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Editorial

With this issue, the regular quarterly publication of the
Fourth International as the theoretical journal of the Inter-
national Committee of the Fourth International is being
resumed after an interruption of more than a decade. The
publication of the Fourth International, for which the
Workers Revolutionary Party had central responsibility, was
al but abandoned in 1975. After that year, only two more is-
sues appeared — onein 1979 and the last in 1982.

The fate of the Fourth International magazine was a con-
centrated expression of the political degeneration of the
Workers Revolutionary Party and the resulting crisis within
the ICFl. As the International Committee has established
during the past year, the collapse of the WRP in 1985-86
was the outcome of the protracted nationalist and oppor-
tunist degeneration of the Healy-Banda-Slaughter leader-
ship. From the early 1970s on, the building of the Fourth In-
ternational as the World Party of Socialist Revolution was
increasingly subordinated to the narrow practical needs of
the British organization, which systematically abused its
political authority within the ICFl to advance its nationalist
interests.

Despite the critical role that had been played by the
Fourth International throughout the 1960s in the struggle
against Pabloite revisionism and in the political education of
the cadre of the ICFI, the WRP leadership lost al interest in
sustaining the publication. Healy came to the conclusion
that the needs of the WRP could be better served by
publishing a monthly "theoretical organ" of the British sec-
tion, which was entitled Labour Review.

Although it had far greater technical facilities at its
disposal, the WRP insisted in 1979 that the printing of the
Fourth International should be assigned to the Workers
League, which — though barred from direct membership in
the ICFI due to the reactionary US Voorhis Act — accepted
this task. However, the WRP assumed no responsibility
whatsoever for any aspect of the publication, financing and
distribution of the magazine.

The refusa of the WRP to support in any way the
publication of the Fourth International was bound up with
Healy's repudiation of the programmatic foundations of the
ICFIl. Before the Fourth International could see the light of
day, the International Committee had to liberate itself from
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the chauvinist and opportunist scoundrels of the Workers
Revolutionary Party who had over the course of the past
decade betrayed every fundamental principle of Trotskyism.

In 1953 the International Committee had been founded to
oppose the liquidation of the Fourth International into
Stalinist, social democratic and bourgeois nationalist
organizations which then dominated the working class and
anti-imperialist movements al over the world. That struggle
to defend Trotskyism was further developed in the fight bet-
ween 1961-64 against the unprincipled reunification of the
American Socialist Workers Party with the Pabloite
revisionists and the historic betrayal of the LSSP in Sri
Lanka.

But from the mid-1970s on, the WRP systematically rejec-
ted al the lessons of the long struggle against Pabloism.
With ever-increasing cynicism, Healy mocked the political
heritage of Trotskyism and became the most unrestrained
practitioner of opportunism.

The restoration of the Fourth International as the genuine
theoretical organ of the ICFI is the result of the victorious
struggle that has been waged against all the liquidationist
factions that have emerged out of the collapse and decom-
position of the Workers Revolutionary Party.

This first issue is devoted to the publication of an
exhaustive analysis of the betrayal of Trotskyism by the
Workers Revolutionary Party. It was written between May
18 and June 9, 1986, during the first plenum of the ICFI to
be held after the split with the WRP (Slaughter-Banda fac-
tion) in February 1986. With this document the ICFl has ac-
complished what not one of the factions claiming to
represent the WRP has even attempted — an objective
Marxist analysis of the historical, political and theoretical
origins, development and outcome of the Workers
Revolutionary Party's break with Trotskyism.

The International Committee is confident that this
document will play adecisive role in clarifying revolutionists
all over the world asto the significance of the collapse of the
WRP, contribute to the education of an entirely new
generation of Trotskyists among workers and youth, and
provide a powerful foundation for the expansion of the ICFI
asthe World Party of Socialist Revolution.
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PART ONE

From Trotskyism to Opportunism

1. Why the WRP Collapsed

The political crisis which suddenly erupted inside the
Workers Revolutionary Party in the summer of 1985 and
which rapidly developed into a devastating split within its
central leadership is an event of extraordinary significance
for the Fourth International. Within a matter of weeks, the
oldest and founding section of the International Committee
of the Fourth International virtually disintegrated. The
three principal |eaders of the WRP — Gerry Healy, Michael
Banda and Cliff Slaughter — who represented collectively
nearly 140 vyears of experience within the socialist
movement were thrown, almost overnight, into the most
vicious factional conflict the Trotskyist movement has ever
seen. Despite a period of intimate political collaboration
which spanned three decades, Slaughter and Banda were to
be found on one side of the factional barricades and Healy
on the other. And it was not long before the unstable
coalition between Banda and Slaughter broke up and they
were engaged in a war to the death no less frenzied than that
which they had previously waged against Healy.

And yet, the collapse of the Workers Revolutionary Party
between July and October 1985 came as a complete surprise
only to those who had not taken notice of the protracted
degeneration in the political line of the party during the
previous decade. The circumstances surrounding the
development of the split — the political disorientation and
demoralization which followed the end of the miners strike
in March 1985, the savage internecine warfare within the
Central Committee, the eruption of a dirty scandal involving
Healy, the unprincipled cover-up by the Political Committee
of his gross abuse of authority, the apparently sudden col-
lapse of the WRP's financial structure, the conspiracy to
defraud the International Committee — arose out of the
nationalist degeneration and uncontrolled growth of oppor-
tunism within the leadership of the Workers Revolutionary
Party.

This conclusion, which flows inexorably from a Marxist
analysis of the whole development of the WRP since its for-
mation, is rejected by all the different tendencies, except
one, that have emerged out of the collapse of the Healyite
organization. Except for the members of the newly formed
International  Communist Party — who, significantly,
represented the only principled opposition to the Healy
leadership prior to the split and based their struggle upon in-
ternationalism - all the others insist that the blame for the
crisis in the WRP must be placed upon Trotskyism and the
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International Committee of the Fourth International. In one
way or another, they claim that the degeneration of the
WRP (in so far as they admit that any degeneration took
place) was the inevitable product of the struggle for Trot-
skyist principles.

However different the surface form of their attack, all the
tendencies hostile to the ICFI agree on one central point:
Trotskyism has been historically incapable of rooting itself
in the working class and its resultant isolation is the cause of
al political degeneration and splits within the Fourth Inter-
national.

In defending himself against the International Committee,
Hedy alleges that his Trotskyist opponents believe in
"whiter than white socialism of the purest water and the
smallest number..." (WRP Political Committee Statement,
May 30, 1986). His ally, the petty-bourgeois Greek
nationalist S. Michael, denounces the ICFI for putting for-
ward "the reactionary return to the practices of the period of
defeats and isolation of Trotskyism ... "("A New Erafor the
Fourth International ," January 21, 1986) As the principal
leader of the Fourth International during "the period of
defeats and isolation" was Leon Trotsky, the practices which
Michael is fighting against are those associated with the
founding and building of the World Party of Socialist
Revolution, i.e, the struggle against Stalinism and centrism.
He declares that the fight for Marxist principles and
program “"means to work to impose defeats on the world
working class and the Fourth International.” (Ibid.)

In another statement, Healy defended his practices by in-
sisting on the necessity of opportunism and attacked David
North, a leading supporter of the International Committee,
in the following manner: "For him...the most vital question is
to maintain doctrinal purity [which is] possible only in the
smallest discussion group: numbers encourage only doc-
trinal impurity.”(News Line, February 14, 1986)

To sum up, Healy's position isthat it is impossible to build
a movement in the working class without betraying Trot-
skyist principles. This is the first time that a tendency which
claims adherence to Trotskyism has openly declared that its
guiding principleisto have no principles!

Banda, in a somewhat more bombastic form, shares the
same position and has concluded that the Trotskyist
movement must be destroyed. In an infamous document
published in February and upon which the now defunct
Slaughter-Banda-Bruce faction of the WRP based its split
from the International Committee, Banda declared:

"It is certainly no accident — in fact it proceeds logically
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and practically from this very conception of the IC in 1953
— that not a single section of the IC — and this includes the
Workers League of the United States — at any time in the
last 32 years has been able to elaborate a viable perspective
for the working class, "( Workers Press, February 7, 1986)

The conception attacked by Banda, upon which the ICFI
was based, is that of the revolutionary hegemony of the
proletariat and the Lenin-Trotsky theory of the Party.
Sublated into this conception is the historical struggle
against Stalinism, centrism and all those agencies of im-
perialism within the workers' movement who remain tied to
the apron-strings of the bourgeoisie.

It issignificant that Banda, just weeks before he wrote the
above-quoted lines, stated that "the party has been split not
on tactical and programmatic issues, but on the most basic
question of revolutionary morality." (News Line, November
2, 1985) This was nothing more than a fancy middle-class
way of admitting that Banda's split with Healy was totally
unrelated to any question of principles and program.

