Solidarity Founding Statement

FOR A SOCIALIST ALTERNATIVE IN AMERICA

Nearly two decades ago, United States and world capitalism entered the first phase of a protracted, system-wide crisis.  This still unfolding crisis has demonstrated the classic features well-known to Marxist crisis theories, but also new ones.  Since the early 1970s we have witnessed the reassertion of boom-and-bust cycles, of intensified national economic rivalries evidenced by protectionism and other measures; and a visible expression of the falling rate of profit.

New developments, however, have also given this period of crisis a unique character: "stagflation" recessions in which inflation continued despite high unemployment and economic contraction; an explosion of international debt which threatens to swallow the banking system alive; and perhaps most unexpected for Marxists, the system's unprecedented ability through government intervention to produce short-term solutions, even at the cost of deepening underlying contradictions such as permanent high structural unemployment in the U.S. and Europe.

The long crisis has produced glimpses of revolutionary possibilities, beginning with France in 1968.  If the revolutionary left's anticipations of imminent social revolution in 1968 proved highly optimistic, nonetheless the following years did see the first phases of potential working-class revolutions—Chile preceding the 1973 coup, Portugal during 1974-75, South Africa today.  National liberation movements won independence in the former Portuguese African colonies and in Zimbabwe.  In Vietnam, U.S.  imperialism suffered its greatest historic defeat.  Recent years have seen the opening up of profound social struggles and democratic movements in countries of "peripheral" capitalism such as South Korea, Brazil, Mexico, the Philippines and the Central American region.  A victorious revolution occurred in Nicaragua and revolutionary struggles continue to unfold in Guatemala and El Salvador.

A dramatic feature of present-day struggles in many "peripheral" or Third World capitalist states is the growing social weight of the working class-as expressed both in its own class organizations and in its alliance with the peasantry and urban "marginalized" masses.  The rapid growth of the working classes in Latin America, Asia and South Africa makes even more relevant the application of Marxist analysis and politics in these struggles.  The emergence of militant mass labor movements in repressive conditions has confirmed the potential for the working-class movement to lead the struggle for democracy, for the transformation of political to social revolution and the possibility of building authentic working-class revolutionary parties.

Eastern Europe has also experienced its own crisis.  The bureaucratic stranglehold on the economy engenders low productivity, inefficiency, and inability to meet elementary consumer needs.  In some cases, the crises of these states has also been linked to the contradictions of capitalism, as the ruling bureaucracies seek Western bank loans and investment to cover up their own failures.  

This crisis exploded most dramatically in the Polish workers' movement Solidarnosc in 1980-81.  From a struggle for the elementary right of independent trade unions, the movement spearheaded by Solidarnosc rapidly evolved into a classic proletarian revolutionary challenge—a form of dual power—before being tragically defeated by the imposition of martial law.  That movement represents the high point so far of the struggle for socialist freedom in the Eastern bloc.

As revolutionary socialists in the heartland of imperialism we are deeply inspired by all these struggles, and are committed to study and build solidarity with them.  This is a task to which further discussion will be given later in this statement.  Nonetheless, the hard reality remains that the protracted crisis has not produced any generalized revolutionary upsurge.  Indeed, the general trend of the past decade for the working classes of the "advanced" industrial capitalist countries has been one of declining union strength and, to some degree, political conservatization.  As labor became disoriented, rightist forces gained ground.

There are important exceptions, to be sure: the limited victory won by German metalworkers for a shorter work week; the tremendous resistance shown by the British miners, although their struggle was lost because of the passivity of the British labor bureaucracy; the successful U.S. miner's strike of 1978 and the beginnings of important strikes resisting further concessions in the past year.  In at least one country, Britain, the revolutionary left played a significant role in defeating an incipient fascist movement.

Nonetheless, contrary to the expectations of virtually all shades of opinion in the U.S. and Western European left, the line of march of the working class of the "advanced" countries has been one of retreat.  The forces of the revolutionary left were, of course, much too small to reverse this process, even had we fully understood it.  It is not surprising that as the workers' movements of the U.S. and Western Europe have retreated, the revolutionary left has also declined in these countries.  At the same time as the combativity of the organized workers' movement has receded, the broad social and political "issues" movements such as feminism, environmentalism and anti-militarism have persisted, with ups and downs.  These movements play a critical role in raising a visible challenge to the most odious aspects of the deepening capitalist assault.  They keep alive a spirit of debate and resistance, which often succeeds in winning the sympathies, if not the active participation, of the majority of working people.

