Gﬂtlnu, the SiP
published its Open Letter which spelled out four lines of princinled onnosition
with Pablo, ant in effect s»lit the I, '

But in <the period ofzur 153, the neuly-formed International Commith
ebstaincd from the necessary noliticel fisht agmainst Po ’lo a2t the Fourth World
Congress, Feiled to 1ook'bac1 end self-criticise the felse positions which

b

they had s ored with Pablo a2t the 1951 World Conzress, .and fziled ‘o develop.

2 coherent 3011t10 2l alternative to Pab1o's politics and mes’o_, which they
Genounced i

tiv
» The most sweeping cad heavy terms ther could find, The IC set
up no funciioning internefional leadership or Grmocratic centrolist structure,
leaving the IC to functiom on thc basis of unanimous consent, if at all,

"3

The IC vegetated intoc on introspective stence, formolly cefending correct
nrinoin]es, but in the most ineffective way end vltimatistic terms, Heving
carried out a svdden, uncmmmected anl wmvresered breelk with the remainder of
the FI -~ few oi whon lmew vhat was geing on - the 70 leaders h?fe no efforts
e

to pursue the discussion with the oth s Poxtly
politicel »rinciples that were dofon 1953

2

whe 8JP, the seniocr I0 sesiion, in ¢2@ Uuban
185¢. »h 1663, the 5P had merred agedn with Pnblo, accanting o common method
and 3ﬂo~“n1no. Healy, toos of course has since ( though later) become the
mowt ‘Pabloite’ of DOllulCuL leaders, while Lambert combines opnortunism tewards
cocial democracy with sectaricn nolitics

-~

-8ince 1953, nol onc of the rein currenis of the Trotsizyist movoment has Leen

-
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1I lcaders
ened victims
e could

i denicses ny pronosal with g combinction of wilfvlly
obtue i uncnts, iis noin
(a) The I ghene, Thiere are
Fajoritm, and arc o widdk roange
ective and 1 apnroach to intiernations
5 ecouse of this, nothing should bc done utndil the

s any motor force th

.
e were o ﬂ%ﬂﬂt th

of “c’I mion', dven i 3
hig ﬂi““ £ uarescrved znd almoad
worid Slris oWU

3% movoaent, it is ";13_11:
n the abrence of wore
crience o+‘ seelki

peint o‘f view

- [_I-

rerious currents and e
of s;h..vme’l'l 's bf”’c"l digstertion of
3L lend 1itile credence %o his nava
of other "“naemclcu. Iindeed
could be clcarcd of +th

Tia

e
ce ]
ivh th
4 i 11 anongst Kinnellts
o5 te re the evidentg
co el C major o2 of whom
plainly believ ternatio e ) done, others would
be cuite hopoy to tee it dropped altogether. The fact is that there is bound
to e & large mear re of ignorance, confusion end frustration in cl WSL
at e t ihe 7S S 17 o B "0 'Is
initi conmbat e i e d e -t
helne
(b) Par from focuscing on "lfundamentals®, Kiﬂ3871 nisren—
resents my proposal, so that he can go on 1o raise orrs objections

(N -, .

To M"immediate fusionM with the Dritish and Austrelier
the USA). I+ is e bitter irony thet only o weet or so o7

L R R » LA
e heard thet the Auste
<t ~

n2 (not in
v that ©C discussion
g:?ou";:.nc' hzd »roncced Sosion to the

.

- [}
S cemrades, vhose resn endorsed by linnell, Dbore no relation %o
Himeellts b 'lazing hoa'ti IDTT, *

L_.haoTl mous perrectly well that my prowosel hes never been Tor fusion
with the Dritish USTI sc SL/3A euw **)0%""“"'“) but thet we should raise
the pos ulb"ll-ﬂ:‘} of our the USTI as o zeperabe Dritish sympathising
gection. It never mind acto: Kinnell's aitituce is coloured by an
evident morbid Tear of 7 Tor our rolivics in erngtling other thon She
most romote and pladict ~shione. I Co nov share 2ic nessinism about
our prosnects in such ¢ ! angely enouvgh I feel that the USL is

The brozen arrogance an b : .
nowever, -has to be seen to be be a Ccrass ant alnost
corwlote irmoronce of the actual s, he proposes in his.
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IMPERIALISM AND OUR PROGRAMME IN THE 1980s

) gL
A reply to Kinnell's TBLY . Pact ] — Whare Kin nell gowg wivag . Cw%{;gﬁ

‘What do we expect of a document setting out to present up-to-date facts,
flgures and analysis of modern-day imperialism? Particularly if the article
is attempting - as does IB49 - to argue that the situation 1is fundamentally
changed from the general lines of analysis laid down by Lenin and Trotsky,
we..should be.looking for a number of key questions to be answered.