Another crusader for "revolutionary morality," Cliff
Slaughter, has concluded that the degeneration of Healy as
well as his own is the result of the "isolation” of the Trot-
skyist movement. "At no time after the death of Trotsky did
the FI prove capable of overcoming its isolation from the
great mass struggles... This smallness and isolation were of
course decisive factors in militating against the successful
development of Marxist theory." (Workers Press, April 26,
1986) This statement, which seems plausible to organic op-
portunists and to those unfamiliar with the history of the en-
tire Marxist movement, is in basic agreement with Healy.
The Trotskyists, he claims, cannot develop Marxism
because they are small. They are small because they are
isolated from the working class. Why are they isolated?
Slaughter does not say, but gazes longingly at the answer
propounded by Healy, who has aready declared that
isolation isthe inevitable price paid for principles.

Of course, when they speak of isolation, it is not from the
working class, but from the Stalinist and Social Democratic
bureaucracy and from the various currents of petty-
bourgeois radicalism and nationalism. Trotskyists, they
maintain, are "isolated" insofar asthey reject the bribes and
blandishments of those who currently occupy powerful
positions within the workers' movement or who currently
enjoy afollowing within the middle class or among the mas-
ses of the semi-colonial countries.

Another group which has deserted the International Com-
mittee in the aftermath of the split has summed up the
position of all the anti-Trotskyist tendencies in the clearest
form. The Liga Comunista of Peru has declared that the
degeneration of Healy and al previous struggles within the
Fourth International demonstrate the complete bankruptcy
of Trotskyism, which, they assert has existed "in the form of
small revolutionary sects, increasingly isolated from the
masses." (Comunismo, March 1986)

Justifying their decision to abandon the revolutionary
struggle against the national bourgeoisie in Peru, they claim
that the Fourth International has sat "on the sidelines of the
new development of the world revolution, when this was
reinitiated in the decade of the 40's with Albania, China,
Yugoslavia, Eastern Europe, Vietnam, Korea, Algeria, etc.

"The Trotskyist movement couldn't learn anything from
these developments... The practice of the sect relieved them

8

Gerry Healy

of any direct obligation in the leadership of the masses, al-
lowing them to ignore or characterize all these developments
in the most arrogant manner." (Ibid.) The characterizations
to which they object are such Marxist terms as national
bourgeoisie, Salinist bureaucracy, petty-bourgeois
radicalism, centrism, €tc..

The theoretical leader of this group, Jose B., has taken
this analysisto its ultimate lengths by asserting that the class
basis of Trotskyism in the proletariat is the source of its
isolation from the masses: "Evidently it is a case of a
movement rooted in social forces totally adverse to the
social forces which are objectively revolutionary. Therefore
it must be objectively destroyed."(lbid.)

Not long after this document was published, Cliff
Slaughter rushed off to Peru to shake the hand of its author
— in such haste that he forgot the organization's telephone
number and was stranded for several days at the Lima air-
port.

It is remarkable, but not surprising, that all of these
renegades should present an interpretation of the crisis of
the WRP which, in its essentials, corresponds entirely to the
analysis which was presented last December by the leading
anti-Trotskyist organization in the world today, the
American Socialist Workers Party. In the December 2, 1985
issue of Intercontinental Press, Doug Jenness, one of the
main leaders of the SWP, traced the origins of the
degeneration of the WRP back to 1961-63, when its |eaders
defended “"orthodox" Trotskyism against Pabloite
revisionism:

"The Cuban revolution did not develop in the way that had
been expected by the World Trotskyist movement, that is,
on the basis of its 'theory of permanent revolution. The
majority of forces who considered themselves part of the
Fourth International, however, wholeheartedly embraced
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the revolution and began to adjust their theory to take ac-
count of the way the class struggle was actually unfolding.

"Healy and his followers, on the contrary, elevated the
‘theory of permanent revolution' to the level of a dogma.
From this position they considered that since the Cuban
Revolution was not led by a Trotskyist party, there was no
socialist revolution." (p. 726)

This statement, which marks the first time the SWP
revisionists have admitted that the June 1963 split within the
International Committee was precipitated by their rejection
of the theory of Permanent Revolution, shows the real sig-
nificance of the position of al those who now attack the
ICFI, regardless of whether they are "pro-Healy" or "anti-
Healy." The SWP declares that the degeneration of the
WRP is the product of its defense of "out-dated” Trotskyist
principles. The renegades of al stripes agree. So while Healy
justifies his betrayal of principle by claiming that the
working class cannot be won to Trotskyism, the renegades
agree with him on this decisive issue.

There is a precise scientific term for the trend that all
these renegades represent: Liquidationism. They represent
that most reactionary wing of opportunism which has now
broken with Trotskyism and is demanding the destruction of
its organized expression, the International Committee of the
Fourth International and its national sections.

The class basis of this tendency is the petty-bourgeoisie in
all capitalist countries, who have succumbed to imperialist
pressures and who no longer believe in the viability of a
revolutionary perspective based on the international
proletariat. This tendency is most pronounced in the major
imperialist centers, where the working class remains
dominated by the Stalinist and Social Democratic
bureaucracies, and in those less-developed countries where
the radical petty-bourgeoisie dominates the mass anti-
imperialist struggle.

The opportunist degeneration of the WRP, which was
personified by Healy, facilitated the growth of right-wing

Mike Banda
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tendencies not only in Britain but in other sections as well —
especialy Greece, Peru, Spain and Australia (although in
the latter country the right-wingers represented a small
minority whose attempts to destroy the Socialist Labour
League were decisively defeated). As the split within the
WRP and ICFl has revealed, these opportunist forces
became transformed into a full-blown liquidationist ten-
dency, whose battle-cry is"Junk Trotskyism!"

For this reason, however explosive and unanticipated, the
unequivocal separation of the ICFI from all these liquidators
is the precondition for the growth of the revolutionary
vanguard al over the world and for the establishment of the
political independence of the proletariat from the petty-
bourgeois agencies of imperialism in the workers' movement
of every country.

Unlike our opponents among the liquidators, the Inter-
national Committee of the Fourth International does not
content itself with mere assertions. All the liquidators, with
a host of petty-bourgeois academics at their head, are
propounding all sorts of theories to explain the collapse of
the WRP. But not one of them has undertaken a serious
analysis of the political and class line of the WRP during the
past decade. This is not merely a question of personal
weaknesses. They do not want any objective analysis of how
the WRP degenerated, lest the working class should be ar-
med with the lessons of the experience. Instead, they prefer
an atmosphere where there is a maximum of confusion and
demoralization and in which they can leave their question
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marks dangling over the viability of Trotskyism and the
socialist revolution.

However, the International Committee has conducted the
necessary examination of the degeneration of the WRP —
and it demonstrates irrefutably that this degeneration was
accompanied at every step by an abandonment of Trot-
skyism and its international strategy of World Socialist
Revolution. Far from representing a break with this
degeneration, the liquidators are its most diseased product.

2. Internationalism and the Fight
for Trotskyism in Britain

The precondition for the development of a Trotskyist
party in Britain was the struggle against a nationalist outlook
which expressed the pressure of imperialism and its ideology
on the oldest working class in the world. Prior to the foun-
ding congress of the Fourth International, Trotsky intran-
sigently opposed the attempt by the British ILP to preserve
its national autonomy and later chastized the Workers Inter-
nationalist League, of which Healy was then a member, for
refusing to subordinate its factional differences in Britain to
the interests of the international proletariat and work within
the discipline of its world party. He warned the WIL leaders:

"It is possible to maintain and develop a revolutionary
political grouping of serious importance only on the basis of
great principles. The Fourth International alone embodies
and represents these principles. It is possible for a national
group to maintain a constant revolutionary course only if it
is firmly connected in one organization with co-thinkers
throughout the world and maintains a constant political and
theoretical collaboration with them. The Fourth Inter-
national alone is such an organization. All purely national
groupings, all those who reject international organization,
control, and discipline are in their essence reactionary.”
(Documents of the Fourth International, Pathfinder, p. 270)

This warning was not originally heeded by the WIL and
valuable time was lost until its leadersfinally recognized that
the development of their organization was not possible
without accepting the political authority of the Fourth Inter-
national. In 1944, the WIL accepted unification with the
existing British section. The development of the
Revolutionary Communist Party proceeded through a sharp
internal struggle against a petty-bourgeois clique within the
leadership that was headed by Jock Haston. This was part of
an international struggle against a petty-bourgeois tendency
that was sympathetic to Shachtman and which was represen-
ted by Felix Morrow and Albert Goldman inside the
Socialist Workers Party. It wasin the course of that struggle
that Healy emerged asthe leader of the British section.

