Chapter 5:
Abandoning the Struggle for Socialist Consciousness in
the Working Class

In Objectivism or Marxism we raised the WSWS record on the NYC transit strike of
December 2005 as a prime example of the party’s abstentionism with regard to the
working class.

The proletariat as the revolutionary subject of history is always the blind spot of
objectivism. Of course the working class is routinely invoked on the WSWS in the
same ritualistic way most articles call for building the party. But the struggle to
build a bridge to socialist consciousness — the crux of What is to be done? and the
Transitional Program — plays virtually no role in the life of the movement.

Nowhere has the IC’s retreat into journalism been more evident than in its abandonment
of interventions in the everyday struggles of the working class. It was in this context that
we brought up the issue of the transit strike. We pointed out:

It has been well over a decade since the party made the assessment that there was no
longer any potential left for the trade unions to play a progressive role, and yet in all
that time nothing has been done to propose any alternatives to the working class.
Nor has anything been done to work through the implications of the degeneration of
the unions with the millions of workers still left within these organizations, since
apart from journalism any work inside the unions seems to have long since been
abandoned. For years it was impossible even to find a program of demands on the
WSWS, and to this day there is still no concise statement of ‘“Where We Stand’ for a
worker to read.

North cites this passage but addresses none of the concerns we raised. Instead, he sets up
a straw man, making us out to be syndicalists. He claims that “one can reasonably infer”
from the passage just cited that our position is that the unions still can play a progressive
role and he then characterizes our criticism of the IC’s abstentionism as being “a veiled
attack on the party’s assessment of the reactionary role of the trade unions.” (38) In fact
there is nothing reasonable about such an inference, and for the record we made it
explicitly clear in Steiner’s document that we were in agreement with the party’s analysis
of the qualitative degeneration of the unions.' But Steiner also made the point that what
should have followed from such an analysis “was a practice aimed at founding new
organizations of working class struggle,” and while there had been some initiatives in that
direction in the early 90s (e.g. the campaign around the Mack Avenue fire in Detroit), by
the end of that decade all such interventions in the working class had ceased. Steiner
concluded that “the upshot of the discussion on the trade unions was that any form of
active intervention in working class organizations was abandoned.”

" Here is the relevant quote from Steiner’s document: “About a decade ago, the International Committee
concluded after long discussions and reflections on the experiences of the working class, that the trade
unions were no longer capable of playing a progressive role, even to the very limited degree that was
achieved in the 1930’s. I think this judgment was essentially correct.”
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This is the real issue: the IC has abandoned its revolutionary responsibilities to the
working class — responsibilities that were clearly evident from its own analysis.> The
degeneration of the unions requires new defense organizations of the working class. At
the same time, there are millions of workers remaining within the unions who need
guidance and leadership in their everyday struggles — leadership that can link those
struggles with the broader fight for the political independence of the working class.
Obviously it isn’t a matter of the party simply willing new defense organizations into
existence, but even a small party can have a significant impact on class consciousness
through creative initiatives that concretely demonstrate to workers how they can defend
their rights, while contrasting such initiatives with the abject prostration of the unions.
Within the unions, such work can take the form of ad hoc committees operating outside
official union channels, bringing together rank-and-file workers who are opposed to the
bureaucracy. The internet can play an important role, either via the WSWS or other
websites designed to provide a forum for workers to raise issues, air their views and link
up with other workers. Such work would provide the best possible context for the party to
hammer home the need for the political independence of the working class, for socialist
policies, for a class offensive as the only way to defend jobs, living standards and basic
rights.

We said that all of this was evident from the party’s own analysis of the unions, but that
needs to be qualified: it was evident assuming that the party still adhered to the
standpoint embodied in The Transitional Program, i.e. the standpoint of building a bridge
to socialist consciousness by engaging in the everyday struggles of the working class. But
that assumption hasn’t been valid for many years now. In fact the IC leadership
eventually came to use its analysis of the degeneration of the unions as a rationalization
for turning its back on the working class. And the result is an unprecedented
estrangement of the party from what should be its class base. Never before has the
Trotskyist movement had so little to do with the life of the working class than it does
today. There is no justification for this. North’s arguments, which we will get to shortly,
are a lot of bombast and evasion: he simply equates any demand for engaging in the
struggles of the working class with support for the union bureaucracy. Those party
members who haven’t chosen to forget the history of Trotskyism know that there is
something deeply amiss here.

