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Though we by no o2eans wholly agree with this document, we're
reprlntlng it as a worthwhlle contrlbutlon to an 1mportant
debate on the new modes and conceptions of organlsgtlon called
for by;the radically new confrontation ¢f forces in late -

‘capitalist Europe. This debate began in Italy, as in most of

Furope, long before Britsih llbertarlans started to take it

seriously. Perhaps this documenttxgrhelp us to make up for lost
time ; fhough the "correct" solution will emerge_from the revolu-
tionary practice of millions of people, if it emerges at all.

Our maln diségreement'with the Poteré Operaio comrage is
precisely his failure to make a clean break with Bolshevik
models and expressions; the disguising of an anti~Leninist theory
as a,kind of'updating, the compressing of new experiences and
solutions within the straitjacket of "party-vanguard-pnass'", However

genuine the anti-authoritarianisn of Potere QOperaio may be, there

can be no compromises in the rejection of any power separate fron
the working class.
Despite this and other criticisms, we think the pawmphlet's worth

reproducing -~ if only to balance the considerable presence of Lotta

Continua (Fight On!) in this country with a Potere Operaio contrib-
ution., This pamphlet was written by Sofri before he left Potere
Operaio to join iotta Continua, The sinple history of the work
demonstrates the growing, vital internationalism of revolutionary
forces; this 1s a page-for-page reproduction of a Canadian trénu—
lation of a French version of the Italian original. The revolution
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rga.msmg for
workers power

- Lhy has the problem of the party - understood not simply as
the need for organisation, but as the need for a general polit-
ical .leadership - not to this point been the subject of

systematlc d;scuss;on? ~In the past, the nroblem of the narty

was posed only in terms of the numerical growth of subjectlvely

"revolutionary" groups. We have clearly rejected this annroach
insteady; we have opted for direct and ong01ng involvement with .
the reality of the class struggle. This was a,correct and

important option on our part, which has already provided some

elements for fruitful discussion.

We reject two types of concention of the party: the first,
according to which the consciousness of the,necessity of the
party, of an organised nolitical 1eadershib9 1s sufficient to
create the conditions for the development of the party; the '
second, which sees revolutionary political leadership, the party
- as the linear continuation of a paétrevolutionary tradition (be

1t Marxism, Marxism—ieninism, Marxism-Leninism—Maois ) which has
been at different times in the past corrupted and regeherated 4

- in this conception, revolutionary strategy is always seen as
the "return" to the "correct" revolutionary tradition.

‘For us, the correctness of revolutionary leadershin,
strategy and revolutionary organisation derives neitiier from
past revolutionary experience nor from the consciousness that
the party is neoeesary. Their correctness derives, in the final
analysis, from their relationship to the masses, and their
capacity to be the conscious and general expression of the
revolutionary needs of the opressed masses....

- Does this mean that revolutionary leadership develops
"spontaneously" from_the nasses, and that it coincides with the




development of the struggle of the masses itself? Does it mean

_we can. 51fnly wipe out the distinction between vanguard and

masses, and conclude they should be one and the same thing? The
answer 1s no. But it is precisely here, in the definition of the
concept we have of "vanguard", that lies the heart of the problem.

For Lenin, revolutionary consciousness is nroduced by the

encounter between the "economic" struggle of the working class

(which, in Lenin's view, was inherently trade unionist, thus
always within the capitalist system) and Marxist intellectuals
who have broken with their bourgeois class origins and allied
themselves with-the interests of the working class. Conscious-
ness thus "comes to" the working class "from the outside". And

it is the party, the organisation of: revolutionaries equlnped
with the tools of Marxist analysis, which embodies the
revolutionary consciousness of -the proletariat.