In 1953 the British section was split as a result of the
growth of an international revisionist tendency led by Pablo
and Mandel that proposed to liquidate the Trotskyist
movement into Stalinism. The very existence of the Fourth
International, which had been theoretically undermined by
the revisionist conceptions that permeated the documents of
the 1951 Third Congress, was placed in danger. Despite the
previous retreats on critical theoretical and political
questions that had been made by the leaderships in Britain
and the United States, those forces within the Fourth Inter-
national who based themselves on the working class rallied
to defeat the revisionists. The high-point of this struggle was
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the issuing of the Open Letter by SWP leader James P. Can-
non in November 1953, which established the International
Committee of the Fourth International to mobilize and lead
the orthodox Trotskyists against the Pabloite liquidators in
the International Secretariat. Healy, having collaborated
closely with Cannon in the fight against Pablo and his
representative in Britain, John Lawrence, endorsed the is-
suing of the Open Letter.

This historic document denounced the Pabloites for
"working consciously and deliberately to disrupt, split, and
break up the historically-created cadres of Trotskyism in the
various countries and to liquidate the Fourth International.”
(The Militant, December 21, 1953)

The letter then restated the historic principles upon which
Trotskyism was based:

"(1) The death agony of the capitalist system threatens the
destruction of civilization through worsening depressions,
world wars and barbaric manifestations like fascism. The
development of atomic weapons today underlines the danger
in the gravest possible way.

"(2) The descent into the abyss can be avoided only by
replacing capitalism with a planned economy of socialism on
a world scale and thus resuming the spiral of progress
opened up by capitalism in its early days.

"(3) This can be accomplished only under the leadership
of the working class as the only truly revolutionary class in
society. But the working class itself faces a crisis of leader-
ship although the world relationship of social forces was
never so favorable as today for the workers to take the road
to power.

"(4) To organize itself for carrying out these world-historic
aims the working class in each country must construct a
revolutionary party in the pattern developed by Lenin; that
is, a combat party capable of dialectically combining
democracy and centralism — democracy in arriving at
decisions, centralism in carrying them out; a leadership con-
trolled by the ranks, ranks able to carry forward under fire in
disciplined fashion.

"(5) The main obstacle to this is Stalinism, which attracts
workers through exploiting the prestige of the October 1917
revolution in Russia, only later, as it betrays their con-
fidence, to hurl them either into the arms of the Social
Democracy, into apathy, or back to illusions in capitalism.
The penalty for these betrayals ispaid by the working people
in the form of consolidation of fascist and monarchist for-
ces, and new outbreaks of wars fostered and prepared by
capitalism. From its inception, the Fourth International set
as one of its major tasks the revolutionary overthrow of
Salinism inside and outside the USSR

"(6) The need for flexible tactics facing many sections of
the Fourth International, and parties or groups sympathetic
to its program, makes it all the more imperative that they
know how to fight imperialism and all its petty-bourgeois
agencies (such as nationalist formations or trade union
bureaucracies) without capitulation to Salinism, and, con-
versely, know how to fight Salinism (which in the final
analysis is a petty bourgeois agency of imperialism) without
capitulating to imperialism.

"These fundamental principles established by Leon Trot-
sky retain full validity in the increasingly complex and fluid
politics of the world today. In fact the revolutionary
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situations opening up on every hand as Trotsky foresaw,
have only now brought full concreteness to what at one time
may have appeared to be somewhat remote abstractions not
intimately bound up with the living reality of the time. The
truth is that these principles now hold with increasing force
both in political analysis and in the determination of the
course of practical action. "(Ibid.)

The letter continued with a review of the main lines of
Pablo's program and his disruptive splitting actions al over
the world, and then issued this call to Trotskyists all over the
world:

"To sum up: The lines of cleavage between Pablo's
revisionism and orthodox Trotskyism are so deep that no
compromise is possible either politically or organizationally.
The Pablo faction has demonstrated that it will not permit
democratic decisions truly reflecting majority opinion to be
reached. They demand complete submission to ther
criminal policy. They are determined to drive all orthodox
Trotskyists out of the Fourth International or to muzze and
handcuff them.

"Their scheme has been to inject their Salinist con-
ciliationism piecemeal and likewise in piecemeal fashion,
get rid of those who come to see what is happening and raise
objections. That is the explanation for the strange ambiguity
about many of the Pabloite formulations and diplomatic
evasions.

"Up to now the Pablo faction has had a certain success
with this unprincipled and Machiavellian maneuverism. But
the qualitative point of change has been reached. The
political issues have broken through the maneuvers and the
fight is now a showdown.

"If we may offer advice to the sections of the Fourth Inter-
national from our enforced position outside the ranks, we
think the time has come to act and to act decisively. The
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time has come for the orthodox Trotskyist majority of the
Fourth International to assert their will against Pablo's usur-
pation of authority." (Ibid.)

Several months later, on March 1, 1954, Cannon analyzed
the historical implications of the split:

"We alone are unconditional adherents of the Lenin-
Trotsky theory of the party of the conscious vanguard and
its role as leader of the revolutionary struggle. This theory
acquires burning actuality and dominates all others in the
present epoch.

"The problem of leadership now is not limited to spon-
taneous manifestations of the class struggle in a long drawn-
out process, nor even to the conquest of power in this or that
country where capitalism is especially weak. It is a question
of the development of the international revolution and the
socialist transformation of society. To admit that this can
happen automatically is, in effect, to abandon Marxism
altogether. No, it can only be a conscious operation, and it
imperatively requires the leadership of the Marxist party
which represents the conscious element in the historic
process. No other party will do. No other tendency in the
labor movement can be recognized as a satisfactory sub-
gtitute. For that reason, our attitude towards all other parties
and tendencies is irreconcilably hostile.

"If the relation of forces requires the adaptation of the
cadres of the vanguard to organizations dominated at the
moment by such hostile tendencies — Salinist, Social
Democratic, centrist — then such adaptation must be regar-
ded at all times as a tactical adaptation, to facilitate the
struggle against them; never to effect a reconciliation with
them; never to ascribe to them the decisive historical role,
with the Marxists assigned to the minor chore of giving frien-
dly advice and 'loyal' criticism, in the manner of the Pabloite
comments on the French General Strike." ( Trotskyism Ver-
susRevisionism, Vol. 2, New Park, p. 65)

The international struggle against Pablo was decisive for
the future development of the Trotskyist movement in
Britain. Despite their small numbers and extreme poverty —
which was exacerbated by the provocations organized
against them by the openly pro-Stalinist Pabloite Lawrence
group — the British Trotskyists had been immeasurably
strengthened by the theoretical lessons of the struggle within
the Fourth International. It proved to be the indispensible
preparation of the British Trotskyists for their intervention
in the crisis which erupted in 1956 inside the Communist
Party following Khrushchev's partial revelation of Stalin's
crimes and the subsequent Soviet invasion of Hungary.

Politically armed through the struggle against Pabloism,
the Trotskyists were able to win important forces from the
ranks of the British Communist Party — thus providing new
opportunities for the expansion of the movement's
theoretical work as well as its activities inside the trade
unions and the Labour Party. These gains were consolidated
with the founding of the Socialist Labour League in 1959.

During this period, the British Trotskyists began to play
an increasingly active political role in the work of the Inter-
national Committee, especialy after Cannon evinced a
weakening in his stand against the Pabloites. Healy and his
closest collaborator, Mike Banda, had closely followed the
evolution of the Pabloitesin Europe — especially their cen-
trist response to the invasion of Hungary — and were con-
vinced that there existed no grounds to suggest that the
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political differences between the International Secretariat
and the International Committee had diminished. In fact,
they were convinced of the opposite. Therefore, they
viewed with increasing alarm the growing conciliationism
within the American SWPtoward the Pabloites.

Behind the increasing political tension between the SLL
and the SWP was a growing divergence in the orientation of
the two sections. Since 1957, when the SWP had launched
the so-called "regroupment” campaign in the United States,
it was increasingly directed in its political work toward the
milieu of petty-bourgeois radicalism. The line of the SWP,
even in its theoretical organ, grew softer and more con-
ciliatory to the historic enemies of Trotskyism. By 1958
Hansen was publicly repudiating the political revolution
against the Kremlin bureaucracy. The SLL, on the other
hand, was deepening its penetration of the mass workers'
movement on the basis of an unrelenting struggle against the
right-wing Social Democratic bureaucracy. In 1958 and
1960, Healy met with Cannon and other leaders of the SWP
to see whether it would be possible to restrain their
precipitous moves toward reunification with the Pabloites
and work for the maximum clarification of the international
cadre as a prerequisite for unity discussions with the Inter-
national Secretariat.

However, the political differences between the SWP and
the SLL continued to widen. In 1960, more than ayear after
Castro had come to power, the SWP swung over to the
position that a workers' state had been created in Cuba and
that the "Castro team" consisted of "unconscious Marxists"
who represented an adequate substitute for a Trotskyist
party of the Cuban working class.