Firstly we would want .an objective apnpraisal of the actual form of
oppression and exploitation of the working classes of the WThird ¥World",
‘"Less Developed Capital ist" countries (LDCs) by the ruling classes of the
imperialist countries, To present this a number of topics must be addressed,
including:

- the level of foreign debts, together with the growing interest burden
on.the LDCs, which are probably the best known and most obvious overt symptom
of their crisis and the extent to which their economies are "milked" by the
imperialist bcocurgecisie,

- a serious examination of the role of the multinationals is the central
component of the economies under examination, to show the extent to which the
economy is controlled, dominated or actually owned by imperialist-based
capital,

- a detailed analy is of the political leverage and blackmail applied to
LDC ruling classes and military cliques by the imperialist ruling classes
through the mechanism of the IMF, the World Bank and commercial bank lending
policies.

- analysis of the generally reprecssive political regimes in the LDCs:
how they relate both to imperialism and to the level and type of development
of capitalism in the LDCs,. .

In addition to this, a. serious atteampt to convince us of a soundly. based
new theory of imperialism should offer a critical analysis of global economic
figures served up by a variety.of sources, It should present a complete and
cbjective analysis of Lenin's 'Imperialism the Highest Stage of Capitalisnm',
and show why in the author's view its starting points are no longer relevant,
while tracing what, if any, are the factors which remain valid, And it should
inform the reader at its conclusion what are the practical consequences of the
new theory for the programme and day-to-day work of the revolutionary movement,
(One might add that any such analysis which was taken seriously should be
coupled with equally sérious efforts to premote international discussion
within the Trotskyist movément: but this aspect flows over into a discussion
on the WSL NC maJorltVES current shametful abandonment of international work,
which will not bte puraued in this text).

Unfortunately for Klnnell his ‘document in IB49, purportedly designed to
prove to those of us reluctant to swallow his and Carolan's notions of
imperi ism, and to reassure us that "there is firm ground on the other side"”
(article in IB77, p.l), satisfies none of these basic prerequisites. Bulging
at the secams with bits and pieces of figures and facts, it do s not come to
grips at all with the present-day renlities of imperialist exploitation. Its
- basic method of approach runs completely contrary to the necessary concrete-
‘ness, objectivity and honesty. Rather than move point by point through a -
reply to all 49 pages (plus the supplementary 14 pages in IB77) I will set
out as briefly as I can why Kinnell's method is unacceptable, before moving
on to set out an alternative analysis of imperialism which I consider more
in line with reality. '
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Abstractions

Lenin spelled out that the essence of dialectical analysis was "the
splitting of a single whole and the cognition of its contradictory parts"
(Vol.38, p.359). (We apply this apparently complex approach every day when
we take good care to distinguish between the leadership of the labour move-
ment and its rank and file, between the ruling bureaucracy in the Stalinist
states and the working class. Without such an approach, the presentation
of facts can multiply rather than resolve confusion,)

Kinnell, however, repeatedly presents us simply with figures and facts
that amount to global abstractions. Apparently seeking to refute some
(imagined) opponent who might argue that there has been no industrial |
development in the LDCs, he fails to present anything like an adequate
breakdown of the political conditions under which industrial development has
taken place both on the international and national level, Eager above all to
prove that a growing number of LDCs are no longer oppressed and exploited
by imperialism but "independent'", even "sub-imperialst" capitalist countries
analogous to European imperialist powers in previous stages of development,
he fails to ask and answer obvious questions, and presents us time and again
with undifferentiated abstractions such as "Mexico", "Brazil" and of course
"Argentina',