This is demonstrated most dramatically in the deep anti-war, anti-militarist sentiment in the advanced capitalist countries, which has become a factor the capitalists must take into account in pursuing their war plans and spreading their nuclear arsenals.  The anti-missiles movement that swept Western Europe and the anti-intervention movement in the U.S. are recent examples.  

The challenges raised by these social movements also serve to deepen the debate in the workers' movement and shake the collaborationist complacency of its leadership.  The hard-won official pro-choice position of the Canadian New Democratic Party and the controversy within the American AFL-CIO on the issue of Central America testify to this capacity.

The continued existence of such movements has also been critical to the left's very survival.  As activists within them, we seek to maintain their independence from the capitalist lesser-evil electoral trap.  We also seek to deepen their connections with and integration into working class political life in order to prepare the way for the emergence of a working-class movement that can address the totality of political and social questions facing it.

Over the past decade in most of southern and western Europe, as well as Japan, the revolutionary left has deeply declined or self-destructed.  Meanwhile the reformist "Eurosocialist" parties have come to power in France, Greece, Spain and Portugal --and proven to be dismal failures in confronting the crises of their own societies.  They have broken every electoral promise, whether it was breaking free from NATO, creating democratic economic reforms, ending unemployment, liberating women or allying with Third World liberation struggles.  Clearly social democracy has not created an alternative to working class retreat, but is only one political expression of that retreat.  The American Scene 

But nowhere has the decline and disorientation of the left been as acute as in the United States, and for revolutionary socialists in the U.S. this must be our practical starting point.  The small forces of the revolutionary left in the U.S. face an acute crisis of perspective.  That crisis cannot be overcome by ignoring it, or resolved by means of admiration and support for struggles in other countries.

A profound conservatization of the left, caused in part by the decline of dynamic mass opposition movements, has pulled many former radical activists into the Democratic Party.  We are completely against this disastrous course, and we regard combating this trend as a basic task of socialist politics.  There has been a smaller but equally disastrous drift toward Stalinist politics and a tendency toward organizational bureaucratism falsely packaged as "democratic centralism." We believe that revolutionary socialist regroupment, and the general political approach to be outlined in this statement, is a first step toward overcoming this crisis and rebuilding effective socialist politics and organization in the U.S.

The need for such politics and organization has never been greater than at present.  The construction of such an alternative must begin from the realities of the U.S. working class, the movements of the oppressed and the left.  All of these have been deeply disoriented by the ascendancy of Reaganism and weakened by the employers' offensive.

The politics of Reaganism, however, are a symbol and symptom of an increasingly aggressive stance by U.S. capital—not its cause.  On the other hand, economic changes in the past several years have begun the "restructuring" of U.S.  industry and of the working class itself, to the profound disadvantage of the traditional labor movement.  Older industries and their unions have been thrown into decline.  A larger proportion of jobs are low wage, disproportionately filled by women and oppressed minorities, while the proportion of the industrial and blue-collar working class within the population as a whole has decreased.  At the same time a large sector of affluent professionals and managers has been created.  This newly prosperous layer greatly swells Reagan's political base, and has helped create the tone for the policies of deliberate social neglect in mainstream politics as well as the calculated viciousness of the right wing.

On the other hand, business does not feel it can afford expensive reforms, whether at the level of collective bargaining or social spending, which characterized previous periods of prosperity.  Even more to the point, capital does not feel a threat from below that would force it to deliver such reforms.  Rather, its strategy is to impose the full costs of making U.S. capital competitive and profitable on organized and unorganized workers, on the Black community and on women.  The fruits of this strategy are visible everywhere, in a thousand daily atrocities.  In the Black inner cities, infant mortality rates are at Third World levels—a predictable result of the slashing of pre-natal nutrition programs.  "De-industrialization" has ruined whole regions.  The percentage of unionized workers has fallen to 18%.

From the late 1960s to the mid-'70s, a mass-based women's movement created a new atmosphere in which reproductive freedom, childcare and a decent job began to be seen as rights.  It is only natural, within the context of a capitalist system which from its inception has been built on foundations of male supremacy as well as class exploitation, that the imposition of austerity and right-wing political solutions entails a counter- assault to wipe out women's recent gains.