As we noted in Objectivism or Marxism, the SEP is a party that “conducts no sustained
activity in the working class, no work in the unions, no ongoing campaigns of its own, no
attempts to rally or lead workers in struggles over important social or economic issues.”
Nowhere on the WSWS can a worker find a clear statement of “What We Stand For’, and
it is evident that reading the WSWS (or perhaps occasionally writing for it) is the only
meaningful ‘activity’ entailed in supporting the SEP. We also pointed out that the WSWS
makes no appeals to workers for money, which is indicative of how remote the party is
from the working class:

? That analysis is presented at length in the Workers League perspectives resolution of Sept. 1993, The
Globalization of Capitalist Production and the International Tasks of the Working Class. We will examine
this document later in this section.
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There was a long tradition in the Trotskyist movement of a ‘Fighting Fund’ that was
linked directly to the role of the party and its press as a tribune of the working class:
workers gave money because they could see that this was a movement that was
fighting for their rights. These funds may not have always been enough on their own
to keep the party going but there was an important political significance to the fact
that at least some of the money that was sustaining the movement was coming from
workers’ donations. The disappearance of any fundraising in the working class is
really the disappearance of any living relationship of the party to the working class.

In the life of such a movement, workers are increasingly an alien presence. Should a
worker happen to wander into a public meeting of the party or write the WSWS for
advice, s/he is usually subjected to long lectures about the union bureaucracy but given
no guidance at all about how to conduct their struggles. A typical example is an Ohio
auto worker who wrote in a letter which he titled “Hung out to dry” and addressed to
“Anyone that can help.”® He describes the criminal role of the UAW inside his plant in
collaborating with management in assaulting the workers and ends his e-mail with a plea
in capital letters: “WHERE CAN WE GO FOR HELP?”

In response, the WSWS serves up 1500 words on the history of the labor bureaucracy, its
degeneration and corruption, but there is nothing in the way of guidance or programmatic
demands relevant to this worker’s immediate struggle. In passing the WSWS writer
(Jerry White) acknowledges: “The building of new organizations to defend workers is an
urgent necessity,” but this turns out to be empty rhetoric since in the next sentence this
“urgent necessity”” has been dropped and the worker is told that he needs to “make a
serious examination of the historical experiences of the working class.” Next come some
paragraphs about the need to break with the Democrats and build a “new political party”
on a socialist program. Is this the SEP or some other kind of formation? Should the
worker set up an SEP branch in his factory? And if he does that, what would this branch
do to fight the attacks of management and the sabotage of the UAW? It’s all a mystery.

It is only in the last paragraph that the worker’s plea for help is finally acknowledged, but
the only advice he is offered is “to study our history and program and consider seriously
joining the fight to build our party as the mass political movement of the working class” —
in other words, read the WSWS and if you are interested, send us an application form and
we’ll get back to you in due course ... or whenever. Was there any follow-up done with
this worker? Did the WSWS do an expose on his factory and the role of the UAW in it?
There isn’t any evidence in the WSWS archive that anything of the sort happened. The
sad truth is that at the end of his encounter with the revolutionary movement, this worker
had yet again been “hung out to dry.”

Would that this were some isolated exception, but it is very much the norm when it
comes to how the party relates to workers.* The real message here (though of course it is

* “An exchange with an Ohio auto worker”, July 19, 2005,

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/jul2005/auto-j 19.shtml
* Here are two other exchanges with workers that also could have been used to illustrate this point: “Letter

from a US airline worker and a reply”, Apr. 28, 2005
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never stated explicitly) is that this worker’s concerns are of little consequence. Nor is
there any sense that what is going on here is a dialogue in which the party might
potentially learn something from this worker. Such ‘exchanges’ are nothing more than
monologues in which the party lectures at the worker, and the inevitable — and accurate —
impression is one of a petty bourgeois pontificating to the working class. This is a
travesty of the fight to overcome spontaneous consciousness and bring socialist
consciousness to the working class. That fight has always involved Marxists working to
mobilize workers in defense of their rights in opposition to the bureaucrats. What need is
there for a Transitional Program if all that the fight for socialist consciousness entails is
serving up lectures to workers?