On p.2 of IB49, for example, we are told of the "narrowing gap" between
the "national income" of the USA and Mexico. But this is separated from any
serious examination of the extent to which investment and loan income from
Mexico helps further enrich the American bourgeoisie., And we are glibly told
that "Mexico"™ is "pretty much on a level with, if anything slightly better
off than, the poorest West European country - Portugal", This tells us little
or nothing about the realities of life for the Mexican and Portuguese workers,
or the relationship of Mexico to imperialism. :

Similarly on page 3, we are told, in bland abstraction, that "Latin
America (!) now is at a level of capitalist development roughly comparable
to Western Turope in tte first half of this century”", As a footnoted after-
thought, Kinnell admits that "this does not mean that Latin America is at
the same point on the same path of capitalist development as Western Europe
in the early 20th century., It is a different point on a different path.,"

Indeed the differences so far exceed the similarities that the comparison
can only confuse. At the turn of the century, Western Europe held colonies,
and an overwhelming advantage as the starting place of industrialisation,
Today, too, Western Europe, North America and Japan are firmly ensconced
as the seats of finance capital, modern technology and mass producing
multinaticsnal manufacturing giants, posing far more developed and intense
global competition to emergent capitalist concerns in Latin America, Africa
or Asia than was ever faced by Western EZurope. The value of trying to compare
levels of development on such an a-historical basis is highly questionable,

With similar bland abstraction, Kinnell tells us (IB49,_p.5) that "a few
LDCs have become sizable manufacturing centres and have begun to export
manufactured goods on a large scale", Once again this leaves open the question
of who owns the manufacturing concerns, who profits from the exports, and
the deformations which these developments have brought about in economies
such as Brazil. On page 6 we are told that "LDCs' share of the manufactured
imports of the ACCs went up from 7% in 1970 to 13% in 1980". But since we
are told elsewhere that up to 38% (or more) of world trade is in fact exchanges
between multinastionals, and we know that imperialist-based multinationals
have in many cases deliberately switched manufacturing operations to low wage,
low tax, repressive LDCs, such global figures do very little to enlighten us
on the relations between imperialism and LDC econories,

As Bob Sutcliffe pointed out in the anthology on Imperialism which he
co-edited in the early 1970s:



n"Since a large proportion of world trade and international investment
is between branches of these {(multinati-nal) firme, measures of depegdence
which emphasice trade or capital movements between countries will fall to
understand the full meaning of this change in the structure of world
capitalism", (Stufies in the Theory of lmperialism, p.328).

Kinnell tells us on page 9 that "Brazil is now a bigger steel producer _
than Britain", and presents a list of shares in world steel output. Yet agaln
he fails to show the link between Brazil's newly increased steel output and
the. direct investment of multinational marufacturers, for whom state-subsi-
dised steel supplies are a cheap input. His analysis glosses over the fact
that 55% of steel production in 1980 took place in the imperialist countries,
with a further 34% in the Stalinist-ruled statess, and 1.1% in Australia,
leaving less than 10% in total produced in the remainder of Asia, Africa
(including South Africa) and Latin America. Plainly in comparison to no steel
production at all, the "rate of growth" is significant - or, in the case of
some countries, startling. But there is little sign here that in independent
economic development these countries - comprising a vast proportion of the
world's population - are to any significant extent "narrowing the gap" with
imperialism., In tne early days of capitalism, cotton textile manufacture was
the staple of British industry: as the system has developed, this has become
a hallmark of the more backward, peripheral economies, and fallen away in the
imperialist centres.

To assemble a world view whicn emphasises (IBLO, p.ly) the opinion that
"finance capital is now relatively well developed in some LDCs", and claims
(without evidence) that "large amounts of Argentine capital are said to have
been exported" whiie failing to look at the role of foreign-based subsidiaries
of multinationals and Western/Javanese banks in such developments 1is plainly
one-sided. To present a secticn on this which i1s equally as long as a cryptic
and undeveloped section on "debt" (IB49, p.l5) is bizarre, Far frem their
najor role being as exporters of capital, the bcurgeoisie, their state
apparatus and the multinational firms and subsidiaries in Brazil are exporters
of raw materials and manufactured cowmodities, and simultaneously vast
borrowers of capital from the imperialist banking centres, and payers of
interest. This issue is central to any graso of the actual economic relations
between the LDCs and iwperialism, Yet Kinnell leaves us simply with an enig-
matic sentence admitting the "more central® role of the IMF as "arbiter of
the banks' debt rescheduling".