On January 2, 1961, the National Committee of the
Socialist Labour League addressed a letter to the SWP
leadership in which they expressed their deep concern that
the veteran Trotskyists of the United States were drifting
away from the strategic goal of the Fourth International. It

Michel Pablo
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stressed to the SWP the great importance of the struggle for
principles:

"We are entering a period comparable in significance to
1914-1917 and it is as vital now as it was then to break sharply
and clearly with all sorts of centrist tendencies within our
own ranks. If we are to fulfill our revolutionary duty in the
coming years as the Bolsheviks did, we have to follow the
example of Lenin, not that of Luxemburg, in not merely
criticizing but also uncompromisingly separating ourselves
from all sorts of contemporary Kautskys; first and foremost,
from the Pablo gang." (Trotskyism Versus Revisionism, Vol.
Three, p. 46)

It isimportant to note that the SLL was insisting that the
struggle against centrism and all forms of opportunism as-
sumes the greatest significance at the very point when the
objective situation brings forward an intensification of the
class struggle and expands the possibilitiesfor party building
in the working class. Moreover, this attitude of theoretical
intransigence came precisely when the SLL was beginning to
make major gains inside the workers' movement —
especially among the youth inside the Labour Party Y oung
Socialists, where the SLL was building its factions and
training ayouth cadre as Trotskyists.

It warned the SWP that the "greatest danger confronting
the revolutionary movement is liquidationism, flowing from
a capitulation either to the strength of imperialism or to the
bureaucratic apparatuses in the Labour movement, or both.
Pabloism represents even more clearly now than in 1953, this
liquidationist tendency in the international Marxist
movement. In Pabloism the advanced working class is no
longer the vanguard of history, the center of all Marxist
theory and strategy in the epoch of imperialism, but the
plaything of ‘world-historical factors,' surveyed and assessed
in abstract fashion." (Ibid., p. 48)

The SLL took the Pabloites to task for their combination
of impressionism and objectivism, and analyzed the sig-
nificance of their revisionism for the Fourth International:
"..al historical responsibility of the revolutionary
movement is denied, all is subordinated to panoramic for-
ces; the questions of the role of the Soviet bureaucracy and
of the class forces in the colonial revolution are left
unresolved. That is natural because the key to these
problems is the role of the working class in the advanced
countries and the crisis of leadership in their Labour
movements.”(Ibid. p. 49)

The British Trotskyists warned: "Any retreat from the
strategy of political independence of the working class and
the construction of revolutionary parties will take on the sig-
nificance of a world-historical blunder on the part of the
Trotskyist movement. In Britain we have seen the results of
Pablo's revisionism in Pabloite actions since the formation
of the Socialist Labour League and the current policy crisis
in the Labour Party and we are more than ever convinced of
the need to build a Leninist party absolutely free from the
revisionism which Pabloism represents.” (Ibid.)

Contrary to those who claim that principles stand in the
way of building a party and in direct contradiction to the
claims of that flabby imposter, S. Michael, that the upsurge
of the masses negates the need for theoretical irrecon-
cilability, the SLL declared:

"It is because of the magnitude of the opportunities
opening up before Trotskyism and therefore the necessity of
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British Young Socialists march during the 1960s

political and theoretical clarity that we urgently require a
drawing of the lines against revisionism in all itsforms. It is
time to draw to a close the period in which Pabloite
revisonism was regarded as a trend within Trotskyism.
Unless this is done we cannot prepare for the revolutionary
struggles now beginning. We want the SAVP to go forward
with usin this spirit." (Ibid.)

The SWP responded with hostility to the proposals of the
SLL. Cannon, who had given up on the American working
class and reconciled himself to serving as the national chair-
man emeritus of an increasingly middle-class organization,
wrote to Farrell Dobbs on May 12, 1961: "The breach bet-
ween us and Gerry is obviously widening. It is easier to
recognize that than to see how the recent trend can be rever-
sed. In my opinion, Gerry is heading toward disaster and
taking his whole organization with him. "(lbid., p. 71)

In the course of the next two years, the SLL forced a
discussion on the most fundamental problems of Marxist
program and method despite all the attempts of Hansen to
prevent any clarification of the historical implications of the
1953 split. The documents produced by the leaders of the
SLL, especially Cliff Slaughter, were among the most impor-
tant contributions to the development of Trotskyism since
the great struggle against the petty-bourgeois opposition in
1939-40. To the ever-lasting historical credit of those who
led this fight, the SLL courageously challenged the
liguidationist wave that was engulfing large sections of the
Trotskyist movement. Against the seemingly irreversible
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tide of adaptation to various petty-bourgeois leaders tem-
porarily dominating the anti-imperialist struggle in the semi-
colonial countries, the SLL dared to stand up for principles
that were being derided as out-of-date and irrelevant. It
defended the perspective of the proletarian dictatorship and
fought back against the debasement of Marxist theory by
pragmatists and impressionists looking for the easy way out
of building the Fourth International. It did not merely
defend the Open Letter, the SLL fought to extract the es-
sence of Trotsky's teachings and their historical relation to
Lenin's lifelong struggle to build a genuine proletarian
party. Working in a country whose theoretical traditions
were dominated by empiricism, the British Trotskyists
became the champions of a renaissance of Marxist theory
and exposed the bankrupt objectivism which constituted the
anti-dialectical underpinnings of the Pabloite attack on
Trotskyism.

As the word began to get around that the SLL was not
going to play ball with Hansen's scheme to liquidate Trot-
skyism under the cover of reunification, the slanderers set to
work in order to frame the SLL and its national secretary,
Gerry Healy, as "ultra-left" sectarians. But despite the
calumny and falsifications, the SLL began to forge links with
Trotskyists in different parts of the world. With extraor-
dinary patience, its leaders undertook to train a Trotskyist
faction within the SWP, impressing upon its members again
and again that there existed no way to defend the Fourth In-
ternational and build its sections all over the world except
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through the most exhaustive and thorough-going struggle
against revisionism. Above all, they stressed that nothing
could be built anywhere in the world, including Britain,
unless the fight for the Fourth International was placed at
the center of the work in each country.

In June 1963, asthe SWP was carrying through its unprin-
cipled reunification with the Pabloites — an action which
was to destroy countless sections and cost hundreds of Trot-
skyists in Latin America their lives as a result of the
catastrophic errors which followed — Healy addressed a
final letter to the party with which he had closely col-
laborated for more than 20 years. He denounced with indig-
nation their cover-up of the betrayals of the LSSP in Sri
Lanka and their publicity build-up of various bourgeois
nationalists like Ben Bella. And he poured scorn on those
who justified their abandonment of principles with the claim
that they had broken out of "isolation.”

"Of course you have no timefor the 'sectarian SLL." Our
comrades in the ranks and in the leadership fight day in and
day out against reformism and Salinism in the best
traditions of the Trotskyist movement. But they do not yet
speak to tens of thousands at public meetings like Ben Bella,
Castro and the so-called Ceylon May Day meeting. In your
eyes we are merely small, ‘ultra-left fry.'

"Our comrades took the leadership in the recent cam-
paign against unemployment, organized and spoke to a mass
meeting of 1,300, but this is small stuff. When our comrades

deal powerful blows against the Social Democrats in the
youth movement in the teeth of a violent witch-hunt, your
correspondent T.J. Peters (a one-time leading SWP suppor-
ter who now writes like a retired liberal) speaks only of the
great future before 'British Labour.'

"We old-fashioned 'sectarians’ believe that the Fourth In-
ternational of which our organization has always been an in-
tegral part, offers the only alternative to the corrupt leader-
ship of so-called 'British Labour.' But Peters has no time for
us. He, like you, has really seen the light.

"It took you some time. (As the saying goes 'Those who
come late to Christ come hardest.") It is approximately 12
years since George Clarke joined forces with Pablo and
published the message of the infamous Third Congress in
The Militant and what was at that time the magazine Fourth
International. You failed to understand Pablo at that time,
and then we had the split of 1953. Cannon hailed this split
with the words that we were 'never going back to Pabloism.’
But at last you have made it. You now have allies all over the
place, from Fidel Castro, to Philip Gunawardene and Pablo.

"We want to say only one thing and in this our congress
was unanimous. We are proud of the stand which our
organization has taken against such a disgraceful
capitulation to the most reactionary forces as that to which
the majority leadership of your party has fully succumbed.”
(Ibid., pp. 163-64)

Oneyear later, in June 1964, when the LSSP — which had

L

French auto workers occupying Renault plant during May-June 1968 General Strike
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The leaders of the Sri Lanka (Ceylon) coalition government of 1964, in which the revisionist LSSP participated

opposed the Open Letter and then played a key role in the
maneuvers which led to the reunification — entered the
bourgeois coalition government of Madame Bandaranaike,
the warnings of the Socialist Labour League were confir-
med. Healy had travelled to Colombo to attend the LSSP
conference and to campaign against the traitors who were
plotting their way into the coalition government. On the day
of the conference, June 6, 1964, he stood outside the gates
of the Town Hall, demanding to be admitted so that he
could speak to the delegates and urge them to reject the
decision of N. M. Perrera, Colvin De Silva and other LSSP
leaders to enter the bourgeois government. Though he suc-
ceeded in forcing a vote on the question of his admission
into the conference, Healy was denied entry. He remained at
the gates outside the meeting, calling on delegates to break
with the LSSP leaders and support the revolutionary wing.
When the conference was over, Healy went to address dock
workers in Colombo port, textile workers at Wellawatta
weaving mills, and a group of university students. At all
these meetings he explained the historic significance of the
betrayal carried out by the LSSP in collaboration with the
Hansen-Mandel "United Secretariat.” His call for the
defense of Trotskyism against the LSSP traitors evoked a
powerful response. The work he carried out in Sri Lanka —
which was further developed during subsequent trips by
Michael and Tony Banda— laid the basis for the rebuilding
of the Trotskyist movement in that country.