Nonetheless, the struggles that produced the limited victories for women were the result of real-life conditions which still exist—the large-scale entry of women into the work force by both necessity and choice, the percentage of families now headed by women, etc.  The model of the male wage-earner-centered family held up by the right wing is increasingly a myth.  Against whatever odds, therefore, women's struggles for basic rights will continue.  The recent call by NOW for demonstrations in support of abortion rights, the cutting edge of the right-wing attacks on all women's rights, is undoubtedly an expression of this reality.

Participation in these struggles must be central to the revival of a labor movement, as well as a left, worthy of the name.  Special attention must be focused in the present phase of the capitalist crisis on escalating militarism.  Far from being a transient phase or a particularly grotesque feature of one right-wing Administration, dramatic and continuing increases in military spending are deliberately built in as part of the effort to "reflate" a slump-prone economy.  The fact that these increases boost a ruinous deficit, itself a threat to the economic confidence of the ruling class, has created political contradictions which are still being fought out.

At the same time, politically the escalation of "defense" spending is part of the effort to construct a consensus for policing the Third World, under the cover of stopping "Soviet expansionism." Such a consensus is necessary in order to make millions of American workers feel they have a stake in policies which are, in fact, destroying their jobs, their communities and their lives.

In this situation, the task of constructing a socialist alternative in the U.S. begins with the building of resistance, in large battles and small ones, in the unions and the broader social movements, to the economic and social assaults of capital.  The participation of socialist activists in these daily struggles is far more important than the elaboration of complex schemes of "structural reform" for which there is no means of implementation.

We try to introduce relevant political ideas into these daily struggles, in any way we can, helping to link them together, to build alliances and ties of solidarity between them.  This means participating in all fights for reform.  But it also means introducing a broader vision of a society without exploitation or oppression.  Such a society cannot be handed down from above; it requires that ordinary working people take control, collectively and democratically, over their lives.

Socialism is the society that workers and the oppressed will begin to build when they have taken power through a revolution that grows out of their daily struggles.  It must be based on workers' democracy, meaning both workers' control of production and the exercise of political power through mass democratic institutions.  Only through such institutions of workers' democracy can the working class keep the power it has won and use it to construct a new society.

Our socialist vision is therefore profoundly revolutionary and democratic, visionary and rooted in daily struggle, working class and feminist, anti-capitalist and anti-bureaucratic.  Only by forging such an alternative at home can we ultimately fulfill our obligations to the struggles for freedom around the world.  

OUR ORGANIZATION

Our aim is to establish an organization whose functioning will be distinctive within the left, an organization that will be noted for its democratic practice internally as well as its non-sectarian, activist comportment in the mass movements.

We recognize that we are only at the beginning of the struggle to build, or rebuild, socialist political consciousness in a section of the American working class.  We do not pretend to have a fully worked out strategy to achieve this, and we recognize that learning how to build a revolutionary organization in the U.S. will require an experimental and flexible approach for a considerable period, as well as studying the experience of revolutionary socialists internationally.

One of the errors that many different political organizations have committed is to assume that they are not just at the beginning, but already far along the road of developing a working-class revolutionary party.  This led them to posture as fully-formed vanguard organizations—despite their small size and lack of roots in the working class—and reject common work, much less unification, with other revolutionaries.

We believe that these would-be vanguards organized themselves in a way that would be counterproductive for revolutionary socialists at any time, and was especially inappropriate for the U.S. in the 1970s and 1980s.  A genuine vanguard only emerges through years of immersion in the struggle of working class and oppressed people.

Even in a revolutionary period, when its leading role is widely acknowledged, it must be internally democratic, allowing all its members to present their views openly, to organize other members around these views and to change the policies of the organization if a majority is convinced they are correct.  It must also be open to the working class and social movements, honestly explaining its policies and difficulties, listening to and sometimes accepting outside criticisms, adapting to spontaneous popular initiatives and engaging in a frank dialogue with other currents on the left.

In a period of defensive struggles, we must emphasize democracy within our own organization and openness to those outside it at least as much.  In establishing guidelines for our organizational functioning, we are adapting the historical experience of the international revolutionary socialist movement, notably the practice of the Bolshevik party in the early years of the Russian Revolution, to suit our specific circumstances.

We consider an activist membership a necessary condition for a genuinely democratic organization.  We expect members working in the same movement to coordinate their efforts and discuss their common problems together.  We aim to carry out united campaigns in support of ongoing struggles, making sure that these interventions are appropriate to our resources and level of involvement and have been preceded by adequate discussion.  In all of our work in social movements, we follow the general principle that the lowest body (work group, branch, etc.) that can make a decision on the conduct of that work should make that decision, and that the opinion of those most directly involved in the work should be given the greatest weight.