Significantly, Kinnell also omits any figures to snhow the rates of
interest payable, which intensify the burden of debt repayments relative to
the export earnings of the LDCs, the make-up of the borrowing that has taken
place, or the consequences of debt rescheduling operations in added costs
and imposed economic and political policies.

Moving from the "facts and figures" section to Ki-nell's own analysis,
we find him again asserting in abstract terms that '"most third world countries
have bezun to develop their own manufacturing industry, some have done a
great deal more than begin", Once again the resort to abstraction helps
emphasise Kinnell's view that Mexico, Brazil and Argentine in particular are
"sub-imperialist!" regimes more or less on a par with any bourgeois or
imperialist governments in Turope or North America. Hence we find again on
page 35 an abstract reference to "large-scale industrial capitalism in the
LDCs", as part of a a "new era of capitalist development", which in Kinnell's
view supercedes Lenin's basic lines of approach in "Imporialism®,

Omissions

The abstractions which are so characteristic of Kinnell's presentation
are amplified by some strategic omissions. In particular he steers well clear
of any detailed assessment of the pattern of indebtedness and the post-war

;ole of the IMF and the World Bank as custodians of imperialist economic
interests in the LDCs. In this way he avoids key elements of exploitation
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-@f.the masses gf the LDCs by the iuoerialist bankers, through the medium of
pliable, r?actlonary, "politically independent" regiies. And he also avoids
any recikoning with the extent to which the imperialists, by thelr economic
domination, are able to impose political decisions on "independent" regi es,

gnd even force through changes in regimes (as in Chile) which displease the
imperialist politicians and business chiefs,

Kinnell's other main omission is equally telling. Despite repeatedly
assuring us of the importance of the theoretical world view which he is
advocating for ensuring the political independence of the working class, he
fails to offer up any programme for revoluticn in the LDCs based on his
analysis. Indeed he casts considerable doubts over some very basic guestions.
Where does he stand, for example, on the slogan for the repudiation of
foreign debts as part of the revoluticnary programme in Latin America or
other LDCs? In IBLO we find the issue is ignored altogetncr; in IB77 we are
offered only amtiguous statements.

n,,.often leftists put the fight against the IMF on a nationalist footing
... Repudiation of a foreign debt by a bourgcois government - which 1s not
inconceivable - would not ensure econonic 'sovereignty', but th:ust Argentina
into economic isolationism."

Kinnell's main argument throughout the two documents IB4G and IBY7 is
against "economic isolazionism": he does nothing to explain how repudiation
of foreign debtts under a workers' government would not be equally isolationist,
It is by no means clear why he should on the one hand quote aoprovingly the
Workers Party (PT) of Erazil's slogan: WIf the Brazilian bourg-oisie wants to
make a deal with the IMF, then let them pay for it themselves. The workers
won't pay!" and yet on the other, castigate Moreno's MAS in Aygentina for
raising the demand of repudiation of foreign detts as diverting workers "from
the necessary internationalist outlook". (Strikingly, ¥innell offers us no
context for the phrases he extracts from the Morenist nolicy - giving the
fake impression that the “orenists deliberately focus their demand solely on
a bourgeois government,)

To slam others for their inadequate pregranmme wnile offerins none yourself
is a cheap and largely uninspiring form of polemic - in which Kinnell and
narolan specialise, It is =2 method which does nothing to enlishten the world

movement or develop the tneoretical base of the League.

Palsifications

Ts it by accident or by design that Kinnell avoids giving any full
description of Lenin's main points in Imoerialism? He interprets Lenin's
conclusions in, the most narrow way imaginable, with the resultant effect
of emphasising the extent to which 'Imperialism, the Hipghest Stage of
Capitalism' 1is outdated, and minimising the elements which remain valid as
a framework for uanderstanding imperialism today.

Lenin nimself insistzd that the npriefest possible definition of imperi-
alism" would have to be that:

"Imperialism is the monopoly stage of capltal lsm. Such a definition would
include what is most important.,m

Strikingly, Kinnell fails to do more than fleetingly refer to this "most
important' factor.

