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EDITORIAL T

o2 -

During the twelve months of its pubiication the Bulletin hos been directed at the
members of the WRP. The group which has produced the Bulletin functioned »s3ew
essentially to provoke a discussion within the ranks of the WRP, to reiterate
some baaic points from the method and progrzmme of Trotskyism. ‘

We have dealt with scme of the problems raised by the degeneration and consequsnt
crisis within the WRP, We begen the work of answering the rovisions of Marxist
theory which have appeared, in relation especially to the problems of rebuilding
the Fourth International; the orientation to the working class in Britain, .
tactically exvressed in entry work: the open revision ¥y the WRP of ithe
frensitlonal Programme; the way to rose a workers! government in Britain, and the
WRP revicions of the Marxist method and attitude to 'philosophy!.

Our intervention was part of the struggle to rescue the Trotekyiat core of the

WiP, in terms of its cadre and through drawing the lessons of its history and

geins in the Interrational Commitiee of the Fourth Internztiocnal, when it was the

SLL. The WiP ieadership respended with so-calied theoretical attacke on the

positions of the Bulletin, which revealed the furmer'is deep-goirg dsgeneraticn.
5t the WRP leadership the Bulletin group itselfl was

- 45 Qg pace -
Ta the sirugglie again

consolidated.

A new stege was reachad in the struggle for Trotskyism in the WP when 200
comredea were crpelled for fighting for a reorientation to the Transitional
Progremme; the WEP leadership was unable to co-exist with these forces in the

'y

same crgonigation.

We megard curselves as a faction of the WRP, 28 an integral part of the
Protekyist movement which was represented by the ICFI until this was bureaverati-
cally eplit in 1571 by the SiL leadership, without serious discussion. We Dight
for the organisation of a structured international discusaicn between the forces
around the WRP-ICFI, and the OCRFI, in order to continue the discussions of 1971,
which remsin to be brought to a conclusion. g

The Pulletin Group is now a section of the Organising Comnittee for the
Reconstruction of the Fourih Taternational, on the basis of our work in relation
to the WRP, in the working class movement, and egreement with the basic positions
of the CCR¥FTX. . : : ' '

Our work in the WRP continues, the struggle for Trotskyism in the WRP is not ended,
ut in order to s{:ruggle fully for the methods, history and lessons cf Trotslkylsm
in Britein we have, as a section of the OCRFI, to broaden our intervention in tae

workiag ciass movement. '

As a result we ave working towards the publication of a Trotskyist theoretical
journmal, waich will correspond %o tne rext stage of our werk. This journ2l, when
published, will incorporate the Bulletin and its werk.
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Since the explosion of May-June 1568 in France, coupled . with the Czech events of
the same year as two aspects of the Kurcrsan revolution, we have been living in
a period of gireat offensive by the working class. The European working class,
through its trade unions and parties, has defendad itself againast reaction in the
West, and threatened the basis of the Stalinist buresvcracy in the East. Against
the rocks of the national problem in Cyprus, and the militancy of the students in
Athens, the Greek junta foundered. It was unable to maintain its repression cf
the working clees, and was deserted by its American ally. In Gresce the workers
once more face the treachsry of Stalinism, and poprlar frontism, yet they do so
in conditions of offensive. '

The bourgeoisie iteself is not inactive, all over Europe it attempts to muster
focss to confront the working clasa. Behind the facades of national interest and
popular fronts, the bouvrgzoisie attempis to establish strong states. Nothing ia
pre~ordained in the class etruggle. - The working ciass in Europe has certainly
gufferad cetbacks since 1968,.. But novhere can there be said to have oscured a

major defsat, .

The revoluiicnery rwoses3 now under way In Poriugal marks the begimming ¢f the
Eurcpean revolution. Ia a general serse Europe is entering a pre-revolutionary
situwation, aithiough this is not prerissly true in each country. Yot if the
nat.onal conditicns deeide the foras and tempo of the cless struggic, it is only
on a Zuropeen eealie that we can grasp its itsue directicn. Ard here we insist
agoipot the hysterical verbiage in Workers Press that it is the working class, not
the hovregecieie, which 1p at present on the attack. This is the framework in
vhich o understand the 1974 events in Britain, the fall of Heath from office.

The method of the Trarnitional Programme must be the basis of our understanding of
the present sitvation in Britain. In its words,

"The ecenomy, ithe state, the politics of the bourgecisie and

its internaticnal relstions are compietely blighited by a

social crisis, characteriztic of a pre-revolutionary state of
society. The chief obatacle in the path cf transforming the
pre~revelutionary into a revolutionary siate is the opportunist
character of preletarian leadership, its patty bourgsois
cowardice before the big bougeoisie and its perfidious connection
with it even in its death agony".

‘Eere are pdsed two cruciai elowonts., First, the underlying crisis of imperialism,
affecting"the économy, the étate, the politice of the bourgeoisie and its )
international relstions'. Second, the crisis of leedership in the working class
novensent, The recent aventa in Britiaa must be viewed in this light. ‘

The”siécial forms which the cé*ais of capitalism has taken in Britain, since the
fall of the Heath goverrment in Februvary 1974, are the precise expression of the
historical weaknesses of Britisn capital. The stmucture and techniques of
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of production here are generally outmoded by the new requirements of the
international market, and outclassed by other nations. During the boom years
this fact was obscured by the development of new industries and a recovery of the

world market which gave some leeway to British industry., Yet the boom itself,
vhich stabilised the British economy for a period, strengthered the working claas
and ensbled far greater expansion by Briteints competitors. These factors
prepared the way for the shsrp problems ncw faced in shipbuilding, aircraft,

machine tools and automobiles.

The car industry for example, finds it extremely difficult to adjust to the
acceierating rate of change from an expanding to a stagnating, and ultimately
declining market, It cannot simply cut back cleanly on production because this
measure brings not only a fight to save jobs by car workers bui alao economic
problems for the bosses, Yet at the same time production must be gearsd to demand,
on average. When the contraction in the antomobile market hit home, the bosses
responded with hard and olassic class struggle metheds: short time working (Ford),
and the threat of withdrawal of investment and factory closure (Chrysler-Rootes).
Uorrespendingly the demands and sctions of the car workers have gore onto the
defence of jobs end conditlons., The problema of British cépiﬁaiiem kave imposed
tnensaives on vhe international investment which is vital for Chrysler-Rootzs and
Forda, Chryslier US hawve threatened the withdrawal of all Amoricen inveoiment

above all because of the reaistance cf the unions, at Ryton and elsewhere. In the
cage of FIMCO, 4% has had to appeal to Bern for funds. The intervention of the
gtate, with the nucessary capital to contiruz preduction, is now vital for several

indnseries,

&
“J
b
r-.
s
54}

wish alireraft industry, which has been contracting in size for some years,
mder Lhe pressire of the massive US cbmpanies, is in 2 masalve crisis,; despite
the cffors to 'raiionalise! itself. Iven the BAC and ESA monopolies ars unable to
compcte mnder teday'es conditions., There ie not 2 single commercial aircrafy
projectad for comstivetion in Britain, exsept Coneoide, whickh itself -has an
uncertain future. At the level of technelogy requirad in military aircraft the
British government finds it necessary to “urn to the USA. For the whole aircraft
industry in Britdin Jobs and production depend on large-acale govermment
intervention.

The ehipbuilding indusiry, hanging onio the coat-tails of the North See oil boom,

' building rigs for drilling, finds itself in a situation where it loses money when
it builds ships. It tenders too low, and antiqueted production methods and
inflation remove yrofit margine. The Jajancse and US industries now make British
ghipbuilding, in simple economic termg, internatiocnally superflucuvs. The
poesibllity of export i1s now also dependent on govérnment aid, or on maverick
internatioral veatures like the takeover of UCS by Marathon,

In the textile indastzy of the north west we beve seen In recent weeks the
threat of immedintc clocssdown of mliis, The chesper imporits from colonial
countries have even undercut British textiles in ‘he Lome market.

L
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Even the growth industries of the fifties and egixties, electroniss end plastics,
now face the problsm of a shrinking market, combined with lsaping inflation.
The price and supply cf orucial raw materials, such as vinyl, fluctuates wildly. .
These industries are linked o the fortumes of basic hesvy industry itself, they
cannot -expect thelr sector of the market to continve expanding while heavy
industry experiences a crisis. Ferrantis has already appesled for money from the

state.

In this conjuncture, where industrial capital is constvalned vhere a steady rate
of production is itsalf threatened, the role of finance capital, of banks and
finance agencies is central. Yst here also, despite the fect that the City of
London remaine as a main pivot of the mcney market, British finance capital is in
no real positinn to assiat its industrial bretheren. Ve can expnct foreign help
to British industry only on the basls of propping up the int sernational capitalist
syctem itsell, of which Britain is a key element. This is the meaning of orders
to Rootes from Iren. Investment on a tasis of rrofit returns in Britain is almost
at a standstill. ‘ ‘ ' ’

This is tho economic situation faced by the British bourgeoisie today. Thasze
conditions, with the offensive spirit of the working class, have ‘produced a crisis
in bourgecis liadership. A struggle has commenced inside the Conservative Party
to adjust to the new problems and adoprt more suiteble claes struggle tactics and
perspectives., ZPut the habits of generations are not overcome so quickly. When
Heath assuned leadership of the Conservative Party it was still with the ouilook
of the post-war expansion. He attempted to nhange his approach after 1970 to
conffontation with the unions, yet he was vnable to hold them in check by his
methods of brinkmanship and the first steps of developing a strong state. During
the period cf the Heath government the state = . . i . weB. not
prepared for the massive strength of the workers in the unions. Yet at this time
the clearcr elemerts among the bourg90151e, inclnding thée CBI 1eaders, began to
take stock of the situation. Heath, in adopting the crazy tactic of a nationally .
organised two days a week lcockout, also threw many capitalist concerns in Jeapody. It
wagproved also, at Saltley depot and over the releaselbf the Pentonville 5, that
the unions could match his use of the state. Finally Heath was forced against his
will, to relinquish the governement. The right wing in the ”mny Party, from
February 1974, began to press for a change of leadership, and more importantly,

a change in the strategy of the bourgeoisie to real hard class struggle measures.
Yet, despite the emergence of Thatcher as leader, with Joseph as the power behind
the throne, the move to the right in the Tory Party is uneven. Thatcher represents
the smallér business interests, the more hysterical middle class elements, rather
than big business itself, which has atill to be won to the 'new Towvyism!. Sir
Keith Joseph has sounded the keynotes of the new Conzervative programme: no
concessions to the unions, allow unemployment to grow, introduce reactionary social
legislation. DBut it is one thing to sound the charge, another to win the battle.
Workers Press considers the bourgeoisie strong encugh to implement its ideas. We
consider otherwise, it is the working class which is on the attack. The changes in
the Conservative Party awpa regroupment, not a reveraal of the defeats of February

and October 1574. In 1974 the Conservatives share of the voie was M%, in 1970 it
‘ 3§57
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was 38%, this is the resson for the Tery Partyis crisis of leadewship.