 'In passing, we shouldn't forget the point correctly made by
the anti-Leninist tradition: the "bureaucratic degeneration"
which is. inherent in the Leninist eonoeptionfof the relgtionship
between the party and the masses. At the same time, we should
never forget that the histomy of the Bolshevik party'is the
history of decades of heroic, tenacious, systematic struggle to
develop links with the working class and the oppressed masses of
Tsarist Russia. The Bolshevik's confidence-in the masses, and
their capacity to link themselves to the masses in circumstances
which made the struggle infinitely cruel, can never be denied by
anyone who really wants to understand the victory of the October

Revolution.

‘But the Leninigst definition cannot provide us today with a
solution to the problems we have to confront in advanced

capitalist society. The Leninist definition of "spontaneous"
workers' struggles as inherently trade unionist and "economist"
leads to the posing of the question of revolutionaries?

relationship to the working class in terms of ideological
"conquest" and of "the injecting from the outside" of "Dolltlcal"

consciousness. The spontaneous struggle of workers cannot be



seen as simply specific, local, trade unionist struggles of
workers in this plant against their bosses in this plant: on the
contrary, spontaneous rank and file struggles have attained a
high level of political contestation of capitalist rationality.
Thig 1s very clear in the great workers' struggles in recent
years in the advanced capitalist countries (France, May '68
Italy since 1968.,..)+ It is impossible to reduce these

struggles to simply "economist" demands - as the unions have

- discovered - and it's no coincidence that the unions are now

trying to put the brakes on these struggles and co-opt the
into the trade union framework. All this should jﬁstify neither
a metaphysic of workers' self-organisation, nor the reduction of

class consciousness to the consciousness of relations of
. production in the plant. But wé have to recognise that '
consciousness iB not "outside" the masses. | '

. At the same time, we can no longer accept the validity, in
advanced capitalist society, of Lenin's definition of inteéllect-
uals ("the cultured representatives of the dominant classes"):
this definition cannot accurately fir the profound transformation
in the class composition of adwanced capitalist societies, ‘as’

~the student movement demonstrated so clearly (unless we want to
continue to define the majority of students as "bourgeois |
intellectuals" who make the revolution by rejeécting their own
class). It is true that "without revolutionary. theory, there

can be no revolutionary movement" (Lenin), but it is true in a

new senses revolutionary theory doesn't "penetrate" mass move-

ments from the outside, but develops within mass struggles, as
the- systematic knowledge of the needs of the masses and as their
generalisation, in an incessant dialectical process.

- Anyone who wants to examine seriously the historical
experience of the Leninist model has to:.come to grips with how

the Leninist concept of the vanguard, while it was carried by
Lenin and the Bolsheviks with an extraordinary revolutionary

tension, later justified the most thoroughgoing arbitrariness 1in

the relationship between the party and the masses. The problem
is certainly not located in the abscence of an "institutionai",



"statutory" control of the masses over the party, but in the
| type of ass—party;relationship‘inherent in the Leninist
conception itself.

The Leninist conception poses the prcblemof the mass-

party relationship in the following terms: workers' struggles

.(inherently "econcm1c"), "economic" organisation of workers
(trade unions); party (external "revolutionary™" . cons01ousness)

works within the trade unions (the transmission belt for inject-

ing revolutlonary consciousness) and thereby controls (or
"represents") the working class. This conception is totally
foreign to us.

The only correct nersvnective for handling the mass-—vanguard

relationship starts with the politicization and organisation of

the masses in order to arrive at the development and unification
of a mass vanguard. It's not just a question of a subjective

- necessity for deiocracy at the base, but of an objective

necessity: revolutlcn in the advanced capitalist countries 1is
not made pOSSlble or necessary by the economic collapse of
capitalism, but by the ripening of political confrontation

between capital and the proletariat. This implies changing fro
the perspeptive of insurrection to the perspectlve of protracted