Is the aze of monopoly capitalism transcended? This can scarcely be
argued in the light of the enormous concentration of wealth and productive
sower in a handful of vact multinational firms and imperialist banke., The
power of these monopolies is in no way legs than the Dower of the wmuch less
developed capitalist centres of vower when Lenin wrote. S0 why is it that
Kinnell focusses his critique of Lenin on less important €actors?
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In a more extended summary, Lenin declared that "We must g?ve a definition
of imperialism that will include the following five of its basic features:

"~-1) The concentration of production and capital has d§v§loped to.such a
high stage that it has created monopolies which play a decisive role in
economic life,

"-2) The merging of bank capital with industrial capital,.and tpe
creation, on the basis of this "finance capital", of a financial oligarchy.

"-3) The export of capital as distinguished from the export of commodities
acquires exceptional importance.

"-4) The formation of international monopolist capitalist combines wrich
share the world among themselves, and

"-5) The territorial division of the whole world amdns the biggest
capital ist powers in combpleted,”

With the excerntion of point 5, which relates specifical!y to colonialism
and has clearly been transformed by subsequent developments, what is striking
about Lenin's definition is not how antiquated, but how modern it sounds
nearly 70 years later,

1) Monopolies - often multinationals - have plainly continued to grow and
to play an ever-more decisive role in ecanomic life at a national and multi-
natiosnal level, There are about 10,070 multinationals, operating over
80,020 subsidiaries and affiliates. The four largest have an annual turnover
greater than the total GNP of all Africa., Monopoly is still very much alive
and kicking the world's working classes.,

2) While we could debate the precise extent of the fusion of interests
between industrial and banking capital (which particularly in times of crisis
appear more sharply counterposed), few would dispute that at the top of each
structure there is a great interchange and criss-crossing of personnel and other
links: the existince at the head of the massive banking and broking empires

of a financial oligarchy which decides the fate of tens of millions cannot
be seriously doubted,

%) Likewise, the "export of capital” may pose some of the problems of
theoretical explanation raised by Kinnell in his text: but its existence as
a basic component of modern-day izperialist capitalism - a major factor in
devilopment since World War 2 - is beyond question, The only doubt is
whether the bourgeois and wilitary regiies of the LDCs can satisfy the
captains of multinational industry and the tankers of Wall Street, Tokyo
and London that adegquate profits, interect and principal repayments on their
exported capital will be forthcoming at the expense of the working mas es.

4) Finally, the formation and oper tion of international monopolist
capitalist combines has continued in the period after Lenin., They still draw
vast and easy pickings from their carving up of the world,

The new factor, which must be developed in our analysis, is tne construc-
tion of these elements of monopoly capitalis.. after the formal political
independence of the large majority of colonies has been achieved,., Lenin
nowever was not blind to such developments, even in Imrerialism.

"Finance capital is such a great, it may be said such a decisive, force
in all economic and in all international relatiors, that it is capable of
subjecting, and actually does subject to itsel? even states enjoyinz the
fullest political independence..." (p.97).

He points out of course (writing at thne righ voint of colonialism) ths t
this is only a "middle stage" for finance capital, which (at that stage)
preferred to5 ensure the "lass of rolitical irdenendence nf t4y- zuhiccted



peoples and countries." And he argues (p.98) that "Colonial possession alone
gives the monopolies complete guarantee against all contingencies in the
struggle with competitors." But the monopolies have had to learn to live with
these contingencies and risks in order to continue their exploitation of

the masses of the "independent" Third World. Lenin himself pointed out:

nTypical of this epoch is not only the two main groups of countries:
those owning colonies, and colonies, but also the diverse forms of dependent
countries which, officially, are politically independent, but in fact are
ermeshed in the net of financial and diplomatic dependence." (p.101).

In the post-war period, we have seen a readjustment of the relative
numbers in each group, and would need to refine our desCription of the
imperialist powers to take account of the role of the USA - which never really
held any significant colonies. A more modern ®definition would need to focus
even more than did Lenin on their possession of a monopoly or controlling
interest in imperialist finance cavital and multinational corgorations,

Nor was Lenin unable to see that a consequence of the glcbal development
of imperialism would include the development of capitalism in countries
outside the metrovoles:

"The export of capital affects and greatly accelerates the development
of capitaliem in those countries to which it is exported, “hile, therefore,
the export of canital may tend to a certain extent to arrest development in
the canital-exporting countries, it can only do so by expanding and deepe ing
the further development of capitalism throughout the world." (p.76)

And %~enin's analysis was also broad enough in its terms of reference to
take account of changes in relative influence of the imperialist powers.