Once a considered position has been reached, members have the obligation to help carry it out.  Of course, a member who does not agree with a specific decision taken by any body of the group should not be placed in the difficult position of being responsible for implementing the decision; but in any event, members should not interfere with the implementation of a collective decision.  We intend to carry out our decisions critically rather than blindly, keeping in mind the analysis and arguments that went into them and allowing ourselves the greatest possible leeway to reconsider and correct any mistakes we may make.

For an organization to be democratic, it must allow for a free and democratic internal life, in which criticism and debate are viewed as a necessary part of developing a program for action.  Just as important, the principles of majority rule pertain, so that the decisions taken after democratic discussion are binding on the leadership of the organization and actually affect the policy of the organization.  This latter method of functioning contrasts both with the social-democratic model, in which no one is bound by the decisions of the organization, and, consequently, the party leadership is not bound by the membership's decisions; and with bureaucratic models of organization, in which the leadership is out of the control of a membership that is nonetheless expected to carry out its every decision.

A truly democratic organization must be composed of activists.  If the general perspective of an organization is the product of not just its general political program but also the concrete experiences of its membership in the unions and in the mass movements' then it is absolutely essential from a practical political viewpoint that its members be involved.

Since any given member only acquires direct knowledge from the work in which he or she is immediately involved in, the organization must provide as much information as possible to its membership.  An activist in a trade union or an abortion rights group must be able to receive timely information about antiwar or Black liberation movement activities in order to round out his/her knowledge and allow him/her to participate in the political discussions of the organization on the same basis as every other member.  An active educational program for all members, newer and more experienced alike, is essential for this purpose as well.  

In short, the organization must create a collective experience for its members.  In turn, each member contributes to that collective experience by being active.  We will also pay special attention to developing leadership skills and giving leadership roles to women and others who have traditionally been denied them.  

On the other hand, we absolutely reject any concept that the members of the organization must present themselves as a monolithic bloc to the outside world—this is one of the features of sects that most healthy activists find repulsive.  And we recognize the need to develop among all members of the organization a sense of confidence in their own abilities.  This implies the necessity of not just tolerating, but understanding that members of the organization must take initiatives—not wait for some central committee in another city to hand down directives.  A healthy organization must encourage its members' initiative and assure them the flexibility to assess particular conditions and translate the group's general principles to practice that meets and engages those circumstances.  In contrast to the practice of groups that present a monolithic face to the outside world, not just acting in common, but pretending to think exactly alike as well, our organization has a responsibility to distinguish between the carrying out of united campaigns and the appearance of functioning as unthinking bearers of "the line."

A leadership, by virtue of the fact that it controls an organization's resources, has a distinct advantage in internal debate.  For that reason, the right to form tendencies or factions is absolutely necessary to insure both a democratic discussion and the possibility that a minority may persuade enough members to become a majority.  Furthermore, the organization as a whole must be educated in the idea that in any given debate, frequently no one is 100% correct or 100% wrong.

Rather, it is often a case that different tendencies reflect different aspects of the same reality in an uneven manner.  



OVERCOMING SOME ERRORS

In forming a new revolutionary socialist organization, we are obligated to examine some of the errors of the recent U.S.  revolutionary left, whether of the currents of which many of us were members or of other sectors.

Such an assessment must be carefully balanced.  While the most important lesson of the 1970s was the failure of sectarian models of party-building, those very failures have caused many radicals to forget the even more profound lessons of the 1960s --the imperialist, racist and capitalist nature of the Democratic Party—which a large wing of the movement learned during the Vietnam war of John F.  Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson.

It is of the greatest importance that a critical reassessment of the struggle for revolutionary organization lead us forward, not backward to passivity or accommodation to the political institutions of the system.  Yet the very real dangers of reformist politics, whether expressed in the demoralized cynicism of many prominent social democratic intellectuals or the Rainbow Coalition perspective of former Maoists, must not prevent us from examining the failures of over-expectation and sectarianism.

In the early half of the 1970s the revolutionary left overestimated its own strength and (more importantly) the pace at which the capitalist crisis would develop and the working class would respond.  A plethora of small revolutionary organizations believed at various times in the 1970s that they were on the road to building a revolutionary party in America.  Put together over time, several thousand militants passed through these party-building formations; thousands more went through the experience of the New American Movement, which while not "Marxist-Leninist" or Trotskyist in orientation also envisioned becoming a mass- based party for an American socialism.