(eventually ar-ed) struggle, even in the advanced canitalist

COU.l’l'tI'ieSo ® ¢ % 0.0 0

May '68 in_France is'a'gcod_illustraticn. Rarely have such
idiotic interpretations been heard. They fall into two
. categories: the first, which correctly emphasises the

spontaneous and political character of .the Wcrkers"explcsion,
draws lessons which justify snontaneist positions (rejeCtion of
organisational work and rejection of the need for political
leadership); the second, which cctrectlyjnctes the incanacity of

the struggle to move towards the seizure of power, draws the

lesson that the absence of a revolutionary party is the key
,?factcr, The first interpretation has been.proven 1nccrrect by
~events themselves. The second, interesting because 1it's more
typical;suggests that to "seize power", 1t would have,been




~enough to simply lead one of the mass workers' de onstrations to

théﬂpresident's nalace. In this view, the party is seen as an
external leadership, operating according to a logic autonomous

of the mass struggle, which, in a context of acute social crisis

plaoes itelf at "the head" of a spontaneous movement and points

the way to the seizure of power. Conclusion: the mass movement

exists,‘bﬁt it has no head; let's build the party and attach it
to the "body"tof the masses.

Our_position has ‘been .different. The problem in Prancs

was not the seizure of power, but power. The problem of

bourgeois power was raised by very significant, spontaneous

ass vanguards'(the.student movement, particular sections of the

working class - workers in the mass production industries and

certain rqpe'mnchnimally qualified strata such as technicians),

and not by and external leadershin. At the same time, the
spontaheous, proletarian struggle of lay '68 discovered in its
lack of unification and in its own lack of organisation the
insurpouﬁtable.1imitations of its political and practical force.

In this phase of the struggle, then, the tasks of revolutionaries
are the organisation and linking up of these mass vanguards, the
extension and development of autonomous mass organisations at
the base (e.g.,in the plants and other work places, in the
schools, etc.), and the bringing together, from the different
fronts of struggle, of a revolutionary political leadership to
guide and unify;the~struggle.\ This is the only way that general
political leadershiﬁ.can lead to a situation o f dual power and

the destruction of the bourgeois states The problem for
revolutionaries is not to "place yourself" at the head of the

asses,; but to be the head of the masses.

I want to submit a new concent for discussion which has

a quite concrete importance for our experience as militants in .

"Workers' Power" (in the périod preceding the outbreak of mass

spontaneous workers' struggles in Italy): the concept of
external vanguard. '"Workers' Power" is:the product of the
subjectivé initiative of a certain number of individuals wWhoy
having agreed upon a certain political orientation, declided,- on



this: basis, to do  : ongoing liasion, formation and organisat-
ional work with workers and others. ,

Then isn't "Workers: Power" and "external" vanguard? Ih'
faet, in many instances, yes; but in orlnolple, the answer is no,
-precisely because:we do not '‘see ourselves as the embryo g
however. . tiny -:of the party, but rather as a group of mllltants
whose objective is to accelerate the conditions necessary for

the development of the mass revolutionary organisation - a
group of militants at the service of the developmen+;of”forms of

consciousness, struggle and autonomous organisation.

e 20 NRECOPY: Of oul: polltloal work =~ a history with: nlenty
of detours, because of our own subgeotlve shortoomlngs as Well
as of what only our experience could have taught us - is rlch in
lessons, but- this isn't the time to go over it. However, there
ls.-one cehtral point which would be useful to reoallg AT a
certain point in the development of our work, reflection on

forms of base organisations (base committees) became collective

and assumed a decisive importance in our work. But the problem
of "workers! councilt’ posed itself to us in a new Way,'as the
extens1on of the work carried on by militants in "Workers'

Power" and as the result of our analysis of a certain number of

fundamental experiences: the student movement, the May Movement
in PFrance, workers' struggies in Italy and, in a broader frame-
work, the cultural Revolution in China and its lessons for
revolutionaries in advanced canitalist countries. These
fundamental experiences clarified two approaches We ‘had
oscillated between for a long time Y6} the one hand 1dent1flo—
ation Wlth the role of "external" Vanguard with all-that =
implies; on the other hand, the possibility of acting, in and
through the development of the mass struggle,'as the first form

!