In the United States, the SLL worked to reorganize the
Trotskyist movement in the aftermath of the SWP's deser-
tion of the Fourth International. Immense politica as-
sistance was given, not only in the analysis of the split but in
the development of a revolutionary perspective for the
American proletariat. Fighting against tendencies to see the
split simply in the context of radical politics in the United
States, the SLL fought to develop a genuine Marxist party,
oriented to the working class and based on internationalism.
As a result of this protracted theoretical and political
clarification, the petty-bourgeois radical and anti-
internationalist character of the Spartacist group was ex-
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posed and the conditions were created to transform the
American Committee for the Fourth International into the
Workers League in November 1966.

The work conducted by the Socialist Labour League bet-
ween 1961 and 1966 represented a historic contribution to
the building of the Fourth International. It had assumed
responsibility for leading the struggle against revisionism
and reorganizing, along with the OCI in France, the world
Trotskyist movement.

It was during this period of intensive theoretical work on
an international front that the SLL laid the foundations for
enormous political and organizational advances within
Britain. In 1964 it captured the leadership of the Labour
Party Young Socialists. In response to a purge by the Wilson
leadership in the Labour Party, it established the YS as the
independent youth organization of the Trotskyist
movement.

This influx of a new generation made possible an expan-
sion of the SLL's political work. In 1968, the revolutionary
perspective for which it had fought against the Pabloites was
completely confirmed by the French General Strike of
May-June. This development led to the rapid growth in the
OClI in France and, under conditions of a growing conflict
between the working class and the right-wing reformist
Labour government, a substantial increase in the size of the
Socialist Labour League. In September 1969, the first daily
Trotskyist newspaper, the Workers Press was established.

In June 1970 the Labourites called an election, based on
opinion polls which showed them coasting to an easy victory
over the Tories. However, the treacherous record of the
Government, exemplified by its abortive attempt to in-
troduce anti-union laws, created the conditions for the vic-
tory of the Tories. This set into motion an escalation of class
conflict on a scale not seen since the end of World War 1.
Workers, intellectuals and youth began to enter the Socialist
Labour League in unprecedented numbers. The facilities
and resources of the movement expanded at a tremendous
speed. Actors and playwrights attended SLL lectures, joined
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the party and assisted in the staging of such powerful
gatherings as the Alexandra Palace rally which drew an
audience of 4,000. In response to the introduction of anti-
union laws by the Heath government (the Industrial
Relations Act) and the growth of unemployment, the SLL
organized a national campaign against unemployment based
on youth marches which attracted immense support in
Britain and whose progress was followed with pride
throughout all the sections of the International Committee.

Educational camps in Essex were held during the sum-
mers of 1970, 1971 and 1972 that attracted ever-larger in-
ternational delegations. The strength of the SLL and its
stature among revolutionists all over the world had grown
enormously. Asaresult of its struggle against revisionism, it
had been able to develop the first serious Marxist analysis of
the post-war capitalist boom ever attempted within the Trot-
skyist movement and explained the explosive contradictions
embodied in the Bretton Woods system of international
finance based on dollar-gold convertibility. The British
Trotskyists exposed the characteristic impressionism of
Mandel's theory of neo-capitalism, which attempted to tran-
sform Marx's Capital into an apology for the subordination
of the working classto middle-class protest movements.

3. Conflict with the OCI

Despite — or rather, inseparably connected with —
these advances, new problems arose within the International
Committee in the aftermath of the split with the Socialist
Workers Party. As early as 1966, differences began to
emerge between the SLL and the OCI in relation to the role
of the ICFI. The difference which first arose at the Third
Congress of the ICFI in April 1966 over the question of the
historical continuity of Trotskyism was a clear indication of
centrist deviations within the world movement. While the
OCI fought alongside the SLL against the Robertsonites and
the Voix Ouvriere group who openly rejected the struggle
against Pabloism as the essential criterion of historical con-
tinuity, the differences between the two sections grew wider.
The French insistence that the Fourth International had to
be "reconstructed" was not merely a dispute over ter-
minology. It suggested a political orientation toward centrist
forces under the cover of an international regroupment, and
thus placed the gains of the fight against Pabloite
revisionism in jeopardy. By making concessions to those
who claimed that the Fourth International was "dead" and
had to be "reconstructed,” it was declaring, if only im-
plicitly, that the lessons of the past struggles against
revisionism were not of decisive importance. Thus, it led
directly to the political swamp of centrism, where everyone
could get together regardless of the political records of the
tendencies they represented.

Under conditions of the upsurge of the working class and
student youth in France in 1968, these centrist vacillations
assumed immense importance in the political development
of the OCI and the ICFI. The French organization, which
had for years been struggling to simply pay its bills and
establish a presence within the labor movement, suddenly
grew like an inflated balloon. By 1970 it was able to organize
araly at Le Bourget airport in Paris that was attended by
10,000 workers and youth. However, the OCI |eadership of
Lambert and Just adapted to the petty-bourgeois elements,
such as Charles Berg, who flooded into the movement.
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Before long, the right-wing tail was wagging the Party dog.

Throughout this period, the differences between the SLL
and the OCI developed over a wide range of principled
questions, ranging from the refusa of the French
organization to support semi-colonial Egypt against the
Zionist state in the 1967 war to the syndicalist and absten-
tionist line of the OCI during the May-June General Strike
and the 1969 Presidential elections.

Having experienced considerable growth in spite of them-
selves, the OCI leaders felt increasingly self-confident and
disdainful toward the International Committee. After
relocating themselves in a massive fortress-like structure
befitting their new self-importance, Lambert and Just
proceeded to establish their own international operation
based on dealings with centrists al over the world. Among
their most unprincipled relations was that which they
cultivated with the Bolivian POR led by G. Lora, an
organization which had a long history of collaboration with
bourgeois nationalists and which had supported Pablo in
1953.

In July 1971 the OCI organized a youth rally in Essen,
Germany, on a completely centrist basis, inviting represen-
tatives of not only the POUM — the centrist organization
which played a major role in the defeat of the Spanish
proletariat — but also of the Robertsonites and the US
National Students Association, which had received CIA fun-
ding. In the course of that rally, which the SLL had agreed to
attend, a resolution was presented by the British YS
delegation which called on youth to devote themselves to
the struggle for the development of dialectical materialism.
The OCI, which had argued with the SLL against presenting
the resolution, voted publicly against it.

One month later, the Bolivian army staged a coup which
resulted in the overthrow of the "left" military regime of
General Torres and the destruction of the Popular Assem-
bly. Having supported the Torres government and expected
that the military regime would supply the working class with
arms in the event of acoup, Lora was deeply implicated in
this political disaster. Tim Wohiforth, who was then
secretary of the Workers League, published, with the
agreement of the SLL, acritique of the policies of the POR.

The OCI responded by calling a meeting of its inter-
national faction in Paris and issuing a statement which
denounced the SLL and the Workers League for capitulating
to imperialism by attacking the POR publicly. Moreover, it
had the audacity to claim that Lora was a member of the
ICFI.

The ICFI majority, led by the SLL, responded to this at-
tack by declaring a public split with the OCI on November
24, 1971. There is no question that the characterization of
the OCI as acentrist organization was politically correct and
the criticisms of the French organization's political line were
entirely justified. Moreover, on the question of philosophy,
the SLL correctly opposed the attempt by the OCI to deny
that dialectical materialism was the theory of knowledge of
Marxism and to claim that the Transitional Program ren-
dered superfluous any further development of Marxist
theory.

However, unlike the struggle with the Socialist Workers
Party — which was waged throughout the party ranks over
an extended period of time— the split with the OCI was car-
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The leadership of the Third Congress of the International Committee (clockwise from upper left): M. Banda; C.
Slaughter; S. Just, France; M. Rastos, Greece; G. Healy; P. Lambert, France

ried out without any extensive discussion within the ICFI or
among its cadre in the national sections. The international
ramifications of the split were given only cursory treatment,
which bore no resemblance to the international fight that
had been waged by the SLL between 1961 and 1966. It need
only be pointed out that the ICFI did not win a single mem-
ber from the French organization, despite the theoretical
and political bankruptcy of the Lambert-Just leadership, and
what was even worse, no attempt was made to develop afac-
tion within the OCI. In not one document did the SLL go so
far asto make an appeal to the French membership for sup-
port.