This is how North responds to such criticism:

In a manner that reeks of the most vulgar pragmatism, you complain that a worker
who writes into the WSWS asking for advice is typically given a lecture on the
history of the labor bureaucracy but no indication whatever on how to conduct the
struggle he is involved in. But tell us, Comrades Steiner and Brenner, how is it
possible for a worker to know how he should conduct a struggle in which he is
immediately engaged without understanding the historical role of the trade unions?
(38-9)

If insisting that Marxists have to engage in the everyday struggles of the working class is
“vulgar pragmatism,” then Trotsky and Cannon were vulgar pragmatists. As for North’s
rhetorical question, it reveals a one-sided and mechanical conception of how class
consciousness develops. How is a worker to gain an understanding of the historical role
of the unions? Presumably this will come from reading the WSWS or attending a party
lecture. But what about the workers who don’t agree or are confused or who don’t see the
need for lectures and articles in the first place — which is to say, the overwhelming
majority of the working class? What does North have to propose to them? Nothing —
except more articles and lectures.

This sterile propagandism is completely alien to the traditions of Trotskyism. It ignores
the basic truth that workers learn from their struggles far more than they can ever learn
from lectures, and that only by engaging in those struggles and providing an alternative
leadership to the bureaucracy can Marxists ever hope to gain the trust of workers and win
them to the cause of socialism. Of course this is not an argument against lectures on the
history of the unions and the betrayals of the bureaucracy, all of which can play an
important part in educating workers. But what is sterile propagandism is to restrict the
fight for class consciousness only to such lectures. You cannot build a bridge to socialist
consciousness without fighting to mobilize workers in defense of their rights. Every
veteran party member, every member literate in the history of Trotskyism, knows this is
true, and therefore knows that the party’s abstentionism amounts to an abandonment of
the struggle for socialist consciousness in the working class.

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/apr2005/airl-a28.shtml and “An exchange of letters on the crisis in the
AFL-CIO”, July 27, 2005 http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/jul2005/aflc-j27.shtml. One might add here
that, on the basis of personal observation, these exchanges are representative of how workers are dealt with
at SEP public meetings.

119


http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/jul2005/aflc-j27.shtml
http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/apr2005/airl-a28.shtml

Abandoning the Struggle for Socialist Consciousness in the Working Class

The New York City Transit Strike

North’s reply to us on the NYC transit strike is a defense of this sterile propagandism and
the abstentionism that goes along with it. He begins by taking us to task for “lavish[ing]”
attention on the strike (41) in contrast to other political issues,’ but this is an evasion. Our
concern isn’t with the transit strike as such but with the party’s record in that strike and
what that record shows about the party’s relationship to the working class. It is that
relationship which is our primary concern, and we make no apologies for making that a
central focus of our critique of the IC. Furthermore, if we needed any other justification
for raising this issue, the WSWS editorial board provided it when it issued a statement
(Dec. 21, 2005) with a headline that, as we noted earlier, declared the transit strike to be
“A new stage in the class struggle”.® That extraordinary designation merited “lavish”
attention.

In light of that, it was entirely appropriate to examine the WSWS record to see what
marked this “new stage” and how the party proposed to change its practice to meet this
transformed political situation. And what came to light in the examination we did in
Objectivism or Marxism was that this pronouncement was nothing more than journalistic
rhetoric, and that literally within weeks of making it, the WSWS editorial board had
forgotten all about its “new stage of the class struggle” and indeed about the transit
workers altogether. But from the standpoint of our critique, that made this strike even
more important — because it demonstrated the completely unserious and purely
Jjournalistic character of the party’s orientation to the working class. It demonstrated, in
other words, one of the central points of our critique, i.e. that the ‘Marxism’ of the
International Committee is missing its heart — the proletariat.