Wh& does - -this distinction mean? To what extent does thls

terminology correspond %o a pollblcal reallty and not slmply .
a play on words? Sipl e .




e have establlshed a relationship Wlta workers (I mean the

ass of workers in particular struggles; and not individual
e "contacts") base on two closely related pr1n01bles t—

; -regectlon of the delegation of powers t0 the bureaucra-
' tic workers' organisations (trade unions & CP), and pronosing

L alternatlve of . autonomous base organlsatlons directly
‘controlled by the workers: g YRS &
~-a polltleal line which- beglns wi%hfrhe daily problems.
of the worklng class (both inside and outs1de the workplace),
~~and gradually situates these problems in tne more general

- v A

context of the antl— nerialis®t struggle, ete.

Csias 1 oWe could have measured the "success" of our work elther by

““the development of the creative autonomy of the asses in .™ul3

" I

. struggle or by workers - transferring to us the delegatlon Of
powers they now give to the unions and the CP. In the second

case, we would have enjoyed the confidence of the asses, but in

-~ the worst poss1ble way, because we would have renroduced, with a

different polltlcal conteht, the same authorltarlan relatlonshlp

‘with the masses. In fact, we would have become "the party" but
the same kind of party we.want to fight agalnst Thls was the

inherent'danger in what many workers sald to us in a varlety of

ways.f“Starf°another union";. "Why don't you. call a strlke" - "Why

gon'y you start an organlsatlon"

1t may be true that workers: have the "snrrlt of organlsatlon"

but it Would be Wlse to recall what Rosa Luxembourg sald uOf
Lenln-“"Lenln glorlfles the educational influence of the

- v

factory on the proletarlat, which.makes 1t 1mmed1ate1y rlpe for

'organisation and d1s01p11ne' -The 'dlSClpllﬂe' whloh Lenin had

in mind is 1mplanted in the proletariat not only by the factory

but also by the barracks and by modern bureaucratism —'1n short,

by the Wholef echanls of the centralised bourge01s state."_ ve.
should never forget that during decades: of reactlonary practice
by the unions and the CP, organisation was nresented to the

proletariat only in terms of the vote, of membershin car ds and

blind loyalty to the party apparatus. In these circumstances,

it's hardly surprising that the tendancy towards external leader-




ship keens re-appearing among the proletariat itself. The

enswer to these problems is not the rejection of all organisat-
ion, but the proposal of a new tyne of‘Organieationg When we
“gay: "It's not for us to call a SUrjke" or "We have no

intention of starting a new union", we don'f 1imit ourselves to

a simple refusal of principle, we do much more: we refuse to
‘perpetuate-a relatlonshln of pdelVlty9 we refuse to. adlow

workers to depend on us to decide something for them. That's.

- also our answer when it's suggested: "Start a new party".

If'we Were te define ourselves in the long term. as -an
s"external" vanguard, then the nroblems of the formation of the
party becomes simply a question of quantlty when the local

‘winfluence" of a group is sufficiently develaped, and when a

~suffieient number of politically heiogenous local groups (also
"external vanguards) cover the whole country, then we widl have
the party It i1s important to be clear on why we have rejected -
_ this apnroach. s

_ The develonment of links with a,whole serles of proletarlan
vgroups and the debelon ent of the* student movement create the

. conditions for going beyond the proVisienal role of "external"

‘venguard, which, although inevitable at a narticular stage'in
the struggle, should. not be con31dered a Dermanent necessity.
This 1s Why the experience of the tudenf ovement -in 1967-68
_has been decisive in CWarnylng'+hese queetlon it was the

first mass struggle with a revolutionary perspective which was
‘not controlled by the trade unions and left organisations. '