In contrast to the enormous patience and tenacity with
which the SLL conducted the struggle against the
degeneration of the SWP — which continued even &fter the
split (the American supporters of the ICFl remained in the
SWP for another year) — the break with the OCI wascarried
out with a political haste which could only leave a legacy of
confusion that played into the hands of the French centrists.
It should be pointed out that there had been no congress of
the ICFI for five years prior to the split, and the break occur-
red just a few months before the next full congress, the
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fourth, was scheduled to take place. The OCI called for an
emergency meeting of the International Committee and
repeatedly demanded further discussion. This was
unilaterally rejected by the Socialist Labour League, which
simply declared that the split was inevitable and historically
necessary.

Under these conditions the split — considered from the
standpoint of the education of the cadre of the International
Committee and the clarification of the most advanced sec-
tions of workers al over the world — was decidedly
premature. It represented a retreat by the Socialist Labour
League from the international responsibilities it had as-
sumed in 1961 when it took up the fight against the
degeneration of the Socialist Workers Party. However
necessary the critique of the methodological roots of cen-
trism, and despite the subsequent claims that the split was
over essential questions of philosophy, the issue of dialec-
tical materialism neither exhausted nor superseded the fun-
damental political and programmatic questions that
remained to be addressed.

While the split was directly precipitated by the Bolivian
events, the SLL was soon claiming that they were only of
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Bolivian workers and students gather to fight the right-wing military coup in 1971

secondary importance, and that the split within the ICFl had
already taken place at Essen when the OCI opposed the
resolution on dialectical materialism. This was a fase
polemic. The eventsin Bolivia— in which the OCI provided
apolitical cover for Lora— were of immense historical im-
portance for the international working class, above all for
the proletariat of Latin America. It was absolutely essential
that the ICFI should have analyzed this experience in the
most minute detail — just as Trotsky analyzed the eventsin
China, Germany and Spain — in order to expose the coun-
ter-revolutionary implications of centrism in the present
period. It was not enough to state that Lora and the OCI
were wrong. More important from the standpoint of
Marxism and the development of the ICFl as the World
Party of Socialist Revolution would have been to raise this
event to the level of a strategic experience of the inter-
national proletariat. This was al the more necessary in as
much as the Bolivian proletariat had a long association with
the Fourth International. In 1951 Pablo had sanctioned a
parliamentary road to power in Bolivia, thus paving the way
for the defeat of the 1952 Revolution. At the Fourth
Congress of the ICFI in April 1972, the Bolivian events were
barely referred to.

The SLL could correctly point to the serious mistakes
which the OCl had made in France in 1968-69. But the
problem was that these differences had not been discussed
within the IC prior to the split. Moreover, the critique of the
OCI ended before it reached the point of developing, on the
basis of a Marxist analysis of the OCl's abstentionism, a con-
crete revolutionary perspective for the French proletariat.

This is a fundamental question. The task confronting
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leaders of the Fourth International is not only to unearth the
betrayals and expose the mistakes but to discover the cor-
rect road. In the course of the fight against the SWP, the
SLL restored to its rightful place inthe practice of American
Trotskyists the tactic of the Labor Party. Later, it corrected
a tendency within the Workers League to adapt to Black
nationalism and encouraged serious theoretical work on the
development of a correct programmatic attitude toward this
question.

Despite the strategic importance occupied by France in
the development of the World Socialist Revolution, al work
on the perspective of the ICFI for that country came to an
end once the split was completed. Thus, despite the deep
historical connections of the Trotskyist movement with the
proletariat of that country — and whose problems had been
the subject of some of Trotsky'sgreatest writings — the SLL
simply abandoned the French working class.

Why, then, did the Socialist Labour League proceed in
this way? The answer must be found first of al in the
political development of the class struggle in Britain and the
work of the British section. The sharpening of the class
struggle under a Tory government produced an elemental
upsurge in the working class which, as we have already
noted, enabled the SLL to recruit hundreds of new mem-
bers. But despite the many organizational successes, as im-
portant as they were, a process of political adaptation to this
spontaneous upsurge of the working class in Britain began to
take place — and it was reflected in political terms almost
immediately in a change in the attitude of the British leaders

toward the International Committee of the Fourth Inter-
national.
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Ironically, the SLL leadership responded to the growth of
their own organization in much the same way asthe OCI had
responded to their political advances. Healy, Banda and
Slaughter began to look upon the ICFl as an auxiliary to the
practical work that was being carried out within Britain. The
growth of the SLL was increasingly viewed as the basis for
the future development of the ICFI, rather than seeing the
building of the ICFI as the precondition for consolidating
and advancing the gains of the movement in Britain. Their
attitude toward the ICFlI and its smal and politicaly-
inexperienced sections resembled the contempt with which
the "big" ILP of the 1930s had viewed the Fourth Inter-
national.

The haste with which the SLL carried through the split
with the OCI — without an exhaustive struggle against cen-
trism throughout the International Committee and within its
own ranks — represented an adaptation to the spontaneous
upsurge of the British labor movement and marked a serious
retreat from the struggle to build the Fourth International.
Despite the warning which it had made a decade earlier, the
SLL faled to develop the political struggle against centrism
within the Fourth International and make the lessons of that
struggle the basis for the political education of its own cadre.
This could not have happened at a worse time. Precisely
because broad new layers were entering the SLL, it was
more necessary than ever to base these forces on the
historical foundations of the world Trotskyist movement
and its long and on-going struggle against al forms of
revisionism.

This retreat inevitably undermined the gains which had
been made by the SLL. Inasmuch as the new forces were not
grounded in great international principles, reinforced by a
clear understanding of the world perspective, relations
within the party inevitably assumed an increasingly prag-
matic character based on limited tactical agreements cen-
tered on immediate goals ("Bring down the Tory govern-
ment"). Moreover, politicaly-unclarified members were
vulnerable to changes in the moods of different class forces
to which the leaders themselves, having faled to
theoretically comprehend the principal lessons of the strug-
gles of the previous period, began to adapt.

Thus, within a very short period of time, the SLL, beneath
the pressure of powerful class forces unleashed by the erup-
tion of the world capitalist crisis in 1971-73, began to
develop rapidly in the direction of centrism. This was the
enormous price the Healy leadership paid for the failure to
keep the pledge it had made to the Fourth International in
1961.

4. The Founding of the
Workers Revolutionary Party

In 1973 the campaign was launched to transform the SLL
into the revolutionary party. This was an event which clearly
had historic implications for the International Committee of
the Fourth International. However, this was not the way in
which this decision was approached by the SLL leadership
or explained to the rank and file.

The founding of the Socialist Workers Party in 1938 was
preceded, under the supervision of Leon Trotsky, by the
preparation of hundreds of pages of documents which
presented, first and foremost, the historical foundations of
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the American section of the Fourth International and its in-
ternational perspective. All the crucial questions of program
and principles were elaborated. The creation of a new
revolutionary party was conceived of as an historical
conquest of the most advanced sections of the proletariat,
not as an episodic tactical maneuver to facilitate recruit-
ment. It was presented as the outcome of a protracted inter-
national struggle within the communist movement and the
most advanced sections of the proletariat.

The founding of the WRP, however, was explained in a
very different way. A Central Committee resolution, dated
February 1, 1973, offered a perspective for the transfor-
mation of the SLL into the party without even mentioning
the central Trotskyist strategy of the World Socialist
Revolution. It did not state the basic programmatic
positions of the Fourth International, nor did it relate the
decision to found the party to the theoretical conquests won
in the struggle against Pabloite revisionism.

Nothing in the draft perspectives indicated that the tran-
sformation of the SLL into the Workers Revolutionary Party
was based on anything more than practical considerations
related to the growing anti-Tory movement within the
working class. The document was clearly written from the
standpoint of adapting to the general level of trade union
consciousness, and the program it outlined was limited
almost entirely to demands of a democratic character. Not a
word was said about the dictatorship of the proletariat as the
strategical goal of the socialist revolution in Britain. The
perspectives did not explain and expose the class nature of
bourgeois democracy — the first requirement of a
revolutionary program for the British working class.

The document had nothing to say about the struggle
against British imperialism, nor did it say anything about the
relationship of the British working class to the national
liberation and anti-imperialist struggles throughout the
world. The programmatic section of the document did not
cal for Irish self-determination.

In its content and underlying conception, the program
upon which the WRP was founded had nothing whatsoever
to do with Trotskyism. There was not a single passage which
went outside the precincts of centrism. This was bound up
with the essentially nationalist perspective with which the
WRP was launched. In calling for the transformation of the
SLL, the Healy leadership proclaimed that it had only one
goa: the election of a Labour government to replace the
Tories!

"The Socialist Labour League, transformed into a
revolutionary party, will undertake a specific political task:
to unite the working class behind a socialist programme to
throw out the Tory government and replace it with a Labour
government; to lead the struggle to expose and replace the
Labour leaders who serve capitalism; to take the mass anti-
Tory movement through the struggle for socialist policies
under a Labour government; in this fight, to win many
thousands to Marxism and throw out the reformist leaders of
the trade union and labour movement.