When it comes to specifics, North begins by distorting the crux of our criticism. He
claims that we gave “readers the impression that the SEP was taken unawares by
developments, and only managed to issue a statement on the very eve of the strike” (41-
2). Not true. What we actually said was: “Though there was a long buildup to this strike
and though this was a union where the party had a long history, there were no demands
raised until the day before the strike began.” Our point wasn’t about coverage of the
strike but about the lack of demands in that coverage. Of course the WSWS wrote
statements and articles about the strike, but the essential issue here is whether those
articles were part of an intervention in this important struggle or whether they were a
Jjournalistic substitute for such an intervention, and that is precisely why we looked at the
WSWS articles in terms of the programmatic demands they raised — or rather didn’t raise.
(As for the SEP being “taken unawares” by the strike, this too is a distortion. It would
have been absurd to claim that anyone in New York was surprised by the strike, since it
was front-page news for weeks before it began. We did criticize the WSWS for being
“taken unawares”, but not about the strike itself but rather its aftermath, specifically the

> North derides us for having a “provincial outlook” (41) because Alex Steiner is from New York and so
presumably this is why we paid so much attention to the strike. In fact, this part of the document was
written by Frank Brenner, who is neither a New Yorker nor an American.

¢ “The New York transit strike: A new stage in the class struggle”, WSWS, Dec. 21, 2005:

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/tran-d2 1.shtml
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transit workers’ rejection of the tentative contract — and there the criticism is entirely
valid, as we will see later.)

Our analysis said that the first time the WSWS raised demands on transit was on Dec. 19,
2005, a day before the strike began. North quotes at length from a Dec. 10, 2005 article
which he claims constitutes “a clear political-programmatic statement” (43), but a reading
of the passages he cites proves just the opposite. They contain no programmatic demands
and no guidance to transit workers on how to conduct their struggle, which is what we
contended. And though the article talks about the need for “a political struggle”, it does
so in an utterly routine manner, using the ritualized phrases that are thrown in at the end
of countless WSWS articles. Thus, it calls for “a break with the Democratic Party and the
building of an independent political party of the working class,” but it says nothing about
how the building of this party will take place, and it doesn’t even bother to mention the
name of the SEP!” A transit worker could easily be excused for thinking this statement
had something to do with the Green Party or Ralph Nader, or perhaps it was proposing
that the TWU workers should themselves establish as a political party and then ... do
what exactly? It was all a muddle because it was never intended to provide any
meaningful guidance to transit workers; it was just an exercise in sterile propagandism,
much like the reply to the Ohio auto worker.

North cites other articles the WSWS ran prior to the transit strike, but he can’t produce
any which raised demands for the strike because there were none, not until Dec. 19. It
was only then that the WSWS finally raised its first demand — for independent strike
committees.® The unserious nature of this demand, however, was evident from the fact
that it was raised literally a day before the strike was set to begin, as if such strike
committees could suddenly materialize without any preparation. Moreover, the article
gave no indication as to how these committees should be set up, how they should
function and above all what they should fight for. It was simply journalistic rhetoric
tossed in at the end of an article to give it a more militant-sounding tone. And almost as if
to underscore its purely rhetorical character, the demand was tossed out two days later in
an editorial board statement issued during the strike itself. After all, who needs strike
committees in the middle of a strike?

A summary of the vagaries of the WSWS ‘program’ for the transit strike is in order here.
On day one of the strike (Dec. 20), the WSWS added a demand for mass demonstrations
and preparations for a general strike.” Again, as with the strike committees, this was
simply tossed in at the end of an article: there was no indication how this would come
about and no attempt to provide a focal point like repeal of the Taylor Law around which
to mobilize support for such an action. On day two of the strike (Dec. 21), both demands

7 “Transit dispute exposes New York City’s class divide”, WSWS, Dec. 10, 2005:
http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/twu-d10.shtml

8 “New York City transit workers on brink of class confrontation”, WSWS, Dec. 19, 2005:
http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/tran-d 19.shtml

? “New York City transit workers defy threats and strike”, WSWS, Dec. 20, 2005:

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/tran-d20.shtml
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were gone: while proclaiming “A new stage in the class struggle”, the only proposals the
editorial board could make to the transit workers were the pro forma ones of reading the
WSWS and joining the party (though even in that regard there wasn’t an attempt to
organize a meeting).'” On the final day of the strike (Dec. 22), the demand for strike
committees was back along with a call for “solidarity actions” but no longer any mention
of a general strike."' Based on this record, we drew the following conclusions in
Objectivism or Marxism:

Put this all together and the unmistakable impression is of a party that doesn’t take
its own demands seriously. How can you call for a general strike one day and drop it
the next, or call for strike committees without any program or conception of how to
organize them? It is obvious these demands were never intended to be anything
more than journalistic phrases, militant-sounding rhetoric to fill out an article. How
can anyone imagine a transit worker being attracted to such a vacuous and
incoherent policy? How can anyone imagine this stimulating the political
consciousness of workers or providing the least challenge to the bureaucracy?