We do rot consider that the bourgeocisie will ginply retreat before the working
class, it mst counter attack., The pollce force has been geared up to cope with
maes picketing since Saltley, other measures have been taken. :

Encch Powell is again assuming a poaition of importance, as a link-men to the
enraged petty bourgecisie and lumpen worksrs. Yet his time is to come; he is a
bridge to the neo~fascisi Protestant organisaticns in the North ¢f Ireland, which
will play a large role in the preservation of the British bozrgPQJSie. Powclil

will be acceptable to the ruling class in a way impcesible for Craig or Paisley,
Today'a conditions require a E£ir Edward Carson. Theeconomic ideas of Powell,
essentially the recognition of the laws of market forces as the strongest
jmperative for capitalism, are acquiring credence again in the Tory apparatus.
Yet Heath avowed similar policies, and could not implement them; Thatcher has yet
to develop her ideas. fhe has said, carafully, that there i no place for Powall
in & Tory government 'today’. But there is also tomorrow. ' '

The swing to the right in the Conservative Party, ic not syronymous with en
'objectivé otrengthening of the positioca of the bourgeoisie itself., TUltimately

a defest of the working cless is required. The problem at the heart of the crisis
of DC‘"guOJG loadership is how to break the atrength of the trade unions. In the
last year indlviduwal atha1'sts hare reaodved to traditional metheds: lechkouts,
closuree and scad iabour. Bul generally the workers have replied sveceesfully

to theoee measures, some struggles have been lost, but the strength of the wnions
remaingd intast. o, for the bourgesisle the task is to return the Conservativas
to power, to agzin link state and legislature against the unions. The signs ara
that they will txry to bring down the Labour goverrment as soon as possible,
especially if parbticular measures of atate are .zmaccepteble., The 'strike of
capltal’, ihreatened against Bern's Industry Bill, mey yet take placze.

The working class, for its pert, faces an intensified attack on jobs, wages and
standards. It io mobilising in the vnions to defend itself, Tae elections of
1974 have proven beyond any doubt the solid esupport for the labour Party. There
'is a d5finite leftward movement in the advanced layers of the working class vwhich
we expect, at a ‘certain moment, to emerge in increased mentership of the Iabour
Party. The pericd we are entering is one in which the defence of jobs on a large
acale will be linked in the mirds of trade unicnists directly to the reed for a
Isbour governmeat. The turn to the Iabour Party does not imply a simple acceptance
of the limitations of reformism. Bub the Iatour Party remaina as the only mass
party of the Britich workers, and it has to bs tested in practive for its
guibtability as a cless gtruggle weapon,

We can see evidence of the leftward move by the working class within the ILP |
it3elf, end negatively in the moves to rﬁsist changes on the part of the rignt

wing. Between ike February erd October elections, thers was a marked increase in

the size of the Tribune Group in pariiement, Tre left wing of the PLP is now at
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its largest in twenty years. This growth can be attributed to the changes in the
consciousness of the working class itself, refracted inside the Labour Party. The
period when large numbers of workers enter the LP to fight has not yet commenced,
yet a polarization, under the pressure of the class as a whole, has. As a result
the Labour rights have formed a hardened tendency, the Menifesto Group, to fight
proposals for state control of industry and to block those demsnds of the unions
unaczceptable to the employers.

We have no illusions in the Tribunites, they are reformists with all the limitations
of reformism, But their increased numbers are based on a tura by the workers; the
Tribune programme refiects the fighting mood of the workers, 1t is not the same
programme a8 that of Jenkins, or even Wilson. Trotskyists must defend the
Tribunites against the right wing, and on this basis criticise the weaknesces of
loft reformism. The move on the part of the working class which today brings
increased support to the Tribunites will at a certain point go well teyond them.
But we cannot jump to that stage; to simply attack the Tribunites today in blanket
fashion is in fact to abstain from the struggle for the leaderchip of the working
class. The Tribwme group has grown on the basis of the vistoriee by the miners,
the numees end the Scottish transport drivers. The Tribunite leéders, especiall
thoss in government, have a contradictory link with these wovements, which give
them strength, but which they attempt to restrain within the limits of reformiem.
Foot, in granting claims, also warms other workers to remain within the boundaries
of tne Social Contract, and remains inactive in relation to the impending closure
of Ebow steel works.

The transition of the British working class from illusions in relcrmism to
revolutisnary ewsciousness will not. occur in one leap. This transiticn is today
beginning, but it will not run in a straight line. We wmust support tne Tribunites
vhenaver they conflict with the right wing and the ruling claes, and at the same
time advance our owa demands and methods of struggle.

February 1974 saw the thwarting of the plans of the bourgeoisie, through parlizment-
ary decress and the use of the jvdicial mechine to forze the wnione into retreat.
October 1974 marked the cunsolidation of the offensive begun by the miners at the
end of 1973; the October election was a real defeat for the ruling class and its
party. Since Heath had decided to use control of pariiament as the lever to attack
the unions, it was imperative for the unions to have a majority labour government.
The election victory opened the gates for the many partial and sectional demands
which had been held down ty the Industrial Reistions Act. The level of claims for
wages and guarantees we believe to be vnprecedented in the past five or six years.
Trede Union xtivity on every ievel is accelerating. As Wilson has recently pointed
out, settliements on the scale of the latest NUM clalm are not possible generally.
This presages clashes between the vnions end the Wilson government, with the unions
in by far the stronger position. This procesas of conflict, between trade uniocnists

and the Wilson govermment, shielded to scme extent by the nature of the LP apparatus,
will bring the working class to seek cloeer control of the LP and accentuate the




split between left .and right wings.

The leadere of the major unions, bchind the screen of the f%or'..al Contract!, are
attempting o hold demands in chork, to try and prevent & clagh with'w 11son. They
have to f1gh1, hard at every stage aga.ivxst Lre uemanés 01 their own members, yet in
the last analyeis their places as union bureaug:rat_s aepent_] on nrinning th ese Qemands.

As the right wing of the PLP advocates a statutory incomes 'no'\ icy as.the way to
hold wages ziown, the union leaders rnsponi by & dmenr‘e of the socxal contract.
This defence J.s & despsrate a.t-t, mft to ho..d back a direct counflict vetween the
Iatour government and their uni ons. Ad Devid Basne eti, GMWJ secretary wrote,

“tHave we learnt nothing from the last ten years? Is there any.
way in which a policy of right statutory ¢eritrol conld avoid
crzsating far mora social conflict than it cured? ... A crude

reverczion to statutory incomes policy would destroy theiwhole’
8t sicture of falrness (sic) we have startad to build."

These are not #imply the remarks of a cool traitor determined to betray his membera.
The union leaders, and the Labour lefis, are caught in the cleft stick between the
interseta of the bourgeoisie and the demandés of the wvorkenrs. AL every sfep the
offisials in the Scottish drivers dispute advanced the sociel contract 83 a

roason Lo ?madm; cion! and return to work. Taey ware forced to fight for the

full olaia,

The warking « _a..xs it Le'lf' is .f.‘av' fro;n being Ln*fo-'m in corecmuf*n@ss and mLLitan\, e
The ceckera am tcaw-le v.o;xers are both engagsd in ‘battles againat redundancies
yet the ‘aiffevences in wmion traditions are so great that Iancashire textile workers
aliuared Cyzil Smith irto & union mzeting and carried wnion jacks, chaniing
chasviniss sicoens. Biind economic militancy ies not ia itself encugh to take workers
forvardi. The Sarvesbrry Two remain in jail and only by 2 movement with a wide
engach bvase to force the TUT to take the necessary meazures to free them, including
a Penoral Strike, ag was the case with the Pentonville 5, will they be relsamed,

Pot such a movement requires consistent organisation in the unicns and Labour Party,
g2d a2 high conaciousness of the political nature of the sentence, by a significant
f:iection of workera. . As far as we are concernsd, stunte Xike the Wigmntto London
March! ard the impending 'Trans Pennire! walk do notiaing to gain the releass of

the Two, dlscredit the name oi Trotskyism and act a3 a2 positive diversion from a
real strvggic in the urnicns. Nct a musclie of Jenkins flirched when the Wigan

march reached London. . o : 5 ‘ L .

£ C . S
We see as centzal to the present conditions of class struggle in Britain the
situation in the Vorth of Ireland. Under cornditions where 5 Labour MX&s have
declared for the rigat of the Irich nation to self determination, it is imperitive
to Tight for this demard in the LP ond unions, The main principled demands of
the moment are: Immediaie withdraw2l of troops, Tepesal of the Acts of Tnicn., We
condemnn the slovenly and half-hearted way in rvhich the WRP raises this call,
combining it with coucepiions, such as the iznediate disbanding of the standing
army, which negate its weaning, and ia efrec. make Irish indopendence conditional

on the revolution in Dritain.
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In our analysis of present conditions we reaffirm that the princiﬁle'obstaole to
the development of the fighting ability of the organised workers is !the opportunist

character of proletaria.n leadership!. Yet this is linked to the struggle to .
rebuild the Fourth Internmatiocnal, and the crisis in those organisations which
call '-hemselves Trotskyist. The recent discussion in the VWRP, which the leader— R

ship cut short before it could reveal their bankruptcy, by expelling many members,
was provoked in great part by the conflict between the lunatic maximalism of the
WRF and the demands of the working class. The WRP has been unable to directly
participate and make gains in Zhe last three years because of iis sectarian
abetention from the mass movement. IEven a casual study of published attendarce
figures for ATUA conferences, YS meetings, which have stagnated, and the diminishing
frequency of extravaganzas, reveals this fact., In its own terms the WRP is a
failure. In terms of the real needs of the struggle for a revolutionary leadership
of the working olass its degeneration from Trotskyism can turn into an obstacis.
The departure of many leading worker cadres from the WRP is:& direct result of its
ioolation from the mainsiream cof the class struggle ~ the IP end unions,

We advance the entry tactic in the LP, as the method to fight for revolutionary
politics in the working class in Britain. This is not an opportunist adaptation
to the Tritwrites as certain Workere Press hack writers claim, but the means to
participate in the break of a section of the working class Trom refoi"miem‘ at a
certain stage. Our work in the LP is based on a split perspective, but the
present stage of events required fivat the entry of the leeding elements of the
working class into the LP. We take part in the emergence of a leftward moving
current in the ILP, vwhich is posited b’y present events but yet to emerge fully.

We believe the W&T, along with IS end IMG are bound to undergo a certain
deccmposition precess as a result of the pull felt by their best elements towards
‘the struggle in “he LP. We expect this decomposition to contirue so long as the
dialectical velationship between the working ciass and its orgenisa~ions is nov’
mAerstooi. The erisis of proletarian lesdership in Britisn at present focuses on
elements in the LR To euccesafully build a base, a cadre, on the iasues of the ddy.
the EEC, redundancies, Irela.nd, means ha,ving the respect of the workers who vote
Tabour. - : -

The task of Trotskyists in the next period, and in the coming months we can .

expect major events, is to root ourselves in the mass movement, the unions and
the I&hour Party. The pre-revolutionary period in Pritain will not be a short .

episode. It will emable us to build a revolutionary leadership of the working class.
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TEE W.R.P. AT THE RUBICON

It is now a year since the Bulletin group coumenced its activities. It little.
realised that the tentative enalysis maée in ths Bulletin of the WRP crisis would
be confirmed and enriched so drams amatically and with such brutal swddencss., We
refeor of course in the first place to the shameful expuision of the tendency, -
somz 200 comrades sirong, headed by Alan Thormett. The Healy leadership
celebrated the first ammiversary of the WRP in fitting style. They hurled out

of the party, without the least pretence of a diszcussicn, what is most eertainly
the most advanced group of workers British Trotskyiem has won to its banner for

many years, accusing its chief spckesman of 'Menshevisa' at the precise moment
when the Benda-Bealy lcadership is liquidating the assets of the movement into the

ewamp ol petty-bovrgeois radicalism.