"Half a century ago, Germany was a miserable, insignificant country, as
far as her capitalist strength was concerned, cocmpared with the strength of
England at that time; Jspan was the same compared with Russia. Is it
'conce ivable' that in ten or iwenty years' time the relative strength of the
imperialist powers will have remained unchanged? Absolutely inconceivable,"
(pellhiy)

By one-sidedly viewing %enin's "Imperialism" ar an ex>lanation of
colonisalism, and by incessantly reminding us that most of the colonies
have now achieved political independence, Kinnell undermines the strength of
Lenin's analysis and falsely separates the sconomic and political asnects of
imperialism. Any such separation is strongly attacked by Lenin, who castigates
Kautsky for the fact that he "detaches the politics of imoserialism from its
economics™ (p.110) and "one-sidedly, i.e. arbitrarily, singles out only the
national guestion (although the latter is extremely important in itself as
well as in its relatisn to imperialism)" (p.108). Leninr's analysis, indeed
dwells explicitly and almost exclusively upon the economics of imperialism,
while the Comintern Theses tended to dwell almost exciusively on the poclitical
aspect.

Lenin pointed out in Iwperialism: "We ghall not be able to deal with non-
econonic aspects of the question, however much they deserve to be dealt with"

By hi-self fglsely separating the politics and ecrncmics of Imperislism,
Kinnell too 1s able to exaggerate the extent to wrich Lenin's work is
obsclete, focus "onesidedly, i.e. arbitra ily" upon the national question,
nd clear thne decks for his own analysis of the formal equality of politically
independent ex-colonial countries and the ilmverialist powers, It enables hinm
to belittle the continuity of exploitatior of the colonizl masses by the
izperialist bourgeoisie withh the conrnivance of the bourgzois and military
regimes of the Third World.
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But there is another falsification whichis equally worthy of note, s
because it also colours the world view of Kinnell/Carolan, Casey, and those
among the majority wh» ~=ve more or less explicitly (see SXon RWL) renounced

the slogan of defence of the Soviet Union. “innell, attempting to enlist
Trotsky to back up his zwn view that the Soviet buresucracy 1is expansionist
and "imperialisct", sinsles out and underlines a pascage from Trotsky's In
Defence of iarxism, making no attempt whatever to put the reference in any
historical context,.

Kinnell's chosen pascage, taken from Trotsky's article "Again and Once
More Again on the Nature of the USSR", begins as follows: T

"Can the present expansion of the Kremlin be termed imperialism?"

Kinnell fails to tell us that the "present expansion" referred to was
Stalin's invasion of tastern Poland in September 1939, a few days before the
article was written. Trotsky was not writing about any general policy of
expansion by the Stalinist bureaucracy, which would have merited more than
this pas ing reference, out a specific, concrete instance,

Trotsky continues: "Tirst of all, we must establish what social content
is included in this term. History has known the "imperialisd" of the Roman
state based on slave latour, the imperialism of feudal land-ownership, the
imperialism of the Tsarist monarchy etc. The driving force berind the Moscow
bureaucracy is indubitably the tendency to expand its vower, its prestige,
its revenues. Thic is the element of 'imverialism' in the widest sense of
the rord which was a prozerty in the past of all mconarchies, oligarchies,
ruling estates, mediaeval estates and classes..." (Kinneil's emphasis).,.

The driving force terind the invasion of Poland was the Moscow bureau-
crats' efforts to extend their power and prestige: but Kinrell would need
to produce a lot more tran this, were he to convince us that Trotsky's
global as.cessment of Stalinism had shifted from his assessment of it as a
national, conservative, counter-revolutionary bureaucracy intent upon collabo-
ration with imperialism, to an all-round expansionist, aggressive, "imperialist"
force.