This record constitutes an ‘inconvenient truth’ for North, which he does his best to
ignore. Time and again he cites the fact that there was coverage of the strike in the
WSWS (even at one point providing a tally of all the articles that were run), as if this
were the issue and not the question of what program the WSWS was (or rather wasn’t)
advancing. On one of the few occasions when he confronts our criticism, he declares:

One can only assume from this criticism that you did not agree with the emphasis
placed by the WSWS on the need for transit workers to conduct a political fight —
which was the only way that support could be rallied among masses of New York
workers, for whom the strike created additional daily hardships. (45)

This is an obvious evasion. Because we criticize the egregiously unserious and
inconsistent way in which the demands for strike committees and a general strike were
raised, why should this mean that we are opposed to transit workers conducting a
political fight? Moreover, it is evident that the term “political fight” in these remarks is
more empty rhetoric. It implies that programmatic demands like strike committees and
general strikes are somehow counterposed to a “political fight”, whereas just the opposite
is the case. Strike committees of rank-and-file workers conducting an illegal strike, a
general strike in support of those workers and opposed to the whole apparatus of anti-
labor legislation — these are precisely the forms in which workers enter into political
struggle. It is on the ground of such a fight that a break with the Democrats can become a
living reality for millions of workers instead of the tired piece of propaganda that it is for
North.

In effect, North has reproduced the non-dialectical dichotomies of classical Social
Democracy: we have immediate demands on the one hand and the “political fight” on the
other. The Social Democrats focused all their attention on the immediate demands and

1% “The New York transit strike: A new stage in the class struggle”, WSWS, Dec. 21, 2005:

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/tran-d2 1.shtml
1 “New York transit strikers confront escalating attacks”, WSWS, Dec. 22, 2005:

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/dec2005/newy-d22.shtml
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only bothered about the fight for socialism in ceremonial speeches. By contrast, for North
immediate demands and the everyday struggles of workers count for very little. Thus, in
responding to our criticism about the way the WSWS raised the demand for strike
committees, he writes:

No, we did not attempt to write a manual on how to form strike committees. To the
extent that workers understood the need for an alternative to the TWU Local 100
leadership and its policies, they would be more than capable of working out the
details of creating and running rank-and-file strike committees. But we most
certainly did explain what such committees should fight for: the statement outlined
the political strategy upon which the fate of the strike depended. (44-5)

This disparaging of the organizing of strikes committees reveals North’s estrangement
from the life of the working class. North knows perfectly well that the organizational
initiative to establish the CIO unions in the Thirties came from socialists and radicals,
including Trotskyists (a point we will come back to shortly). Why should it be any
different today when it comes to breaking with the putrid hulk of the unions and
establishing new mass organizations of the working class? If anything, the level of
spontaneous consciousness now is lower than it was in the Thirties, since virtually every
trace of socialist culture within the working class has long since disappeared. We are now
four generations removed from the CIO struggles and it has been more than three decades
since the last major upsurge of the labor movement in the US. Without downplaying the
creativity of the masses, there is simply no source of experience or knowledge that they
can draw on when it comes to the value and functioning of strike committees. This is
where Marxists, with their understanding of the history of the labor movement, can play a
pivotal role.

Of course strike committees on their own are not yet an expression of socialist
consciousness, but can anyone doubt that had such committees emerged and taken over
control of the transit strike, that this would have had an enormous impact on the
consciousness of the working class as a whole? It would have signified a major
breakthrough against the union bureaucracy, showing workers how they could rely on
their own instruments of struggle instead of those imposed on them by the bureaucrats
and the bourgeois state apparatus. And such committees would quickly have become a
forum for thrashing out competing political positions, thereby creating the best possible
conditions for Marxists to fight for a break from the Democrats and to establish an
evident and meaningful connection between the strike struggle and the fight against
social inequality and the profit system. There is all the difference in the world between
delivering a lecture at workers and having a Trotskyist member of a transit workers’
strike committee drawing political conclusions from the experience of the strike. It is the
difference between propagandism and the revolutionary Marxism embodied in The
Transitional Program.
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American Trotskyism and Strike Committees: the Minneapolis
Teamster Strikes