There are several features that make these mass expulsions uwnique-in. the history
of Dritish and possibly even world Trotskyism. Firstly their scale. Virtually
an eptire region, the WEP's stroogest cutsids of Londen, and probadly its moet
proizterian in class compoeition, has been closed down in the cowrze of carrying
threovgh the purge. This in itself establislhes bayond doubt that Healy places the
genctity of ths yoriy appawatus end the presexvation of his >m culi of
inleliibility above that of the lntevests of the movement as 2 whole., It was
Bealy 2nd no-cne else who decided thut the Thornett opposition and he could not
remain fi  the same ovganisation., as the dccuments produced by the expelled
comredes eloguently itestify. That in itself is an instructive political lesson
for {rooe who doubted Bulletin claime that there has evolved et the top of the
perty a cligus orushing genuine discussion and leading the movemen’t towerds
disastor.

We ghall return to the question of the regime. Suffice it to stress here that all
the evidence goes to show that the Thornett group Gid all that it could to avoid

a srlit with +ths HEaly leadership. It wes Eealy that wanted the spiit. It is he
who is ureckﬁng the partj end tramnling on the principles of democratic centraliem,
not the ilicuidatn”T ‘and ‘Nénshcvi&* Alan Thornett.

The gecond extraordinary aspect of the purge is thé brazenczd with which the Healy
leadership has flouted the party’s own corstitution. We learn from the 'Second
Document on Party Policy and Pers spectives! produced by the expelled group that at
s meeting of the WEP CC, Healy Ceclared 'I #ill not have factions in this rty.

I will expel anjoa@ mho forme e faction in this p?”ij‘ (p.39)

This stetement not only betrays an utterly burecauncratic, in essence Staliniot
conception of whet constitutes a healtny party regime. It reveals Eesly's cynical
contempt for his own membership, whom he presumably expects to, not only submit to
such a hideous tyramny, bubt actually join with him in hounding the wceuld-be

tfactionalists! out of the party. Sad to say, i many casea Healy'a low opinion
of his hand-picked yes-men on the WRP? CC has proved to be Justified. At lower
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levels of the party, however, more resistance has been encountered, and yet more
can be snticipated in the future as members begin to count the cost of the purge
and of tolerating such a foul regime.

Finally, and for our purposes, most symptomatic of all, is the manner with which
Heely qa:cried through the party purge. In each of its stages, its political
genealogy can be traced bvack, not to the honest methods of the Bolshevik Party
dui.ng the lifetime of Lenin, where differences were fought out before the entire

membership and after the revolution, in front of the entire working class; but to
Stalinism, WRP members should ask themselves: is 3t 2ot both ironic and
monstrous that the very bureaucratic weapons forged by Stalin in his struggle to
crush the Trotskyist opposition should now be turned against the WRP opposition
by Healy?

let us retrace the stages through which the purge passed. Firstthe opposition
wao denied the right to put its views freely before the party, as was its right
accordirg to the WRP Constitution. And did not Stalin progressively deny the

Trotskyist Opposition access to the party press end meetings of party cells as

its barbs struck home at every aspect of the Stalinist course? We learn that
Comrade Thornett had been promised the facility ~ and this was nothing more than
his rigkt 28 an organised and recognised minority ~ to add=ess aggregaic member-
ghip meetinga in each major region of the party. None of these meetings tock
place., Tub what did take place were aggregate meetings addressed by CC members
who supported the Healy line, and vho in several instances at least, elandered
Comrede Thormett both politically and pezsonally. What are these if not Stelinist
methods of comducting a political struggle within the party?

Also ekin 4o Stalin's repression of the views of the Soviet Opposition was the

WRP? leedershinis selective distribution of the first document produced by Comrads
Thesrett. Waile the WRP perspectives document for the Conforence was made
available to all party members, the document produced by Comrade Thorrett was
handed over only to 'raliable members', tle number sometimes being sonfined to
two copies per branch.

The next step in Healy's plot to drive out the opposition also had an impeccable
Stalinist pedigree. A whispering campaign was initiated in London and allowed to
spread out to the otherregions of the party. Inspired by Healy and his immediate
subordinates in the apperatus, the 1ie was put about that Thornatt had gone 'soft!
on social democracy, was after & job in the union machine, and thet he had nearly
deserted the party during the Cowley witch-hunt, These foul slanders, we feel
absolutely oconfident, have no more subetence to them than the accusation raised
aegeinst Trotslqr that his views vepresented a 'petty bourgeois deviation! from
Bolshevism and a reversion to his alleged former Mensheviem; that in fact the
opposition was a 'social democratic! tendency alien to the Bolshevik Party.

Just like Healy, Stalin waated no time in re-writing the history of the movement,
s task begun in 1924 and still in progess under Stalin's successors today. At
the outset of the factional struggle in the CPSU, it was sudfenly discovered that

-
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Stalin, and not Trotsky, had been respensible for organising the Octoder
insurrection, ¢aspite Stalin himcelf having asserted entirely the contrary in a
Pravda article on the first amniversary of the Revoluticn. By stages, the logent
was embroidered that Trotsky hsad no% only played no part in the revolution, but
in fact, had been frcm the beginning its sworn enemy. It took Stalin 12 years to
complete this progressicn, which cuvlmwinated in the firat of the three Moscow show
trials in Auguast 1956. Healy sccms determired to travel the same road in twolve
months. In Stalinist parlence, ths slogan at Clarhem regarding frame~ups,
slanders and purges is 'catch up and overtake!. Thus far the plan is right on
schadule. In Banda's etrocious intermal dccument 'A Menshevik Unnasked! we read
therein not only the mecst lzmentable and lame apologies for all the errcrs
comnitted by vhe party leadership cver ithe lasht year, but an exploratory essay
in the re-writing of higtory that dld we not know the identity of its author, we
would presume had coms from the pen of a graduate of the Stalin school of falsi~
fications _

"There 18 a legend that Oxford is the oldest and moat

experienced industrial vase of the WRP, This is of course

a factional distortion. Some of the most important

experiences of the party were made in the docks, ‘mining,

eiectrical contracting and engineering industiieg. This i

not to devalue the wozk in Cowley (sic!) but intendsd culy

to put it in i3 proper(sic!) perspective.m

Jugt like Stalin, Benda and Healy ere now, by the logic of their own uvunprincipled
factional methoGs, teing drlven to eat their own words - and pamphlets -
concerning in tone and content the psrty's record in industry. How different is

Cewley during avd afder the witch-bunt of last spring. Then, no words were
sparsd to comvines all end sundry that at Oxford was an cvemplary group of
comrades, whose collective work comprised the high peint of the partyis inter-
venticn In the trade uaions.

Now that the 'Menshevik! has been 'unmasiked?, ths former heroes of the Cowley
battle have to be cast in a new role, and ihe importance of their struggle
accordingly downgraded, talking fourth or £ifth place to other sechors whers the
perty has Intervened in the past, t even if ws take Panda at his word (bardly
a wise thing to do) there remains a great deal of explaining to do. What has

happeried to the work dome on the Jocks for example? Or in the electrical
contrecting industry? ILeading workzsrs active in these secitors - we need not name
then here, since Banda knows them as well as we do - have lecng eince left the party,
ané have yet to be rsplaced by othera nesrly as cepable. Is Banda claiming this

af a greater achievement than that at Cowley, wliere an entire layer of advanced
workers came to the party and in the course of this, established thomselves in -
gtrong positions both within the factory and in the lecal trade union movement?
Naturally, this achieverent has o b2 minimised now, because those involved proved
thewselves not only to be loyal supporters of the party in their trade union. worlk,
but also (and in no way doec the one coniradict the other) capable of asceasing
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Healy'!s policies and methods critically. And there oan be ro greater crime than
this.

Let us recapitulate. The purges, both in the CPSU and the WRP began with the
ourtailment of the rights of the minority. Stage two, an essential complament
to the first, involved the distortion of its views. And in both instances, the
opposition found itself characterised demogogiaally as 'Menshevik', as being
conciliatory towards social democracy. This had to be if the claims of the
respective leaderships to Bolshevik orthodozy were to be sustained. (Iet us note
in pessing that the same Banda who hurls the charge of 'Menshevism! against
Comrade Thornett succeeded in recruiting, in the course of his barmstorming
election campaign in Stoke Newington, 500 new members into the WRP, of whom no
more than 20% ocould then be induced to vote for him. And Banda would lecture
us on Menshevism?)

Stage three flows, but is distinct from stage two. It was not enough for Stalin
to distort and reprees the views of the Opposition. In order to isolate its
leaders from the party rank and file, it was necessary to link their names
directly with the overt enemies of the USSR. Even before the mass expulsions that
proceaded the 15th CPSU Congress in December 1927, the Stalin faction was
dencuncing the Opposition as lanti-Soviet!, and to lend credaerce to this slander,
concocted an amalgam between Trotsky and the counter-revolution by planting an
ex-Vrangel officer in one of the cells of the Opposition.

How did Healy operate. on thie front? We learn, once again from the statement
issued on the expulsions by Comrade Thornett and his supporters, that Healy put
about the slinder that Comrade Thornett wae a police agant., Bulletin supporters
in the WR? have also confirmed that this lie became comnon ccin aueng 't certain
London branches only days after the expulsions. For example, the fact that at a
picket of a lLondon aggregate meeding organised by the expelled opposition Comrade
Thornett was spoken to by & policeman, was at once construed as evidence of his
collusion with the Special Branch. Those who put this dirty lie into circulation
should have been a little more prudent. Idttle could they have realised that their
own 'Ieader! would sovn be calling the cops to protect the WRP conference from the
lobbying of the 'police ugent' Thornett.

Thus 'very mch after the menner of Stalin, Herly sought by these gutter methods

to drive a class wedge between Thornett and that section of the party membership
sympathetic to his views and disturbed by the mammer of his expulsion. Accusations
. that he was an agent of the Spscial Brench, if not fully believed by the membar-
ship, certainly had the effect of diverting attention away from the political
icsues in dispute between the opposition and Issly. They also gave the leadership
a breathing space in which to repair the worst of the damage and io prepare its
politios) counter-offensive. Here too, there cen be seen similarities with '
Stalin'e methods in dealing with oppositional teniencies, as Heaely well kucws,
gince he himself claims to bave been a victim of them.
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Have we exhieusied our analogy? DBy no means. In fact we have reached the stage
where we obscerve Healy not only emleting but excelling his mentor Stalin in
wureaueratic repression., Of Stalin it could be said that vhile, like Healy, he
expelled all the Oppcsition on the eve of the Party Congress (not ome of its

leaders attended the 15th Congress as a delegate) he permitted, as a cynical
gesture in the direction of party tdomocracy’, a mock debate and roll call vote

on the reapective platforma of the Majority and Minority. He had no fear of the
outcoma, eince the delegatas hod been hand~picked by the apparatus of which he

was the protector. In the case of the WRP conferance, rot only were representatives
of the opposition prevented from attending by expulsicn: Healy did not even risk
going through the motions of permitting delegates to discuss and pronounce on the
relative merits of the two rival platfcrms presented to the branches over the
previous month. Indeed, with the expulsion of Comrade Thormett, the opposition
‘docurent was recalled from the branches by the centre, and the tdiscussion' declared
o be at an end. Healy felt so vnsure of himeeif politically that he did not dare
tolerate even a token presence cof an oppositicnist at the conference. Such is the
measure of his political bankruptcey.