"Such a revolutionary party will work in the factories, the
trade unions, youth movement, tenants movement, among
the unemployed, among students — wherever there is a
struggle against the Tory government — in order to present
the real socialist alternative to theseforces.

"Members of the party will be the most active and leading
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fighters in every struggle on wages, on jobs, on rents, on the
social services and on democratic rights. But in these strug-
gles they will be fighting first and foremost to build the
political movement to throw out the Tories, at the center of
which is the assembling and training of the forces of the
revolutionary party itself." (Fourth International, Winter
1973, p. 132)

This was the first time in history that a Trotskyist party
was founded for the specific purpose of electing a Socia
Democratic government! A more provincial perspective
could not be easily imagined. In his Critique of the Draft
Program Trotsky had written: "In our epoch, which is the
epoch of imperialism, i.e, of world economy and world
politics, under the hegemony of finance capital, not a single
communist party can establish its program by proceeding
solely or mainly from conditions and tendencies of develop-
ments in its own country." (Third International After Lenin,
New Park, p. 3)

But in 1973 the SLL was proposing to establish a party on
the basis of an election program! Moreover, in asserting its
right to form a revolutionary party, the SLL presented itself
as merely the most consistent fighter against Toryism and
for democratic rights. It explained the revolutionary party
almost entirely in terms of the necessity of defending
"basic" rights, whose class content were not specified:

"Today, when the Socialist Labour League calls for sup-
port to transform itself into a revolutionary party, it does so
on the basis of its own record in defense of these basic rights
and the strugglefor alternative leadership...
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"The present SLL grew out of the whole struggle on basic
policies and defense of basic rights like the right to work."
(Ibid., p. 130)

For a while, Healy toyed with the idea of calling the new
organization the "Basic Rights Party”! Fortunately, he gave
up on this proposal, but the political outlook which had
given rise to that idea permeated the founding document. In
the program section of the document, which appeared asif it
had been borrowed from the policy committee of the
T&GWU, the basic rights were enumerated as follows: the
right to work, the democratic right to strike and organize in
trade unions, the right to defend rights won in the past and
change the system [!], the right to a higher standard of living,
the right to health and welfare benefits, and the right to
decent housing.

The transformation of the League into the party was
organizationally spearheaded by a mass recruitment cam-
paign, in which al who agreed with this program were
welcome to join the British section. But this program was
written in such a way that membership would be open to
anyone with even the vaguest Social Democratic sentiments.
Thus, the transformation of the SLL into the WRP was
bound up with a dangerous lowering of the political
qualifications for party membership. Recruitment was
organized not for proletarian revolution, but for the election
of a Labour government and the enactment of a Social
Democratic program.

Moreover, the document hardly identified the Socialist

THE REVDLUTIONARY

PARTY

The Founding Conference of the WRP, November 1973
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Labour League with the International Committee of the
Fourth International. Precisely four brief paragraphs were
devoted to the history of the Trotskyiss movement. As for
revisionism, it was referred to only in its British guise, the In-
ternational Marxist Group, and no reference was made to
the historic struggles of the previous decade. Thus, those
who joined on the basis of this program would not have
necessarily known that they were becoming members of an
international communist organization, nor would they have
had to agree with the perspectives of the ICFI and its
authority over their political work. In explaining the growth
and political development of the SLL during the previous
decade, it made no reference to the struggle for proletarian
internationalism against the betrayals of Pabloite
revisionism.

The decision to found the Workers Revolutionary Party
was not discussed at the Fourth Congress of the Inter-
national Committee. It was approached as a national en-
deavor unrelated to the international struggle against
revisionism. The transformation of the SLL into the WRP
was not consciously fought for as the culmination of the
protracted struggle against Pabloite liquidationism and OCI
centrism through which the continuity of Trotskyism was
preserved and defended. Instead, the "transformation” was
utilized as a way of debasing the program and blurring the
historical principles for which the SLL had fought. Thus, in
the very founding of the WRP the impact of the turn away
from the building of the ICFI was already felt within the
British section.

However, it was not wrong to found the Workers
Revolutionary Party nor would it be correct to say that the
centrist character of the program meant that the new party
was not Trotskyist. A series of incorrect and inadequate
documents do not by themselves change the character of a
movement which was the product of decades of struggle
within the working class. But the manner in which the WRP
was founded was marred by an opportunist deviation which
expressed the pressure of the growing mass movement upon
the party — specifically, an adaptation to its trade union
level of consciousness. The form of this adaptation was
directly related to the failure to develop the struggle against
centrism within the Fourth International. Once again the old
truth was being verified: those who carry out a hasty and
theoretically uncompleted split with the centrists wind up
adopting their platform.

5. The Expulsion of Alan Thor nett

One month after the founding of the WRP, the impact of
the Arab oil embargo forced the Heath government to im-
pose a three-day work week just as the miners were
preparing a national strike in support of their pay claim. Af-
ter the National Union of Mineworkers began all-out strike
action in January 1974, Heath decided to call a General
Election in the hope that he would win a popular mandate to
use state violence to smash the strike. Instead, the strike
continued throughout the election campaign and won sup-
port within broad sections of the middle class who swung
toward the Labour Party. The WRP had been calling for the
bringing down of the Heath government, new elections and
the return of a Labour government. It had previously in-
sisted in its program for the transformation of the League
into the Party that "This demand for the election of a
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Labour government on socialist policies, is the indispensable
step in preparing the working classfor state power, because
it means above all the break from reformism." (lbid., p.
132-33)

The Labour Party was returned to power as a minority
government, and this development was to have profound
conseguences for the Workers Revolutionary Party. Having
based the founding of the Party just four months earlier on
the struggle to bring down the Tories and return a Labour
government, the realization of this perspective within such a
short period of time led very quickly to a serious crisis within
the new organization. Hundreds of people had been attrac-
ted to the party on the basis of this specific task, and, in the
euphoria which followed the return of Labour to power,
began to dlip away from the party before their real political
education as Trotskyists had even begun.

The broad area of agreement between the Party and the
working class that had existed during the glorious hey-day of
the anti-Tory movement now came up against the reality of
a Labour government, whose first action was to settle the
miners strike on the basis of the union'sdemands. The WRP
leadership was compelled to redefine its program and placed
renewed emphasis on its Trotskyist identity and opposition
to the ruling Social Democrats. However, the concessions
that had been made to centrism over the previous two years
meant that the reorientation could not be carried through
without creating friction within the leadership. Moreover, in
the midst of these changes, the centrist empire in France
struck back! Two cowardly middle-class renegades who had
fled the party during the first days of the Tory onslaught —
Robin Blick and Mark Jenkins — began collaborating with
the OCI in forming the "Bulletin" group for the purpose of
creating a faction inside the Workers Revolutionary Party.
The specific aim of these scoundrels — who were to even-
tually become open anti-communists — was to bring about
the removal of Healy from the party leadership. A fertile
field for their operations existed in the form of the political
and theoretical confusion arising from the founding program
which had brought an influx of recruits, including a substan-
tial section of workers, on a centrist basis. Moreover, the
older members of the party had not really assimilated the
basic principles and political lessonsinvolved in the struggle
against the OCI.

In the summer of 1974, as has now been documented,
Blick and Jenkins established secret contact with Alan Thor-
nett and several other members of the WRP Central Com-
mittee. Thornett, who held an important union post at the
British Leyland plant at Cowley, was the secretary of the
Party's industrial arm, the All Trades Unions Alliance. The
Western Region of the party which he represented had
grown considerably during the anti-Tory period.

The Blick-Jenkins group attacked the WRP from the right
— ridiculing its stress on the depth of the capitalist crisis and
its warnings of the dangers of a military coup in 1973-74
(which were later confirmed in a detailed report, published
in the capitalist press, on the crisis within the Tory cabinet
during the miners' strike); denouncing the WRP's criticisms
of the Labour and TUC bureaucracy and specifically at-
tacking the Workers Press for unmasking Wedgewood
(Tony) Benn.

Their attacks proved effective precisely because large sec-
tions of the Party were politically disarmed in front of the
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Labour government. Furthermore, Thornett, who had
developed a close relation with sections of workers on the
basis of the centrist "basic rights" deviations of the 1973-74
period, now resisted the return by the WRP leadership to
sharp attacks on the Labour government, especially under
conditions where it retained a precarious hold on power and
was faced with the imminent necessity of calling new elec-
tions.

The Thornett faction was born with a club foot. It lied to
the Party leadership and the membership about its real
origins. While criticizing the Healy leadership for faling to
apply the method of the Transitional Program, it developed
an entirely new conception within the Trotskyist movement
— the creation of a "transitional program” for factions, in
which the minority, starting from what it believes the Party
ranks are prepared to accept, gradually introduces further
demands which are strategically aimed at the systematic
demobilization of the Trotskyists and the conquest of power
by the revisionists, culminating with a counter-revolution
against the Fourth International.