It is all too easy to focus on some of the more grotesque and colorful features in the lives of such groups: cults of mini- personalities, contorted flip-flops of political line over China, bizarre debates on applying Stalinist versions of the "United Front" to trade-union and national minority work, internal purges over "white chauvinism" or other manufactured issues that destroyed whole groups, etc.

However, to focus on these aspects of the experience risks missing the more important lessons to be learned from the less obvious mistakes and misjudgments of those years.  A more thoughtful approach requires us to look at the experiences of the sectors of the revolutionary left who were fundamentally democratic and sane in their political approach.

The belief that our particular group constituted in some sense the "vanguard party," or its core, in a situation where in reality the group had only limited influence at the base and even less actual leadership position among any group of workers, created distortions of various kinds in our politics.  Such a situation inevitably generated certain tendencies, which were often justified in terms of "Leninist" or "democratic centralist" norms but which more often were a serious misapplication and incorrect reading of the actual historic practice of the Bolshevik party in Lenin's lifetime.  Such tendencies, which ex pressed themselves with varying degrees of intensity in the lives of different groups, included:

1. An over-centralization of leadership at the expense of local initiative, tactical flexibility and willingness to experiment with varying styles of work.  There was a more or less continual state of mobilization—sometimes with productive results, but insufficient opportunity to evaluate experiences, with the result that strategic initiative became too much the exclusive province of the central leadership.

Political evaluation often was restricted to the discussion of a Political Committee, filtered down to a National Committee through reports, then to the ranks via NC members and "fait accompli" articles in the (always homogeneous) party press.  The ranks, then, were trained (often well) to absorb and defend the line, rather than to help generate it.  The bottom-up process was reserved for convention discussion every couple of years, and-by that very token-was largely gutted.

The overemphasis on "leadership" relative to rank-and-file initiative inside vanguard organizations was often reproduced in the groups' relationship to the class struggle.  Small groups of revolutionaries overestimated their ability to lead and sometimes even assumed their historic "right" to do so by virtue of their "advanced" politics.  One distortion to which this pseudo-vanguardism gave rise was the formation of large-scale or small-scale front groups with tenuous roots in the working class or the movements of the oppressed.  

We are speaking here not of broad coalitions such as existed in (for example) the anti-war movement, but rather of organizations claiming to speak for masses of workers and the oppressed which were in reality completely dominated by a sect.  The front-group method of organizing sometimes produced flashy short-term results followed by collapse; on the other hand, serious rank-and-file groupings which took care from the beginning to create a democratic internal process and a leadership with a real base had much more solid long-term records of accomplishment and survival.

2. A vast inflation in the stakes of every political debate, whether over strategy for a union campaign or even foreign policy or theoretical issues, resulting in a tendency for factional lines to form as a rule rather than as an exception in every disagreement.  Such factionalism was often in inverse proportion to the real weight of the political group in the mass movement, so that the more bitter the internal debate the less the outcome mattered in the real world.

In Maoist or "Marxist-Leninist" groupings, all political questions were measured by their correspondence to whatever version of the "Three Worlds" or "main danger" theory was current.  In Trotskyist groups the "primacy of program" conception, according to which every political difference was seen as a potential fundamental threat to the basic politics of the organization, led to bitter fights and splits on theoretical questions.  In different forms such problems affected other groups, such as the International Socialists, whose insistence on too rigid strategic conceptions contributed to two damaging splits.  

3. The collapsing theoretically of struggles of the oppressed into the category of "class." If proletarian revolution was on the agenda and building the proletarian party was the task of the hour, it became all too easy to ignore the great complexities and multiple dimensions of social movements.  For example, in addressing the Black movement, the revolutionary left correctly understood in general (whatever its particular theory of the national or racial character of Black oppression) that the Black struggle, with its highly proletarian composition, is revolutionary in its overall thrust.

This correct insight, however, became oversimplified to the point of regarding every strike of Black workers or every struggle for basic democratic rights (busing, against police brutality, stopping a racist frame-up, etc.) as automatically "revolutionary" even when those involved did not view it in that way at all.  Both Black and white revolutionaries were prone to this error, the latter more so if they came to the struggle from the outside.  (Socialists inside the unions, white or Black, dealing with the real struggles of workers on a daily basis, usually more quickly acquired an understanding of reality.)