Our parallel does mnot end even with thae expulsion of the Opposition, - the
coteblishment of 'monolithic! party unity and the triumph of the infallible
‘11eader! ot his stage-managed congress. The class struggle, belng an independent
procesd and possessing an objective nature, pays scant heed to the dsaires of even
the most meesianic party despot. The actualceurse of eventa, the cbeervation. '
of which both Stalinism and Hedyiom is able to impair, dbut not totelly prevent,
puss certain very rsal pressures cn the leadership. In the case ¢f Stalin,; the
course of the class struggzie in both Europe and Asia had cruelly exposad to the
most advenced eiecnents of the Beleshevik Perty and the Comintern the disastrous
nature of his rightist line, the policy of a bloc with the Nepmon and Kulak at
home, and in the International, with the TUZ lefts in Britain and in Chipa, their
comterparis in the Kuomintang.

On all three counts, the Opposition had both predicted the ¢onsequences and struggled
against tha opportunist line of Stalin-Tutharin, characterised by Trotsky as one
of relying on ‘rotten mopas?! to protect the USSR. As the ropes brocke orne by cne -
the TUC lofis betrayal of the General Strike, Caiang Kai-Shek's massacre of the
Shaaghai werkers in April 1927, and Tinelly, the grein sirike blackmail of the
Yilaks in the winter of 1927-1928 - Stalin and his closest supporters felt immense
pressure on them from all quarters to make a sharp, improvised turnm to the Left.
Tn the very wake of the expuisions, Stalin revealed fcr the first time the real
ctate of Scviet agricuiture, which was passing under the sway of the richest rural
eiements. In the Comintern, at ithe same time, a sharper line was advenced against
Sscial democracy., espacially in Britein and France. The Tgreat turn' had begun,
goon to culmirate in the lumatic adventurism of the third period, with its theory
that sccial democracy had tummed into 'social fascien!.

The very idess that nad been denormced as tpetty beurgeois! and 'Menshevik! for
+the duraticn of #he strugsle against the Jpposition were now atolen by Stalir and
perverted and twisted almost out of all recogaition as they vere forced into the
anti»-Mar:zis% pould of 'socialism in one countryi. The leftist course pursued
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during the 'third period! ceme no closer to auvthentic Leniniem than did the
rightist course followed by Stalin over the previous three years, even though the
left turn arose partly aa a result of healthy class pressure upon the leadership,
and algo as an improvie:d attempt to defend the state sector of the Scviet economy
from bourgeois and petty bourgeois subversion. ‘

Bealy the Plagiarizex

It hae become almost & truism to say that while Stalin developed no original ideas
of his own {not even the theory of socialism in cne country), he was a master at
plagiarising the idsas of others, especially those he had first purged from the
party. The experience of the recent WiP purge suggests that here too, Healy is
no sluggard. Those who read Bulletin No. 1, published at the end of Jenuwary 1974,
might recall that it focused cn what remains the most salient feature of the
WRP's departure from’Trotekyiem: namely, its sectarianism. 'This expressed itself
. in a variety of ways. The leaders of the Labour Party and the trade unions
" were characterised as 'corporatists! and were repeatedly accused of not merely
facilitating the establishmsnt of the tcorporate! state by their reformist
treachory (e charge with which we heartily concur) but actually desiring the
creation of & regime that would {unless the Stalinists were right cn the question
of soclal farccism) involve their own liquidation. Bulletin No. 1 also pointed out
with carefuvl textal refereaces, how the WRP had been retreating from the struggle
to expose ihe refcrmist leaders by failing to address demends to them that would
draw the mass movement into collisions with the bureaucratic apparatus.

The WRP choge +o atendcn this policy jmst at the point in time vhen the Miners,
gupported by the Railmen, were forcing their leaders irto conflict with the Toxies,
a strveggle vhich reised at once the question of governmment, of a workers!
government that would implement the demands for which the advanced layers of the
class were alreaiy struggling (repeal of all Tory legislation, payment of cut~
standing wage ciaims etc.) For the method of the Trensitional Programme was
substituted a journallstic sensationalish peity--bourgecis panic-mongering,
infatuation with a pending military coup masterminded by the %ery squirarchy and,
ks one infamcue issue of WP infermed its readers), endorsed by the leaders of the
NIM. '

Bulletin No. 2 (March 1974) analysed the implications of the WDP's sectarian-
opportuniat electicn policy and activity (repeated on a more Indicrous scale in
October) and anciher aspect of its deperture from Trotskyism - the substitution

£ the Maximm programme (the nationalisstion of the entire economy twithout
compensaticn and wnder workers! control!) for the Transitional Programme. We
especinlly highlighted the WRP!s abuse of the slogan of workers! control, which in
Healy's order of things, follows, and does not prepare, the expropriation of the
bourgeoisie. What subsequent Bulletins kave done is to round-out and correct the
analysis attempted in these first two issues of the Journa..

While we cannot claim to have re-oriented the WRP leadership on these questions,
the appearance of the Bulletin did have a notiseable effect on Workers Press. Some
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of'the radical ‘excesses of Bull, Jokns and Mitchell wai'e ctxrbed a_little, and
the paper begen to talk in a half-witted way about minimum programmes (going s0
far as to support that of the labvour Party, something the Bulletin has never done).

. But the cloven hoof of the Healy-fostered radicalism continved to protude at
momonts of sharp political turma, when e clear head and a grasp of Marxist =
easentials was called for, and not infatuation with leftist rhetoric. Thus the
fageist-led !Ulster Workera'! Strike' found the WP editorial board split down the
middle, with the radicals backing the TWC. After all, weren't they striking sgainst
the labour Govermment?, One can almozt hnear Mitcheoll saylng. For five days, WP
wag silent on this most sinister develcpment, as bewildered members reng up the
paper asking whet the party line was. The formulation finally {0 emerge from
Clapham was that the fascisi-led strike showed the 'great strength! of the working
class in N. Ireland. 2£nd by the same token, so did the Powelite marches of 1968
ghow tha great strength of the London dockere, or the recent anti~I{RA marches in
Birmingham, that of the Citvy's car workers. This is the price the party is paying
for tolerating Healy'!'s deliberate cultivation of the petty bourgeois radicals from
the acting and journalistic professicns. They are the meditm through which he
imprses his own sectarian conceptions on the movement, a course which is leading
it to ruin,

Mary of the Bulletin's tarbs struck home. We established a foothold in the party,
Healy paid us the compliment of Timgering in WF the authiors of Pulietin FNo. 1

for the benofit of the police, the labour bureaucracy and our emplcyers. Inside
the party, he slandersd us ag paid agents or the CIA, working from the London
cffice of Cord Meyer. All this is routine stuff for Healy. It is the only method
he rmows of dealing with political oppositicn, and we can see where he learat it.

But we had no illnsions about the threat that ovr tendency posed to the Healy
lesdership which felt no great pressure to chiange its line to undercut our
criticisns. Such a manocouvre would only be underteken if Healy found himself
seriously threatened from within, And this is precisely what took place. The
emergence of the Tnornett opposition, both in ites compositicn and aims, a healthy
tendency fighting ite way back to Troiskyism, forced the WRP leadership into a
corner. - Tntil tke aprearance of the firet opposition document, maximalism
roigned supreme in the press cf the WRP, Its high (or rather Jow) point was
reached with the WRP election manifeste, a secterian monatrosity that amidst an
orgy of lefiist rheteric (disband the standing arry) omitted to call for the
repeal of the Tory Immigration Act. Then, as if by magic and after years of total
negiect and oblivion, the Transitional Programme burst forth on eve::':,." iaage of '
Workers Press. Coples were either dusted down by or handed ocut to the WP staff,
and lengthy extracts from it worked into not onliy lead articles but even ceéondary
news items. WP even toyed ercund for a few hecly days with the previously
heretical notion that workers! ccutrol could end should be establiched by the
workere themselves in gtruggie ageinst thelr émjgloyem, and that werkers!
g_g.._mgg.ment vag the order of the day after the employer had been expropriated.
Referencee to sliding scales abounded. It was even conceded that contrary to
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previous WRP claims, the bulk of the workers still remain to be convinced of the
need for large-scale nationalisations, and that the way to do this was through
the method of fighting for transiticnal demands (i.e. workers inspection) and not .

paximm ones ('nationalisation without compensation and under workers! control of=
thetbanks, industry and land!).

What we are confronted with in this latest centrist zig-zag of the Healy leadership
is a clear case of opportunist adaptation, of plagiarism no less blatent than
Stalin's filching operation of 192f. How come that the WP features day after day
the very extracts from the Transitional Programme selected by Comrade Thornett
in his first document to highlight the sectarienism of the party leadership,

and its misuse of the slogan of workers'! control?

Whither the WRP?

What are the mctives behind this manoeuvre? What might be its effects on the
party membership and those workers to whom the WEP eddresses itself. It is in
this area that the greatest clarity and caution is called for., We must draw on
all the experiences of our movement in grappling with such political methods. We
must ¢ee what is similar, and what is different between the experiences of the
Stalin group snd the crisis of the healy leadership today. Stalir enjoyed some
basic advantages over the Trotekylsts which Healy does not possess and never will.
While Stelin and his clique wielded state power by virztue of their control over
the party apparaius, Heaelyis domination of the latter f£inds (thankful],y) no such
suppcrt in the organs of the state, even though he has provéd himself not averse
to seeking their aid 4n dealing with the expelled cpposition. Healy might behave
in his own flat as if he holds state power, £nd hie retinue helpa to sustain this
delusion. But delusion it is. And it must always be remembered when mekirng such
analogies, vkich are valid within certain clearly defined limits, that Stelin
headed a2 cspte of bureaucratic usurpers that came to povwer as a result of the
defeat of the revoiuticn in the advanced capitalist states. The basis of Stalin's
borapartist rule was therefore the consequence of the isolation of the Russian
Revolution. Healy's rise to dominance in the WRP cannot be explained in this way.
The forces wehind the degeneration of the WRP clearly are linked to the failure
of the British Trotskyist movement to fully assimilate Trotsky's analysis of
Stalinism, principally its abandonment of proletarian internmatlionalism

with the enthronment of the theory of 'socialism in one countryt. But the social,
economic and political conditions which nurtured the present Eealy leadership

must also be explained within the context of those who permitted Healy to rise
to hie present position of despoct. The WRP is the product of a whole process,

national and internutional, and it is along these lines that the analysis of |
" its present crisis will most fruitfully proceed.

Secondly, Stalin was able to exploit and pervert the prestige of the Russien

Revolution in his campaeign against the Opposition. Again the Healy ieadership
can lay no claim to having participated in such a history-shaping event. His
claim to prepresent 'the party! simply cannot be sustained. En route to total
power in the WRP, Eealy has broken not a few political spines of the movement's
pioneers, and driven others into the pclitical wilderness, from which several are
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now returning. When the real history of owr movement is written, Eealy will find
a place in it without denigration, though not the one he now claiws is his.