In a political sense, Thornett abdicated any right to lead
the WRP when he secretly collaborated with three deserters
(John Archer, who had joined the OCI, worked with Blick
and Jenkins) who wrote his program and platform. The fact
that he violated the most fundamental precepts of
democratic centralism and acted as an agent of hostile anti-
Party forces was proved by a statement written by his guru,
Robin Blick, on November 4, 1980:

"This statement is motivated by the continuing refusal of
WSL [Workers Socialist League founded by Thornett af-
ter the gplit] leadership to give a true account of its own
origins. | have until now refrained from commenting on the
polemics between the WRP and the WSL as to the role of
the Bulletin group and myselfin the events leading up to the
expulsion of the Thornett opposition six years ago. But |
now feel it is time WSL members knew the facts. The WSL
leadership has had more than enough time to put the record
straight...

"The seeds of the Thornett opposition were sown with the
publication, from January 1974 onwards, of the "Bulletin"
by, at first, myself and Mark Jenkins, another former SLL
(now WRP) member. This Bulletin was mailed out to all
WRP members of whom we had the addresses, irrespective
of what we thought their attitude might be toward it. It was
by this means that it came into the hands of, amongst others
in the WRP's Western Region, Central Committee member
Kate Blakeney. Others in the Western Region region
reading it included Alan Thornett...

"The first contact made with the Western Region WRP
was with Kate Blakeney, who Mark Jenkins met, at her
home, in late August. Another meeting, this time with
myself as well as Mark Jenkins, followed very shortly. Kate
Blakeney expressed substantial agreements with the
criticisms of the WRP in the Bulletin. She informed us that
there existed an unofficial and rather secret opposition
within the Western Region consisting of herself, Alan Thor-
nett, John Lister, Tony Richardson, and possibly some
others. It had no clear platform, or understanding where the
WRP had gone wrong, but was rather a coming together of
people who for various reasons were dissatisfied with the
national performance of the WRP. There was particular
hostility towards Healy's sudden elevation to the highest
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positions of leadership of the ‘jet set' converts to Trotskyism,
notably Vanessa Redgrave.”

There could not be a more damning indictment of the un-
principled and petty-bourgeois and syndicalist origins of the
Thornett clique, which, like al right-wing oppositions, were
initially drawn together by a hostility to the Party "regime"
and only articulated their politics later. The Blick statement
described how the faction was established "in mid-
September 1974, at an exit road on the M4 near Reading,
late one night.

"The meeting took place in Alan Thornett's car. He had
brought Kate Blakeney with him. Present with me was Nick
Peck, an old S_LL member, who drove me to the rendezvous.
At the first meeting we discussed the crisis in the WRP and
Alan Thornett's views on it and itspossible causes, also the
situation at Cowley, and the adverse effects of the WRP's
sectarian policies on  WRP industrial activity both there and
nationally. We agreed to meet again, with the purpose of
regularizing political collaboration in the fight against the
Healy leadership."

What a wretched and cowardly group: in the dead of night
on a deserted service road, it plotted the overthrow of a
long-established Party leadership, which had played a
historic role in the world Trotskyist movement, on the basis
of, first, industrial policy and second, its "national perfor-
mance." There was no reference to Trotskyism or the
Fourth International, as if the fate of the WRP leadership
was of no concern to the ICFI!

"Over the next few days — this was in the middle of Sep-
tember — Alan Thornett and Kate Blakeney agreed that
they should not only collaborate with the Bulletin group
(that meant, in view of the problem of security, with me) but
that they should draw into that collaboration as many
comrades from the Western Region as they felt could be
trusted and shared sufficient agreement to conduct a com-
mon struggle against Healy. Alan Thornett was to prepare a
statement for presentation to the WRP Central Committee
and, on this basis, build an oppositional current, exploiting
such freedoms as Healy might be obliged to permit him ac-
cording to the WRP congtitution on the rights of minorities
and factions.”

This makes a mockery of Thornett's later claims that his
rights had been denied by the WRP leadership. All such
rights had been forfeited when he organized his faction on
this anarchist basis.

"It was agreed that | should give any assistance, prin-
cipally political-literary, that Alan Thornett and his suppor-
ters might need in conducting thisfight. It was on the basis
of this understanding that | drafted substantial sections of
Alan Thornett'sfirst oppositional document

"Thosefor which | wasprincipally responsible are:

"(a) The section on the Transitional Programme

"(b) The section on Workers Control

"(c) The section on Corporatism

"(d) The section on Social Democracy

"I was also invited to make suggestions for, and insertions
into, the other sections of the document. The same applied
to the second document, only, on this occasion, | was made
responsible for proportionally a smaller part of it, mainly
those sections on Workers Control and Factions. Both
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AlanThornett

documents are reprinted in the WSL's"The Battle for Trot-
skyism" as solely their own.

"I also assisted Alan Thornett in preparing his addresses
both to the Central Committee and to the anniversary rally
of Workers Press, where he developed some of the themes
contained in his first oppositional document on workers
control and transitional demands.

"Contacts were on a daily basis, through phone calls and,
at least once, but sometimes twice or three times a week, by
visits, either by myself to Oxford or Reading, or by Western
Region WRP members to my flat in Acton. Meetings also
took place at both venues with Francois de Massot and
leading participants in the Western Region opposition, me
being present on each occasion.

"Despite unavoidable political differences, this col-
laboration endured up to and during the expulsion of the op-
position just before the WRP Conference in 1974. In fact,
before each meeting (whether in London or Oxford) bet-
ween Alan Thornett and Healy, Alan Thornett would con-
tact me to discuss the best way to present his case and coun-
ter any possible arguments made by Healy or others of the
WRP leadership. Following these encounters, | would get a
detailed report, usually by phone, but sometimes if the
meeting was in London, in person, almost as soon as they
were over. | was fully informed of Central Committee
business long before rank andfile WRP members found out
about it — if at all. (Infact, this was so since August, when
thefirst contact with Kate Blakeney was made.)

"Alan Thornett relied upon the Bulletin group also for the
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technical preparation of his second document, which was
typed out (if not duplicated) for him by John Archer on the
very eve of the WRP Congress at which he was to hand it out.
Even the location of the WRP Congress was discovered by
the Bulletin group, allowing the expelled WRP members to
be brought infrom the Western Region to labby it.

"I well remember myself arriving in Oxford by train in Oc-
tober 1974 armed with a typewriter and being taken to a
house where | spent the entire night drafting a section of the
second document submitted by Alan Thornett.”

Blick concluded his statement by offering the following
advice:

"The longer the WSL leadership continues to deny what it
knows to be the truth, and purveys as the truth that which it
knows to be a lie, the easier it will becomefor the WRP to
make political capital out of the falsehoods disseminated by
the WSL about its past. By making this statement, | hope to
persuade those involved in the events in question to at least
give a true account of them." (Quoted from copy of original
letter)

This document confirmed the allegations made by Healy
that Thornett was operating as a political agent of forces
hostile to the party. The protestations of the Thornett clique
about the violations of its rights were utterly dishonest and
hypocritical. The real political banner of any inner-party
faction isdisclosed by the methods it uses. In seeking the as-
sistance of forces openly hostile to his own Party, Thornett
had objectively set out to destroy the Workers
Revolutionary Party. By entering into a conspiracy against
the Party of which he was a member, he demonstrated that
he was not interested in correcting its leadership, preserving
the unity of the WRP on a principled basis, and educating
the membership.

It wasthe height of political duplicity for Thornett to con-
spire against his own Party and then denounce the leader-
ship for violating the constitution. Healy, who then had ac-
cumulated 45 years of experience within the communist
movement, could recognize an anti-party clique when he
sav one. However, it is another matter entirely whether the
leadership was politically wise in acting to expel Thornett on
organizational grounds prior to an exhaustive discussion of
the political differences, regardless of their origins. This is
not a question of being wise after the event. The Trotskyist
movement had, before Thornett emerged on the scene,
acquired a great deal of experience in dealing with unprin-
cipled minorities — of which the most famous was the
Shachtman-Burnham-Abern  tendency. Experience has
taught the Trotskyist movement that the political
clarification of cadre must' be the overriding priority in any
factional struggle — even one involving adisloyal clique.

In adiscussion with amember of the ILP in 1935, Trotsky
remarked that "it is best to let petty-bourgeois tendencies
express themselves fully so that they may expose them-
selves." (Trotsky's Writings on Britain, Vol. 3, New Park, p.
123)

In the above passage, Trotsky was referring to a loyal op-
position. But the point he was making was applicable to a
wider range of circumstances. Had Healy been inclined to
work over the lessons of the Fourth International's past
struggles, he might have recalled how Cannon had handled
the Morrow-Goldman faction in 1945-46. This experience
played no small role in Healy's own devel opment.
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