What do we mean when we talk about a "mass struggle"? We: are -

ObVlously referring neither to a " ass Darty" such as the

Italian Communist Party nor to " ass organlsatlons" of the
~ trade union type..  When we uge the word "mass"‘ it is mnot the
‘numerical size which counts (although it is an important asnect)
but rather the qualltatlve aspect of the etruggle° the fact
that a struggle develops among a whole cless stratu (in this
case, students) - defined by its nlace in the social relation-

shlns of capltalist production - on the b381s of the

condltlons sne01flc tot hat ¢elasgs stratum




b CBL: lescershln and organlsatlcn belong to the vanguards of . the

The stuaent fc§ement°nfcvided the examhle of a contestation
Wnlch beglnnlng W1th the specific conditions of a nroletarlan—

ised class otratui, came b put into question the whole structure

Aof bourge01s pcwer, thus s1tuat1mg its struggle on the terraln

of revolutlonary struggle. Tt's true there is a vanguard. in the
student movement but its lcglc is specifics it is a non-ingtit-
utionalised vanguard which is internal %o the mass struggle. 1In

this perspective, such a mass internal vanguard has two problems

_to confront; (1) avoid becoming detached from the mass struggle,

and rather seek to stlmulate its develonments (2) unite with

other revolunlonary class strata, partlcularly workers, to avoid
eventual 1mn0uency and defeat

These ‘tasks cannot'bé'fccc nlished either "snontaneously"
or bv 301n1ng scme‘"external" vanguard These tasks of politi-

mass: stru.ggleo Whlcn are mass, 1nternal vanguards. Thege:

vanguaras intervene in struggles outside their om class stratum

not as an "external" leadership, but as the internal leadershlp
of its own front of struggle.,... Although this nerspective

. docsn't pr0V1de any ready-made solutions to the specific
-problems of revolutlonary leadersnlp and organisation, it does
8110w, us to ecognlse fcr the first time in*theJdeVelOnment,of
the student movement the verlflcatlon in practice: of-the. .
correctness cf the revolutlonary line.- That's why the polltlcal
';leadershlp of he student 18 not "the narty" understopd; as. an

external revolutlcnary llne{.but in promoting the struggle of

the masses and 1ts autOHOlOuS self-organﬂsatlon..-.

Now we are seelng the mass1ve development. of workers' and
peasants’ strnggles wn Italy, but they “are niisoners. of the
division and renress1ve ccntrol of the counter-revoliiionary
pnarties and trade unions as much as of their own lack of .

- organisation.  UIn these circu stances, the task of revolutlon—

aries is not to nrOV1de and admlnistrative*referencewnoint, a

tnew~narty, out rathef to nut theiselves at the service of -the

autonomuos organlsatlon of the masses. " The formation of g

general revolutlonary leadershln ‘and’ organlsatlon ust neccess-
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- rather the option of a cadre apparatus. Although the ter

arily go through this phase.... After all the theories about

~_ the integration of workers in adVanced capitalist society,
- France has given us an idea of what the masSes are canabjé'of
doing, once liberated even briefly from the repressive yoke of

" the1r "representatives". At the same time, May '68 and 1ts 
| aftermath are clear evidence that the imprint of decades of

deformations in the Workers' movement can't be eliminated

overnlght

Lhat does all this mean in terms of organisation? First,

“2’the regectlon of organisational forms which claim from the

_beginning to be a general political leadership (whether they

call themselves party or not), and whose centralisation is the
result not of the political maturation of the mass struggle, but

."central.CO‘mittee" can mean different things in different

'éOntéxts, it can mean only a totally unacceptable concention of

tOp—down polltlcal leadership in the precise context of the

struggle in Italy today.