Healy also finds himself at a serious disadvantage on a third count. Stelin
scored his great victorles over the Opposition at a tims when the working class
vas reeling from a series of crushing defeats, from Britain in 1926, through China

in 1927 to Germany in 1933 and Spain and France in 19361939, The slogsns of
tdefend the party’ and 'defend the USSR! were readily transformed by millions into
the wneritical support of the Stalinist line. There seemed no other altermative
in a period of black reacticn. ‘

How difforent today. If we wish to give one simple answer to the question 'Why
the expulsion of Thornett?! we would say 'Portugal!. For the rise of the
revolutionary wave in Portugal epitomises the process of proletarian radicalisation

at work in every European country, and which is even burrowing méle-like under

the fourdations of the Stalinist apparatus in E. Burope and the USSR, In Dritain
the proletarian offensive expressed itself through tke miners! struggle,

which ir/ %z%n, ‘led to the fall of Feath and the return to power of Wilson. Each
stage in this process left the WRP leadership floundering in its cwr verbiage of

imminent conps and biggest~ever sell outs, of coalitions and Trojan EHorses.
The sdvanced workers brushed the sectarians and defeatists sside, and went about
the businses of placing their own leaders in the govermment.

This head-on coliision bstween the class and the self-styled vanguard could not
'biz‘t have its impact on the thinking of the most serious worker-militents in the
party. The result of this thinkirg we can read today in the two documents produced
by the Thornett tendency, documents which show thst the orig,,n of their opposition
to the HBeely line lay in the real movement of the classes, and not any office in
New Scotlend Yard. '

The limits of Eealy's roczn for menoeuvre are therefcre esiablished by these
objective factera. Eaving said this, then we muat return $o our first two questions.
‘I‘he emergense of the Thornett oppoeition must have been a eevere blow to the Healy
leadership. Being wo”ber-basod, erd led by long-seasoned comrades, it embarrassed
Healy all the more since it could not be easily characterised after the usuzll
maxmer as 'middle class!. That designation, as Hesly well knows, suits admirably
his own most vociferous supporte:s. | |

It calls for the greatest tacticel ingenuity to depict as & triumph for the party'e
proleta.rian forces the speotaab of a wealthy actress and a glcbe~ix otting journalist
hcunding out of the WRP its ptrcengest concentration of industrisl workers. Hence
the need for a turn, hence the sudden embracing of many of the slogens put forward
by those expelled, hence the flurry cf activity around issues where the

Tproletarian’® credentials of the WRP can be re~established. The Wigm Maxch, the
ATUA Car ‘workers (sicl) and YMiners! conferencen; are exailes of thls ettempted

turn. A series of meetings havae bzen underteken in tha devaststed Western Region,
with Oxford o'bviously ‘the long term target for re-colonisation. These we thirk,

\
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are the motives Baind the manoeuvres with the Programme, maroéuvres which 8o long
as they do not involve a complete re-casting of the WRP!'s present orientation
towards the mass movement, and especially the Iabour Party, will only serve to
debase still further the slogens resently advanced in the press of the party.
For it is not, as the first Opposition document so correctly points out, :v-: a
matter of slogans as such, but the methcd of the Transitional Programpe that lics
behind them and the movement of the ciass to which they give expression. Here,
noth_ng has changed so far as the WRP is concernod..

This is nowhere better demonstrated than in the Healy hadership‘s approach to

the %u%sti% pbatu:re of the I‘%!ggxé:r Par%_%’ and flowing from this, what tatics
boon with us Since the very ori'gina LS BEoRien DSy movement, and it is therefore
jimpossible to do Justice in such an article as this to the complex arguments and

- tendencies that have evolved over the last half centu'y‘gnaﬂﬁora on thaie:. ce. Ll
guestion., But it pevertheless is of paramount importgmce to re-establich, in’ view
of the recent sectarian lurch of the WRP on the Labour party issue, to
recapitulate what Lenin and Trotsky wrote on the British workers! movemeént, and
indeed, %o exhume & controverzy in the WRP's forerurmer, the SLL, where Healy

found himeelf attacking the position which he advances today wita such zeal.

The Labour Dartx__,_ Question

The prodlem is best app*ccched by looking critically a.t the WRP's moat recent
exposition of what it cisims to be the commniet position of the Iabour Party.
In WP of January 5th, Jack Gale (who cut his first Trotskyist teeth as an entrist
in the Leeds Iabour Party) wrote what passed for & reply to Mary Archer, who had
written e private letter to Gale criticiging formulations he had used at a WRP
| meebing on the nature of the Labour Party. Ironically, Gale and Mary Axcher .
fought on the seme side against the ultra--lefts in the faction fight of 1960, in
the course of which Brian Behan developed the line that the labour Party was not
e workers! perty, and that the SLL should proclaim the 'open party!, (one
projected name for this forenmner of the WRP was ‘Revolutionary Workers! Party)

.Before examining Gale's revieion of the Marxist position on the lebour Pa:cty, 1t
" must bo noted that he depaﬂs, or permits Bealy ‘to depart, from the treditions
of communis+ pole ic. Mary Archer's was a private letter to uale. Gele is
perfectly justified, a8 a WRP member, in showing it to the WRP lea.derehip, and
the party is quite within its rights to publish a reply. But in doing so, it
should permit the readers of the W"} not to spesck of the 99.9% of the WB.'P'B
‘members who have not read the letter in question, to avail themselves of 1t:x -
Mpontents, All the WP a.llows to appear from Mary Archer's letter is one ieolated
_excerpt. Can it be that Gale and Healy are afraid that by publishing the whole
of the letter, their ovm untenable position on the Labour Pa.rty'will be exposed?

This is more than likely the case. Gale makes much of the fact that Mary Archer
selects a quotation from Lenin on the Labour Party dating from 1908. Gale a.ska
'Why did she not choose to quote lenin on the Iabour Party in 19207!
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Gale ls understandably auxious to invoke Lenin's authority ia his bid to prove
that the Iabour Party is, in no sense, a workers! party. We cen appreciate
this concern, since following in the footsteps of Palme Dutt, John Strachey and:-
company, the Healy leadership has oven denouvmcing forthe last two and a half
years the leaders of the Labour Party (most of all the lefts) ac 'corporatistaol.
Clearly a 'corporatist! (fascist) party camnot be in any gense a workers party,
and certainly not a party one should do eantry work in.

Let us look at the quotation preferred by Gale, and, let us look at it'in the -
gpizit of its anthor, critically: ‘it comes from a speech made to the Second
Congress of the Comintern, on 6th August 1920, the subject being 'on affiliation
to the British Labour Partyf. The excerpt selected by Gale runs:

‘M/hether or not a party is really a political party of the
workers does not depend solely (NB) upon a wmembership of
workers, but also (iB) upon the men that lead it, and the
content of its actions and its politicel tactics. Only |
this latter determines whether we really have before us a
political party of the prcietariat. Regarded from this,
ti2 oniy correct point of view, the ladour Party is a
thoroughly bourgeois party, because, although made up of
workers, it is led by reactionaries, and the worst kind of
reactloraries atv that, vho act quite in the spirit of the
bourgeoisie," ‘

That, for Gale, sctiies the matter of the cliass nature of the labour Party. But
it did not for Ienin, nor the Comintern, nor Trotsky, nor indeed Moaly. ILenin
made this spsech — a polemical one directed against a British delegate -~ on

6th Aungast 1920. Cn 4th July of the same year, in prepara.ticri for the Comintern
Congress, he drafted the 'Theses on Comintern's Fundemental Tasks?, a section

of which he devoted to the vexed question of the British movement. Ienints
Theses, while coming out clearly and firmly for total organisational as well as
programzatic and political separation from the Second Interrational, made a single
exception in the case of Britain, where nhe argued for the embryonic Communist
Party to fight on specific terms fow affiliation to the Iabour Party:

¥,.. the second congress of the Thivd International should
declare in favour of Commnist groups and organisations, or
groups and organisations sympathising with communism, joining
the Iabour Party in Great Britain, despite its membership in
the Second Internaticnal. As long as this party ensuves its
aifiliated organisations their present freedom of criticism
and freedom to carry on work of propegenda, agitation and
organisation in favour of the dictatorship of the proletariat
arnd Soviet govermment, and as long ait this party preservip

the cheracter of a federation of all trade uniuvn organisations
of the working class, it is imperative for commumisits to do
everything and to meke certain cougpromises in order to be abie
to exerciss thelr Influence on the broadest masses of the
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workers, to expbse their opportunist leaders from u -higher
~tribune, that is in fuller view of the masses, and to hasten
the trenafer &f political power frem the direct representatives
“of the bourgeoicis to the "labour 1lieutemants of the capitalist
class® so that the masses may be more quickly <weaned away from
- their laszt illuQiora on this score.”
(v°1. 31, P.199)

We should nots4 two things. 'Firstly, that lenin saw in the British labour Party
fentures which set it aside from all other parties of the Second Intermational,
namelynthat.ithpe;m;tted_f;eedcm of tendencies, and secondly, that it was a ..
tfoderation of all of the trade unions of the working class!'. Now if we treat
everything Lenin said and wrote as holy writ (a distincly non-Marxist approadh)
then we would be hard put, in the light of Lenin's considered opinion on the
trede union basis and nature of the Labour Party, to ‘explain his remark in the
already quoted polemic against the British delegate to the Second Congress, where
he says the following:

", .. I ghould like to mention e 8light inaccuracy on the part of
Comrade Mclaine, which canriot be agre=sd to. He called the
Iszberur Tarty the political organisation of the trade union
movement, and later repeated the statement when he said
‘that the Iabour Party is fthe political expression of the
workers organised in trade unions'. I have met the same

_ view several times in the paper of the Pritish Socialist
Tarty (and we ehall see it recurring - withiinthe author's

. opinion, some justification, in the publications of the
Socialist iabour League, forerunner of the WVRP). It is
erronequs, and is partly the cause of the opposition, fully
justifiad. in some measure, coming from the British revolution-
ary workers. ... Of course most of the Iabour Party'!s membecrs

are working men ..." .
(Vol 31, P.257)

The quotation then 6§ntinnes with the extract cited by Gale.