Having thus falsified Trotsky, Kinnell goes on to suggest that the
expansion of Stalinist cocntrol during the cold war in post~war Eastern Europe
was "proof of its ranacity in striving to 'expand itse power, its prestige,
its revenues',"(IB49, p.23). Such an analysis fliec in the face of the nown
attempts by Stal.r to consolidate bourgeois coalition governments in the
‘buffer zone' countries at a time of utter military and economic prostration
of the Western imperialist countries, and his subsequent willing surrender
of Austria and Finland bdzck to the imperialist fold. It icnores S+alin's
conecious sabotage of trne Greek revolutionary civil war and the revolutionary
opportunity of(u{& N POt v Coace and \k—s,\\j LRty Sl treachery
in Vietnam, and the Soviet Union's refusal to commit itself to the liveration
of Korea: in any one of these instance a truly "expansionist’, "imperialist"
bureaucracy could and mizht have been expected to use its military strength
and political advantage to extend its power, prestige and revenues. Yet
this did not occur. The evuntual Stalinisation of Tastern Europe which did
occur took place either in defionce of Stalin's general apvroach (Yugoslavia)
or as a defensive bureaucratic military response by the Kremlin to the
imperialist Cold *ar.

Kinnell's wilful distortion of Trotsky and one-sided approach to post-war
history are part of a world view which increasingly differs only in super-
ficial terminology from the theory of state capitalism, and wrnich i1s more
and more emerging as an abandonment of our supposedly common programnatic
positions. One obvious example is the abject failure of anyone from the
Majority Faction to take up a defence of the group's policy of opposing
unilateral nuclear disarmament of the USSR against the strident Lord
Chalfont-~like attacks in the paper by Stan Crooke At the time of
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'fusion we were told that this was a position shared by the two groups: have
Kinnell/Carolan and the "Majority" now changed their minds?’

Empiricism
Another characteristic of Kinnell's text in IB49 is the way in which his

selected facts and figures are carefully detached from any coherent account
of their historical development. This makes easier the resort to abstractions
such as "Brazil", "Mexico" etc, and the exaggeration of the extent to which
the LDCs have experienced an "independent™ process of development, The IMF
is mentioned only in passing, with no account given of its origins, guiding
principles or record of intervention in the LDCs.

Even the questions of "political independence™ which Kinnell believes
has so fundamentally changed the world since Lenin are not probed in any
depth or historical fashion. There is barely even a mention of the savage
dictatorial regitmies which so heavily dominate the LDCs, the fate of "democratic"
reformist or nationalist experiments sabotaged by imperialism, or the current
squeeze being applied even to authoritarian regimies like that in Brazil.

-

Arrogance
To compound these problems - any of which might legitimately throw doubt

on Kinnell's document and its conclusions - we find a tone adopted of almost
insufferable arrogance and contempt towards the oppression and exploitation
of the masses of the Third World.

"To replace (!) the demand for a concrete analysis by a crude classifica-
tion of capitalist countries into two groups - 'oppressed' and 'oppressor',
"or whatever else we want to call them - and the rule that we must always side
with the national struggles of the oppressed group, is to negate the spirit
of Lenin's argument, It means losing political independence in relation to
the bourgeoisies of the countries which - by whatever index: size of debts,
average income, telephones per head, or any other figure dragged in to suit

the argument - win classification as oppressed" (p.37).

It is hard to imagine such an attitude on the left anywhere other than an
imperialist country, or being written by anyone other than a white male
comrade, The idea that the masses of the Third World "win" classification as
oppressed; the idea that no economic index is relevant to determine whether
or not a nation is oppressed and exploited by imperialism; the idea that
imperialism has changed to the extent that 'oppressed' and 'oppressor' have
no value as categories: and the contemptible sleight of hand argument sugges-
ting that anyone recognising such distinctions must necesasarily be an advocate
of popular frontism and class collaboration, are all reflections of an arrogant,
‘dismissive, nationally isolated attitude. To masquerade as a defender of

" Leninist principles while brandishing such politics is the very height of
‘hypocrisy. To set out as an internationalist without grasping the fact that
you are living and working politically in an imperialist, oppressor nation -
and to devote such conscious effort to belittling this fact and denying its
significance is a peculiar and lamentable hallmark of Kinne%l's approach.

This is the first section of a longer document which will be shortly appearing in a
subsequent internal bulleiin .
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