‘What are our tasks then? Briefly, they are to create the
opportunities and the means for links and communication among

workers; to discover ways to have workers themselves participaté
in analyzing their own- struggles and draW1ng lessons from them;

,;to:support as much unity in struggle as possible; to

- maximize the aspect of Workers'_autonomy in the choice of

organlsatlonal forms. If we agree that our goal is the growth
of mass struggles and their political polarization, we also
have to recognize that this can'be'aobomplished only by
encouraging, rather than holding back, the autonomy and variety
of sfruggle experiences, while at the same time promoting com on

discussion and decision- aking'é ong %he'masses about the
81gn1flcance and perspectives of thelr struggles.

Centralisation cannot be a cover clamped on struggles from
the“butside, but must rather be the nrogressive result of their
theoretical and practical co-ordination, so we can avoid the

sort of formallsm which makes dlrect relatlonshlns impossible
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(whether it be the exchange of information or political unity).
with different grouns, sectors of the movement andisolated
comrades. What is most essential is that the development of an
overall revolutionary leadership must take place within the mass

struggle, and not in a party external or parallel to the mass
struggle. |

% i

I want to turn now to two important questions which are
usually raise -in relation to the problem of revolutionary
organisation. The first is the nroblem of repression; It can be
asked that if we don't have a centralised organisation, how can
we deal with the repression that is bound to come? At one level,
the answer is that the more centraiised an organisation is, the,

more 1t 1s exposed to repression. A deeentralised organisation,

in the sense of more autonomous groups exer0131ng 1n1t1at1ve ‘and

responsibility, is the best guarantee against any eventuallty
However, at another 1eve1, the problem of centrealisation takes on
a different sort of importance when it comes to the questlon of
how we can deal with the class enemy in situations of illegal
forms of struggle and armed struggle. Here the argu .ment in

favour of centralist positions come into play: "The mass line is
correcty but there is also the problem of seizing power, and the
problem of the direct struggle with the bourgeois state apparatus
and its destruction." It is important to emphasize this |
argu nent over against certain anti-authoritarian positions,-
which, *despite their value, often tend to overlook the specific'
problem of the struggle against the bourgeois state and the '
problem of the repressive apparatus of the national and

international bourgeoisie. However, in dealing with this aspect

of the problem, one general principle must be kept in mind at all

times: the indispensable condition for the development of an

effective and correct centralisation of organisation is the
whole process of mass struggle and links between mass internal
vanguards outlined above,

This brings us to the second question. We often hear in our
discussions the position that the criterion of organisation is

its functionality. This position is the most dangerous of all.
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Functlonallty means nothing or everything until it is made
clear in relation to what it is functlonal For us,.
organlsatlon must be functional in relatlon to the polditical
maturatlon of mllltants,_to the growth of consciousness and
autonomous organlsatlon in mass struggles, and to the idea of

workers ! power we are struggllng for. For example, there are at

least two conceptlons we could have of base committees: either
as a form of struggle through whlch the masses develop the
capac1ty £0 develop and eontrol their own struggle, or.as a
"more effective" means of mass moblllsatlon for an external

polltloal 1eadersh1p The concept of mass vanguard is the only
perspectlve which confronts in practice, not gust in party rules,
both the problem of the substltutlon of the party for the masses
and the problem of spontanelsm as a revolutionary strategy of,
mass'“'self-organlsatlon. We have to "believe in the masses",

belleve in socialism. We have to understand that power is not
selzed "on behalf of the" “role rlat but that the proletariat
"1tse1f has to seize power. The new soc1a11st man and woman will

not be born after the smashing of eapltallsm creates the
conditions for this transformation; they will be born during the

struggle against capitalism......

Our task today is to build within the mess struggle an
organiSed?political leadership, not to "win" the:.masses to a
pre-existing revolutionary leadership. The "cadre party",

concelved as an organisation of professlonal ilitants,

deologloally unlted around a programme and a strict, statutory
d1s01p11ne,'1s_not what We.re_about

S

‘_TrEHS1ated from the French
versiou in Les Temps Modernes,
October 1969. |
Reprinted by Rising Free,

December 1973.
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