On two occasicns, the leadership of the Comintern had cause to address - itself
o the problem of the claés nature of the Iabour Farty., It did so in a wey that
makes it yet more difficult for Gale to sustain his sectarian line on that
organisation. In December 1921, the Comintern Exwcutive circulated’ to all its
sections a directive on the application of the united front tactics formulated
at the recent third congress of the CI. Section 10 dealt with the specific
application of the tactice in Britain:s ' ’

"In England the reformist Iebour Party has rejected commmnist
perty affiliation although other workers! organisations ave B
accepted. Under the influence of the growing desire amcng the
worl-ers for the united front, the Londcn workers! organisations
recently pessed a resolution in favour of the affiliiation of
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the CPGB to the Iabour Party. England is of course in this
respect an exception because as a result of the peculiar
circumstences the Imalish Labows Porty is o kind of general
wvorkara! aesgeciation for otz entire country. It is the tesk
* of the Ergiish communists to vegin a vigorous campaign for
their acceptance by the Iebour Party'. (ewphasis added)

Little more than a year later, in March 1922, the Executive Committee of the
Ccnintern met to discusa the so-called 'English Question', and formulated a
resclution’on the problem guiding the CPGB in its work, especially towards the
ILatour Party. Point 7 of this resolution contaired the following definition of
“the Labour Party, one that Lenin, had he followed to the letter his polemic againast
Mclaine two years eariier, would have been bound at least to modify:

"The Iabour Party is the political organisation of the
trade uniona. It includes various political tendencies
within the workers! movement, such as those represented
by the ILP, the Fabians, the Guild Socialists etc. ete.
Tut the defensive etruggle of the working class against
the inrncreasing oppresaion of the bourgeoisie regquires
that the Labour Party should include within its ranks all
the political aspirations of the workers! movement. The
Iabour Party camnot claim that it unites the working clase
in the political field if i* does not also include the
Communist Party ..." (emphasis added)

In this instance, the Labour Party is characterised as a trade union party,
imperfently expressirg the aspirations of the working class by virtue of its
exclusion of tha CP. It is nowhere in this very important rceoluticn characterised
as & bourgeois party alter the mamner of tke Avgust 6th 1920 speech by Lenin, nor
anywhere else in Ienin's work that we have been abie to find.

Gale's purpsse is clear. He wants to pluck an isolated citation from ILenin to
voost his own sectarian line on the Labour Party. He chooses to ignore all those
gtatements on the question by Lenin, Trotsky, the Lenninist Comintern and his own
organisation which round out, and in the author's opinion, correct the one-sided
analysis of the ILabour Party quoted by Gale.

Let us move on a little to 1925, the year when Troteky wrote his short book,
'Where is Britain Going?! Gale and Healy, given their recent conversion to the
Behan conception of the Lebour Party, will be hard put to it to explain how
Trotsky came to write the following:

"The proletariat has forced the trade unions to create an
independent party. Put the matier will not rest thers ...
A great deal lsss time will be necessary to turn the Labour
Party into a reveclutionary party than wes needed for its
creation,” (Thid, p.35, 1SAD edition)

U
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Gale deduces from an article written by Ienin during the world war (The Collapse
of the Second Internationsl!) that in Britsin it was from then on the task of
Marxists to 'destroy! the labour Party. Yet a decade later, Trotsky, in a quotation .
studicusly ignored by Gale, is saying that it is the task of Communists to 'turn
the Iebour Party into a revoluticnary party'i: Was there a contradicticn tetween
lenin end Troteky on this queaticn? We think not, though thers existed cbvious
differences in the mauner of their presentation of the problam. Trotsky did not
say that the tack of the ccmmmisis in Germany was.to transform the SFD into a
revolutionary party, nor any other section of the Secon International save the
Britisn. Gale fails to grapple with this side of the matter — the special nature

of the British labour Party, and the c:nsoquent flexibility and even uniqueness
of approach towards it by the Comintern. Trotsky did not of course argue that
the labour Party weuld automatically evolve into a revolutionary party (a
development which is of course, conirery to the claims of the Grant group,
totally excluded today and has been since at the latest, the defeat of the 1926
gensral strike), FHe saw as one of the decisive factors the role of the young
British CP: ' '

"In order to take power, the proletarlat umst necesaarily havs
at their head a revolutionary party. In order to make the trade
micns it for their future role, they must be freed of
sengorvative officials, of superstitious blockneads ... A
reformict, opporvunistic Liberal-labour party cen only enfeedle
the trade waions, thus paralysing the activity of the wma3ssesr.
A revelubionary Labour Party, based on the trade uniona, will
tcga ther with them becoms a mighty instrument for their
resboration +o health end their uv'lift ses Cf course, for the
pericd if a certain ccmparatively long per_od Communiem will
develcp comparatively slewly, but after that an inevitabie
change will iake place: The Commnist Farty will take that
(1eading) place in weiaticn to the labour Party which at
present is occupiied by the ILP,! (Tvid, pp.122-127)

Nowhere in this work does Trotsky pose the question of tdestroying! the Tabour
Party. Nzither, désp te the great sharpness of his formnlations did Lenin in any
of his writings cn the subjsct, Only Gale employs this fornmlation, revieing as
he does so the entire heritage of Marzist teaching and experience in relation to
the British labour Party.

Gale also informs us with evident delight that 'nowhere in this report (the 1908
article referred to Maxy Arsher) does Lenin call the Labour Party a workers!
party', And then Gale adds: 1Always precise, he refera to it as the political
representaticn of the trade wnione'. But in 1920 Ienin himself rejocted this
formulation, in the very speech seized on by Gale to estabiish the thoroughly
bourgedis nature of the Labour Party!
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Decause he is grinding Healy's sectarian axe, and not attempting an honest and
balanced evaluation of what is a very complex problem Gale lands himself in yet
another centradicticn. He asserts that in 1908, Lenin refused to term the
Lebour Party a workers! party. Yet In his ziready quoted war-time article, Gale

cites Lenin where he says:

*"In reality, the opportunists' formal mcmbership in workers!

parties by no means disproves their objectively being a

political detachment of the bourgeoisie, conductors of its
influence, and its agents in the Labour movement!. (emphasis added)

In other words, these parties to which Lenin is referring - the parties of the

second international - are workers?! parties with a bourgeois, opportunist
Jeadership. To stress either feature at the expense of the other is to make a

concession either to cpportunism or sectarianism. By his highly selective use
of quotations, Gale mekes ILenin eppear as an ult;:a.—-left, a8 we shall also see
when we turn to the WRP's distortion of Lenin on election strategy and tactics.

There is a final quotation of whicl we cannot resist reminding Gele., Fe must
know, since his own organisation has only recently republishbed it in the last of
the three-voltme collection of Trotaky's vritings on Britain. It occurs in the
articls 'Once Again the ILP!':

"The war crieis does not alter the fact that the labour Party
is a worikers! party, which the governmental party is not. Nor
does it alter the fact that the Iabour party leadership camnot
fulfil) their promises, that they will betray the confidence
which the masses place in them,” (empbesis added)

So Trotsky held the Labour Party to be a wourkers! party. And like Lenin he
grasped the contradioction between its worker base and trede union origins, and
ite treacherous, opportunist, bourgeois lezdership. Gale will have none of it:

"Mrs. Archer and the opportunists of 1974 want to stress that

the labour Party is a 'workers perty! (Gale finds the suggestion
so ridiculous that he has to put the term in quotation marks)

in order to estahlish a link between the Wilsons, Eealys, Jenkins, *

Toots and the working class. Aren't they leaders of & wvorkers!

paxrty?!
The notion is just too preposterous for Gale. Yet it is true. That is precisely
why Trotsky insisted that the crisis of humanity is the crisis of leadership.
Gale capitulates to Wilson, Healy and Foot by implying ‘that they are no longer a
danger to the working class, sincg they are supported‘ only by the bourgeoisie.

Unfortunately for the day damers of the WRP, there ig a link between the Labour
Jeaders and the working class. It is one that six decades of imperialist crisis
and war, reformist betrayal and the persistent work of Marxists have as yet been
unable to sever, or even geriously weaken. Or does Gale belisve, a3 the 1969
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SII conference resolution so blithely put it, that no section of workers would
tever again'! look to Labour for leadership? Is Gale arguing that Trotskyists
no longer have ag their task the breaking of the workers from their reformist
leaders? Be writes as if this had already happened, spontanecusly. Perhaps
Gale still does support the resolution for which he voted in 1949, and which
was brutally refuted by the vote of 12 miilion workers for Iabour a year later.
For he declares today:

"3yt the labour bureaucracsy does not draw its strength and

political outlook from the working class. It draws it from

itz alliance with the bourgeoisie". = wo T
Such word play is highly dangerous. Fox the fact is, and only blind sectariandsm
refuce to admit it - that the working class in considerable nvmbers does find
its own illusions and prejudices reflecied jin the reformiet ideology of its
leaders. To argue otherwise today implies that the working class is quite
spontaneously evolving its own socialist corscicusness, and doing so without
greatly disturting the domination of the hureaucracy, or without lending. its
support in significant nunbers to the 'wevolutionary alternative', tihe WP,

Toea seying that Iabour is a werkers rarty, e Trotsky did in 1935) necessarily
invclve oz imply an oppertunist outlook? Ioes saying that the Lebowr leaders
derive supsost (lowever critical) from the worikers, and to a certain degree,
reficot tanilr roformist {llusions, place one in the camp of anti-Marxisn? Gale
obvicusly “hinks so. 1e% him then expose, in his inimitable siyle the
'opportunict author of the following liness

®The contempiible, mercenary, and senvile bureaucrats of the

trade mnion3 and the labour FParty express all that is

muriliating, serf-like end feudal in the British working

clans.” | _
Let Gale make hay with that one, and when ki is finished, we might tell hinm
who wrote it. ' ' '

Then he cculd tzy his hand ab this:

wyorrison, Clynes, eic., represent certain prejudices of the
works s : -

Another case of an oppovtunist wanting to testablish a lirk! between the working
clacs and tae Labour leadera? As every Murzist Imows, there is no such liak.
The Iabour tureaucracy cwes its position oniy to the support of the bourgeoisie.
The reformists arz exposed, and have been for decades, the crisis of leadership
hae been resolved; has it7

Do we not have nere, decked out in the lengrage of what pesses in the WRP fox
Trotokyism, the third peviod Stalinist thecry that the reformist parties (in
Britain, the Iabour Party) had ceased 1o be in any s3use workers' parties? DPaime
Dutt, pioneer of the third period in the OFPGB amgued that Ienin'e analysis of

the Iabour Party no longer applied after 1528, that the party had become a
gtraightforuard Tthird capitalist narty!, and the task of commvnists was to

smash it. AfSer 1929, and up to 1934, the Iabour Paxty wac dubbed soclal fascist,
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much as the WRP today uses the’®term 'corporatist!.

It was also argued, in a style that has again become fashionable amongst
sectarians, that the Labour Party was fast losing its hold on the workers, that
its only support derived from the ruling class, and that therefore, all that had
to be done to win the workers to ccumunism was confzent the 'social. fascists! as
the 'new leadership! of the working class. All thie sounds familiar, as indeed
it is., Gale is simply attempting to smeoth the rough edges of what is essenti-
ally a policy derived from the third pev'iod, and from the 'left Communism! of

a decade earlier.

Lenin vs. Gale on Electiona

The 'Left Communist! aspect comes through in Gale's ra.tner lame apology for the
construction of sectarianism and 0pportunism tmie‘-a served the VRP as” an eleotion

pOIiCy.
This is how he perverts Lenin to protect the WEP from Mary Archers criticisms:

"Mms he (Lenin) wrote — not having had the advantage: of
Mra, Archer!s advice about what 'other parties claiming to

. represest the working class! ghould do: ‘VWe should put up our
candidatea in a vexry few but absolute*y safe constituencies
(a rrecept not followed in. the Swindon bye-election of 1969,

- when the vote for the Young Socialists' candidate Frank Willim:
wes greater than the Tory majority over Labour!) ... We would
take part in the election camyaign, distribute leaflets
‘agitating for ccmnmn* sm, and in all constit:zencies where we have
no ch.,‘u*dates, we would urge the electors to vote for the labour
cancidate against the bourgeois candidate.? This'is exacily
(emrhasis iy original) what the WRP has done." -

: O T T o

R

Jo, Comrade Gale, it is not and -you know it. For you have quite deliberately.
(unlesa your copy of Left Wing Communism has pages missing or lines obacured)
-eomitted an entire section of the quotation where Lenin outlires what he thinks
ghould be the election poli 1cy of tne British Communiets.