Another example was the left's difficulties in dealing with the women's movement, which was often written off as petty-bourgeois since as every revolutionist was supposed to know, the (abstractly conceived) working class was what mattered.  In the process the left often gave short shrift to precisely those issues which actually mattered most to great numbers of working-class women.  Here again, members of cadre organizations who were actually engaged in working-women's struggles (whether in traditional or non-traditional industries) learned important lessons which in turn were assimilated by their political groups.  But too often the views and contributions of these members were undervalued within their organizations.  

Ultimately, the hypertrophy of the role of "party leadership" combined with the failure of revolutionary expectations could lead to political degeneration.  Veterans of the experience of the SWP can perhaps best testify to this dynamic: a series of turns developed by the leadership seeking keys to rapid growth; attrition of internal democracy; increasingly, the transformation of an essential and correct solidarity with Third World revolutions (especially Nicaragua) into a substitution of this work for party members' day-to-day participation in the political life of their workplaces and unions.

In the case of the SWP the incremental transformation of the party's consciousness ultimately expressed itself in a qualitative change in theory, towards a stagist conception of Third World revolution, and an approach to world politics which includes defense of Khomeini's murderous theocracy as "anti-imperialist," a retreat from full support of Polish Solidarnosc and a general accommodation to pro-Moscow Stalinism.

There is another, more subtle error which has exacerbated the tendency toward splintering of the revolutionary left.  We believe that it is a mistake today to organize revolutionary groups around precise theories of the Russian revolution.  We want to be clear about what this means.

Precision, clarity and rigor are the highest of virtues in developing theory and historical analysis; however, lines of political demarcation do not flow in a mechanical and linear way from differences of theoretical interpretation.  Such an approach leads to unnecessary hothoused debates on issues where long-term discussion would be more in order.  It also contributes to the dynamics of factionalism and splits, which in any case have been too high owing to our history of misassessing the political realities of our own society.  

In seeking to overcome this negative legacy, our new organization brings together currents and individuals with a variety of views on theoretical and historical questions, from the interpretation of the Russian Revolution and its leadership to the struggle in Central America today.  We will carry on discussion and mutual education, making no public pretense of monolithism and seeking to learn from each other's views.  We have in common that we are on the same side when it comes to struggle: with the Nicaraguan people and their revolution against imperialism, with the Polish workers and their movement Solidarnosc against the ruling bureaucracy.  

Because of the unique role of theoretical debate on the class character of the USSR and Eastern Europe in the life of the anti- Stalinist revolutionary left, it is relevant to elaborate briefly on our parameters of agreement.  It is the tradition of the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, of the Solidarnosc movement and others that will arise to follow its example—not the regime of Poland and the USSR or other Eastern European states—which represent the struggle for socialist freedom and the socialist future of humanity.  We will stand on this position openly and without compromise.  

Theoretically, some of us view these states as post-capitalist societies whose transition toward socialism is blocked by bureaucratic ruling castes and the pressures of imperialism.  Others of us regard the bureaucracies as ruling classes, exploiting the working class in a new way, in a social formation which is a rival to capitalism but is no less reactionary.  Others of us regard them as essentially a new form of capitalism itself, state capitalism; while still others do not have a firmly held theory or regard all existing theoretical explanations as inadequate.

We are determined that these differences will not prevent us from extending active solidarity to workers' struggles in Eastern Europe, nor from building a common socialist organization here in the U.S.

We also hold a variety of theoretical views on the nature of, for example, the Nicaraguan revolution, which will not prevent us from extending solidarity to it.  We agree, at least, that no viable analysis of that revolution or others like it can be made by simply pretending it is a re-make of the Russian Revolution of 1917 in miniature.

On the question of Cuba, while united in our total opposition to all forms of U.S. hostility and intervention toward Cuba, we do not share a common view of Cuban society and its regime.  Some of us feel that Cuba, despite the limitations on workers' democracy, represents a highly positive though unfinished revolutionary process with a crucial impact in Latin America and the Caribbean.  

Others of us regard the Cuban regime, in its relationship to its own working class, to be no different qualitatively from the bureaucratic regimes of Eastern Europe and therefore not a positive revolutionary model.  We will not seek to paper over these differences; rather, we regard our success in building a common organization which contains a diversity of views while maintaining comradely collaboration as a test of the viability of regroupment.  