Cannon needs to be brought into this discussion to underscore how completely out of line
with the history of Trotskyism North’s attitude to strike committees is. In his account of
one of the great episodes of American Trotskyism, the Minneapolis Teamster strikes of
1934, Cannon stresses the importance of the political understanding of the core group of
Trotskyists in the Teamsters union, but the way this political understanding manifested
itself was precisely in the organization of the strike:

Proceeding from these general concepts [i.e. of the class struggle], the Minneapolis
Trotskyists, in the course of organizing the workers, planned a battle strategy.
Something unique was seen in Minneapolis for the first time. That is, a strike that
was thoroughly organized beforehand, a strike prepared with the meticulous detail
which they used to attribute to the German army—down to the last button sewn on
the uniform of the last individual soldier.'?

Cannon picks up this theme again later in the chapter when he lists what he considers the
five important contributions that Trotskyism made to the victory of the strike.
Contribution Number One was organization:

Trotskyism made a number of specific contributions to this strike which made all the
difference between the Minneapolis strike and a hundred others of the period, some
of which involved more workers in more socially important localities and industries.
Trotskyism made the contribution of organization and preparations down to the last
detail. That is something new, that is something specifically Trotskyist (emphasis
added).”

Clearly Cannon was a big believer in strike committee ‘manuals’. The other
contributions, incidentally, were a class line of militancy, no trust in government
mediators, a general strategy of fighting rather than compromising and “the fifth and
crowning contribution that Trotskyism made to the Minneapolis strike was the
publication of the daily strike newspaper, the Daily Organizer.”'* Of course this
newspaper was issued by the strike committee rather than the party, but Cannon’s pride is
entirely justified: it was a bold innovation that had a big impact on the political
consciousness of the Minneapolis workers.

By North’s standards, though, one would have to say that all of this “reeks of the most
vulgar pragmatism.” But Cannon and his comrades were convinced that they were
making a powerful contribution to the American working class and to the cause of
socialism — and it has always been the judgment of the Trotskyist movement that they
were absolutely right in that conviction. Cannon movingly recounts how the party center
in New York, which was virtually penniless at the time (this was the depths of the Great

12 James P. Cannon, “The History of American Trotskyism”, p. 148.

http://www.marxists.org/archive/cannon/works/1944/ht03.htm
" ibid, p. 156,
' ibid, p. 156-8.
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Depression), somehow scrounged together the then-exorbitant price of a plane ticket to
get Cannon to Minneapolis immediately so that he could work on a daily basis with the
Minneapolis comrades, providing them with political and organizational guidance in their
struggle. In other words, Cannon (and no doubt Trotsky as well) felt that the place for a
Marxist leader to be in this situation was running strike committees.

This is the real tradition of Trotskyism — where the fight to mobilize the working class in
defense of its rights is at the center of the political life of the revolutionary movement.
Unlike North, Cannon did not see any distinction between organizing this strike and
conducting a “political fight.” The Trotskyists were able to raise the great political issues
of the day — above all the treachery of the Democratic ‘friends of labor’ — in the context
of the strike itself. And their position was powerfully confirmed when the Farmer-Labor
Governor of Minnesota, Floyd Olson, who was supposedly even more of a ‘friend of
labor’ than Roosevelt, ended up declaring martial law and having the organizing
committee arrested. This is the sort of lesson as to who your real friends are that
thousands of workers could readily understand, and it powerfully enhanced the political
authority of the Trotskyists and brought an important new layer of working class
militants into the party."” This is what building bridges to socialist consciousness is all
about: it happens by Marxists fighting for leadership in the mass movement of the
working class and by demonstrating through the struggle that the defense of jobs and
basic rights can only happen through a revolutionary offensive against capitalism.

Needless to say, it isn’t always possible for revolutionaries to intervene in a strike the
way that Cannon and his comrades were able to do in Minneapolis. In the case of the
transit strike, the SEP didn’t have a cadre of members inside the union that could carry
out such an intervention. But how is the SEP