The re},evant, pagsage from lenin, in 'Left Wing Communism! runs:

. "The British) Cormunists should propose the fFli¥ving 'compromise!
election agreement to the Hendersons and Snowdens: let us jointly
fight against the alliance between ILloyd George and the
Coneervatives; let us share parliamentary seats in proportion to

- the number” of workere! votes poiled for the Labour Party and for

the Commmist (not in elections, but in & special ballot) and -
let us retain complete freedom of agitation, propaganda and
political activity ... If the Hendersons and the Snowdena accept
a bloc on these terms, wé shall bs the gainers, because the number
of parliamentary seats is:of no importance to ua (remember Healy!s
500 MP1g?) we are not ovt for zeats. We shall yield on this
point ,.. We shall be the gainers, because we shall carry out our
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agitation smong the masses at a time when Lloyd George has
tincensed! them, and we shall not only be helping the Labour
Party to estadblish its government sconer, but shall also be
helping the masses sooner to understand the communist prope~
ganda that we shall carry on ageinst the Hendersons, without |
‘any reticence or omission. ' '

£ the Hendersons and the Srowdens reject a bloc with us on
these terms, we shall gain still more, for we shall at once
have shown the masses ... that the Hendersons prefer their
close relations with the capitalists to the unity of all the
workers ... If the Hendersons and the Snowdens reject a bloc
with the commmists, the latter will immediately gain by -
winning the sympathy of the masses and discrediting the
Hendersons and Snowdens: if, as a result, we do lose a few
parliamentary seats, it is a matter of no significance."

We bave only now, after two pages of closely argued text, reached the point

wvhere Cale feels it safe to begin nis quotation from Lenin, which begina, 'We
would put up our candidates ...! ‘

Cale has ignored entirely the stages through which Lenin saw commnist election
policy in Britain paseing. First it wes necessary to unify on a principled basis,
all the groups adhering to commnism and the Third International. The rext step
in Lenin's opinion, should have been to propose to the labour leaders a bloc in
the elections against the two capitalist parties, the Tories and Liberals. This
bloc could, so fer as the Communist Party was concerned, only be concluded on the
torms cutlines by Lenin - complete freedom of agitation and criticiam.

Then, ard only then, after the CP had demonstrated to the wrokers that it
sipcerely sought the unity of the working class against capitalism, did Lenin
raise the posaibility of the CP running its own candidates, against Labour;

in the event of the Labour leaders turning down the CP proposal fox an election
p}__oc against the Liberals and Tories. This is evident from even a cursory
reading of the section in question. For does not Ienin write, just before the
peragraph quoted by Gale, 'If the Hendersons and Sncwdens reject a bloc ... 1?
When Lenin then goes on to propose putting up candaidates 'in a very few but
absolutely safe constitusncies!, he is discusging the step that fliows from the
rejection of the tloc proposal to the labour leaders.

Lenint!s initial plan was to have the seats divided between the two parties on the
basis of their respective support in the class. Both parties would then call on
all workers to vote for the selected workers! candidate in every seat, whether he
be a Labour candidate or commmist. Thus in no case would the workers! vote have
been split between the Labour and Communist Pariies. This was the essence of
Lenin's blec proposal. The gsecond eventuality, the only one considered by Gale
(and for e very good reason) involved the CP running against labour, in safe
geats. In thie instance, the workers® vote would be split, but the preparatory




steps advised by Lenin (the bloc proposal to the labour 1eader§) would have
demonst:ated in advance that it was not the CP, but the labour leaders, who were
responsible for this divieion of the workers! vote. |

Gale quite shamelessly vulgarises Ienin's highly sophisticated conception of
commmist election tactics and strategy, and reduce?® it to rumning in safe seats)
Why does Gale do this? He has, we can be sure, read the whole of !Left Wing
Commmism®. He knows what Lenin wrote on this question. The relevant passages
were iiterally staring him in the facé as he scanned the pages looking for en
isolated paragraph that could twrn Lenin into a posthumous support of the WRP's
sectarian, iLeft Communist! election policy.

The answer is quite simple. Had ths WRP, as Gale claims, done 'exactly'! as Lenin

recommended in 'Ieft Wing Communism', then it would first have approached the
Labour leaders, and go;ggsed a bioc with them against the Tories and the Liberals,
both in the February and October elections of last year. Gale knows it did not
do this, neither on the terms outlined by Lenin nor any others. Perhaps Healy
feared the outcome of a ballot of workers determining which zpar'ty they preferred
to vote for in the general election. We just don't know the reason, because the
metter was never discussed in the party at any time. The WRP anrcunced its
candidates, and that was that., Hesly in fact began his election strategy where
Ienin'e enterad itz final option - the point where the party runs its own
candidates agoinat Iabour AFTER the Iebour leaders have turned dcwn the proposal
of a workers! bloo.

Gale, the 0ld entrist ani opponent of Beshan, bes mow, under Healy's tuition,
evolved into Gale the ultra=-left, Gale the perverter of Ienin.

Pat things wore not alwaye thus in the movement that now bears the pretentious
title of 'Workers Ravolutionary Party!.

The SLL on Entry

As we have already pointed out, Gale was trained as en entrist in the leeds
Iabour Party. Wy should he then be so coy about this essential tactical weapon

in the armoury of Trotskyism? This ies what he says about entry:

"0f course thie (i.e. Ienin's alleged position on rumning

candidates against Iabour) does not mean that Trotskyists

should never, under any circumstances and conditions, work
inside the labour Party. They have done 80.?

Way so reticent Comrade Gale? Would it not have assisted the newer recruits
to the movemen:t to have informed them precisely when Trotekyists worked as
lentrists! in the Iabour Party? Here arc some dates that might prove helpful.
From 1936 through to 1944, cne or other of the various Trotskyist groups was

cerrying out entry work in the Iebour Party.
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In 1944, with the founding of the Revolutionary Communist Party, there was a
turn away from entry work, although it continued on a small scale. The Haston-
Grant leadership was responsible for thisssctaricn orientation, and flowed
basically from their insular attitude’towards the International. In 1947, with
the support of Pablo, Healy assumed the leadership of those forces that had been
working for entry over the previous period, when Healy had been with the Haston=-
Crant sectarians. In 1949 the RCP was wound up. Haston the anti-entrist soon
defected to the right wing of the bureaucracy, where he remsins to this day.

The Healy tendency became the amjority, and entered onto a phase of faction work
in the Labour Party that ended only in the Summer of 1964 when he took the SLL's
supporters out of the Labour Party youth section to establish the 'independent!

IS,

Healy's abandonment of entry wcrk was later eémulated by the Pabloites who formed
the IMG, and the state capitalists of the IS. EHealy, Ali and Cliff all declafad
the Isbour Party to be 'dead', and abandoned the corpse to the Militent group of
tdeep entrists! led by Ted Grant. This opportunist tenderiéy nis now reaping
the harvest that could and shculd have been the SLI!'s had it not been dominated

by a leadership that surrendered tu Healy's impressionistic methods and organic
opportunisem, The latter expresses itself through attempte to reach the workers
by shert-cute, sometimes by bids to by~pass the traditional worganisstions of the

class {the eurrent phase of which the WRP is the embodiment) or at othera by
ocpportunist relations with left social democrats ard centrists, as occeured in the

hey-day of the Beveanite movement and later, CND.

When we come to maire a balance sheet of eniry work in the Labour Party, it will
be noted that of the 40 yeare or go that Trotskyism has existed as an organised
political tendsnecy in this country, at least 26 were years of either full or
partial entry into the ILabour Party, and another two into the ILP.

Up to 1964, in muny ways a waterched in the evolution of the movemen$ that is now
the WRP, ol the movement's 30 years, all but four hod been spent in the Iabouw
Party. Surely, Ccmrade Gale, this calls for a little explaining? We should ask
him: is there any connection between the emergence to total power of the Healy-~
Banda bloc,in the early 1960's and the subsequent sectarian line of the leadership
on the Labour Party?

The answer lies partly in the archives cf our movement, especially as they help
to throw light on how the leadership of our movermsrt evaluated the class nature
of the Labour Party at a time when it was carrying on serious entry work within
it, and vhen any concessions to sectaerianism on this question would have been
suicidal.

But even more remarkable than the respective periods spent inside and cut of the

f Iebour Party are the concrete pnlitical conditions under which these two different
| tactios of open and entry work were carried out. Entry, it will presumably be
agreed, is a tactic that can be expected to bear its ripest fruits when the
refornist leadership, left as well as right, is put on the spot after being placed
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in the government by the upward thrust of the workers'! struggle against
capitalism. Now the workers expect promises to be translated into deeds, election

programmes, however modest, into legislation. It is at this precise polnt in the
' evolution of the crisis of the rercvrmist apparatus, where it finds itself trapped
in the vice between the demands of the workers who place it in the govermment,
"and the insistance of the capitalist class that it stands firm against these same
demands, that the Trotskyists are best placed to win the advanced workers, and to
expose the reformists to thousands and even millions more.

That means being in force in the ILabour Party, while at the same time, maintaining
and developing an open, full, expression of Trotskyism through the publication of
a theoretical journal which campaligns emongst the most advanced elements of the
working class and intellectuals for the re-building of the Fourth International.
The aialectical inte...—dependence of these two fields of work cannot be stressed
too much or too often. The former without the latter must lead to ppportunist
adsptation to the buresucracy through its left elements; whilst simply to publish
at this stage, a 'Trotskyist! organ without seeking to penetrate the Iabour

Party, is to lapse into propagandistic secterianism, of which we have more than

enough samples in Britain already.

Entry, we submit, will prove most rewarding in a period ‘'of upturn on the class
gtruggle, wasn the reformists have been placed in power, and provided the
'I“*cfsqists remember why they have entered the Labour Party in the first nlace -
‘neitber on a 'raid! por to transform it, a la Grant, into a revolutionary party;
but to detach from it the vanguard of the class, and to construct on the baais

| of a profound dislocation of the apparatus, a section of the Fourth International
| in this country. Aa we shall demonstrate, this was the perspsctive of the
British Troteckyist movement up until the early 1960's, when, with the onset of
the election of the Wilson governmment in October 1964, Healy suddenly abandoned
it. 7This was & truly historic reverse for the movement, not only in this
country but intermationally. The pre-war entry experiences had all been made
with Iabour in opposition, and in the war, with a labour minority in the coalition.
In neither situation was it really possible to test out before the #hole class
the inabiiity of the reformist to match up to their own promises. That required
labour being put into power with a clear majority and & clear mandate for action.
In 1945, the working class gave Iabour both. But what were the Trotskyists of
that time doing? Under the leadership of Haston, they had set up, in 1944, the
Revolutionery Communist Party, Jettisoning all but .. token entry work and had
presented themselves to the working class as the lalternative leadership!.

) The working class therefore passed through the vital experience of its first
majority Lebour government with the forces of Trotskyists almost entirely in

. voluntary exile from the party through which this experience was being made.
Incredible, but true. Entry work only really got under way after the election of
the Toriee in November 1951, by which time the Bevanite movement had emerged as
the pace-meker on the left, and in which the Trotskyists correctly chose to work
as a tendency. But the lesson has to be learnt — the Bevenites did not only
articulate the moods of workers frustrated with labour'!s failure becezuse of
Bevan!s personal stature, but also because the Trotskyists had wasted valuable
years in the RCP wilderness when they should have been consolidating their base
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in »the Labour Party for juét such a 'defvelopment.

. Entry work was carried out right through the 13 years of Labour Opposition, when
all manner of lefts and fakers could win & following, reasonably certain in the
knowledge that the day was far off when pledges would have to be honoured. Such
periods are difficult ones for the Trotskylste, a3 they are not in politics to
make falkee promises, but build revolutionary leadership, which involves quite
often telling workers unpalatable truths. Trotskyists come into their owm when
the reformists are placed in the hot seats of governrent.

The moment of truth for Wilson ~ and ironically for Healy -~ arrived in October
1954, when after three successive and increasingly larger defeats, Labour won
the general election. Now a decade and a half of entry work, and all the -
accurulated experiences of the pre-war entry work, not only in Britain but inter-
nationally, should have been drawn together in order to settle accounts with the
lefts who had now entered Wilson's cabinet or silenced their former criticisms of

Labour policy.

But what was Healy doing? Healy was masching his forces out of the Iabour Party
into the desert in 'independent youth movements! and 'independent leaderships?,
independent only in the sense that they lived and withered independently of the
real life struggles of the working class. Never since 1964, the year when the
Wilson leadership embarked on ite decade of domination in the Lebour Party, a

decade in which it occupied office for more than six years, has the Healy leader—

" ghip seriously turned back towards emntry in the Iebour Party, though verbel

gestures were made in that direction from tine to time., And all that ended with

the ttransformation! from the SLL into the WRP. Quantity had indeed turmed into
quality,, though in this instance, Hegel's famous law was operating regressively.

15 years of work had been thrown away by an impatient leaderehip hell bent on taking
a short-cut to power. ly?a short cut has in fact led the movement into the
cul—de-sao of sectarianism. It can faintly hear the rmnblings of the olass struggle
in the high strcets, and hopes that 'the crisis' will direct all the traffic into

Healy!s bliad allsy.

Back to the Archives

Despite minor concessions to oentrism (which do not imedia.tely concern us here)
one of the best expositions of the case for entry into the Labour Party was made
in draft resolution '"Towards a Revolutionary Party in Britain!, which dates from
1957, and was produced by a leadership in which Healy and Gale were already
prominent. Its every line is a devastating refutation of the sectarian conceptions
that led to.the 'transformation! of the SLL into a 'revolutionary pa.rty'

November 1973:

"The overiding crisis of our period is the crisis of
leadership. Specifically in Britdin, that boils down to the
problem of winning the mase of the working class from a .
social democratic to a revolutionary leadership. The Problem

in the next stage is that of winning a sufficient layer of
the working class to form the basis of a revolutionary party

whose strength and influence provides the real and necessary
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foundation for it to enter decisively into the poli‘ical
1life of Britain ard an alternative to social democracy.
Such an alternative does not simply arise

by the formal posing of an alternative organisation. A
revolutionary leadership is something more than an office,
full time workers or even a paper., .It is an organisation
able to participate in and draw support from the working-
class at every stage and level of etruggle ~ an organisa~
tion that can move masses, whose members have positions
of influence and leadership in decimive sectors of the mess
movement. ! (p.10) -

Having demolished 'WRPiwm'!, which fails to match up -to a single one of these
pre~requisites enumerated, we suspect; by Healy ‘himself, the case is then made for
a long-term perspeptive of entry into the Labour Party out of which would come

the forces nscessary for the formation of an independent revolutionary party:

iSuch an organisction will be built, but it will be built

by the advanced guard of today sharing with the working class
its main political experiences, expanding, and winning
positions of 1eadership in the struggle against social
democracy on the central battle~ground -- inside the Iabour
Party ... Whether the Marxist movement emerges from the

Lebsar Party ac part of a broad centrist movement ((here

Bevanism was very much in mind) and rapidly extends and

deepeng ita influence in the new ((centrisr,) organisation,

or whether developments of the labour FParty crisis will

glve conditions for the emergence of a fully formed

revolm_:i‘;ibnary 'pe','rty immediately from the Labour Party, will

become clearer in the future. We repeat what is cextain:

that in the tumiltuous period of struggle.in Britain the

‘gentral political experiences of the working class will be

geared to developments in the Labour Party". (1bid, pp.12-15)

So in 1957, the perspective was an entrist one, with objective developments posing
the pcssibility of a genmuine revolutionary party émerging out of a profound split
in the labour Party. We think this is basically a correct perspective, and one
that had the movement adhered firmly to it, it woull now be placed in a position to
carry through should the opportunity arise.

Healy jettisoned this perspective, mesmerised by transient, and as it proved,

largely illusory succees in attr acting to the SLI, mainly random individuals on the
periphery of the workers! movement or even not linked to it at a2ll. Big rallies

‘and 'big! names convinced Healy ‘that the 'revclutionary na“ty' would arise, not out
of a crisis ard sp'i.it within the traditional political party of the workers, but by
confronting it with an appamtus from the outside; and at that, at a time when the
workers were not breaking from Labour, but piacing it in the government. The ‘

WRP was not borm out of the crisis of British reformism, but rather itself represented
the acute crisis of British and indeed world Trotekyiem. The WRP experiment will
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come to griel in an even more dismal fashion than its foreruaner, the RCP, And we
predict there will be more than one anti-centrist who will aspire to the mentle .
of the renegade Haston.

Similar ideas to that of the already cited document are to be found in the
"British Perspectives! resolution for the 1957 conference of the movement, known
then as tthe group! :

"The workers! struggles will not by-pass the labour Party,
there are no other paries which it would wish to support.,
But the workers will come into the labour Party expecting
action and will look to the Bevanites to provide the leader—
ship ... A flexible tactical approach to this emerging
centrist current is essential {no denouncing the Bevanites
a8 ‘corporatists!) if we are to ultimately assume our
rightfvl place as leaders of the British working class., We
rejected sectarianism in the struggle for entry snd in
carrying through that phase it was essential that the
revolutionaries combine the greatest flexibility in Iabour
Party work with correctness of programme, not scorning to
appear in the company of right-wing reformiste for the
prmpose of getiing close to the rank and file. In the same
way ocur tactical approach to Bevanism must be based on the
necessity to ewim in the leftward stream”.

Imagine what Workers Press would say if the Bulletin employed such a phrase to
describe our tactics towards the Tribune Group, or workers supporting Benn}

Or if we said, as does %this resolution, that we 'are not concermned at this stage
t0o have a polemical battle with centrism and we maikke known our political
differences only vhen necessary and in the most friendly manner!, These formula-
tions, we think, depart from the leninist tradition in its dealings with centrism.
But we endcrse the statement that ‘out of the centrist ferment will emerge the
Revolutionary Perty of the Pritish working classi.

If Healy was right on that count, then the WRP should never have been founded.
Neither should he have abandoned the Iabour Farty in 1964, when it was 11 years
further away from such s zentrist ferment than it is now.

In 1958, the document 'The New Period ¢ Our Prospects and Tasks! continued in

thie tradition, stressing that 'the central political experiences of the working
class will be geared to developments in the Iabour Party.! The point was made that
'the fight for revolutionary demands, the building of revolutionary leadership is
impossible without roots in this mass party of the British working class.! TPlease
note Comrade Gale: 'party of the British working class.!}

Sectarian illusions abvout !'irdependence! juat began to creep in around the time
of the formetion of the SLL in the Spring of 1959. The movement!s position cn the
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labour Party however remeired orthodox, as is evidenced by a circular to SLL
members of that year entitled 'After the Gzneral Election!, a document which

includes the following remarkable passage:

"In the first two years of the ( comzmznist)) party's
existence they {its leaders) failed to seek footholds within
the Iabour Party. In that sense they by~passed the Labour
Party. Had it not been for their political experience which
Lenin clearly understood, as can be seen from his booklet
1Left Wing Communiem! they would have moved towards the Labour
Party end assisted in completing the task they had begun in
industry by strengthening the left-wing forces in that organi-

~ saticn. The SLL will guide'l“th‘ese workers towards the struggle
inside the Labour Party and avoid the misteke of our pradecessors
of the early 1920!s."

Today the WRP attempis to draw workers out of the Labour Party into its own
closed circle of activity, futile where it is not destructive. So much for the
lesgong of history! : ‘

The SLL's position on the labour Party and entry at the time of its foundation is
set out in the book 'The Bavtle for Socialism! by Peter Fryer. This book wasg not
Juet the work of Fryer, as iis author pointed out in a brief introductory note ~
"I express my thanks to the comrades who have helped me writing thiu bock by either
reading all or part of it and suggesting imp-ovements, as Micha 1 Banda, Brian
Behan, CGerry Healy, William Hunter, Patricia McGowan ... and Brian Pearce have
done ,..® (Thid, p.v) With this in mind let us review the book's position on

the clams nature of the Iabour Party, and the role of Marxists within it. On page
4, the Labour Terty is described as 'a working class party with leaders who have
abandoned socialist sims and policies ...', while on page 151 we read that !the
treachery of the Iabour Party leaders has made no diZference to the essential
character of the party they lead. It is the mass party of the organised working
class, created by the trede unions to represent Labour in Parliament ... It is

not only e reformist party, but also the political expression of the trade unions,!

'Political cxpression of the trade wnions'? 'Workiug class party!'? 'Mass party
of the organised working claass'? What opportunist heresy is this, appearing in a
book published by the SLL and escrutinised by none other than Healy himself?

Fryer's comments on entry would DIOVe no - less parp exing for the rank and file WRP
member today.'

- "Marxists have not learned the ABC #f their science if they do
not face the mass organisations of their clase - the trade
unions and the w,bou:r Party ~ pariicipate in their activities,
and in so doing test their owm policies. The building of a
new revelutionary leadership will be a 1000 times more
difficult if the revolutionary movement does not have roots in
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these mass organisations ... The leaders of the Iabour Party

follow the pro-capitalist policies of the right-wing trade

union leaders — but the party they lead is rooted in the

working class. 'Through it the mass of the ~workers assimilate

their political experience, irrespective of whether they

become individual members of it .. It s no good turning one's

back on the labour Party because its leaders are reformist,
' Before the workers will accept Marxists as pdlitical leaders

they have to test out various charlatans and demagogies. While

they are doing so it is worse than useless to build one's own

pure ivory tower of immaculate tMarxiem!. The place for

" Marxists is in the class struggle - and that inclydes the claas

struggle going on in the Labour Party ... Marxists are not

merbers of the Labour Party beceuse they entertain any illusions

about its leaders or about its possibilities as an instrument of

working class power. They have no such illusiors (though the

WRP October 1974 election slogan !force Fahour to carry out

revolutionary policies! suggests that +this is not the case with

acme of the present party leadership). On the contrary it is

the wost effective way of dispelling such illusions. Co-

existence with the right wing in a common organisation for a

certain period can heighten the struggles against that right

wing and, step by step, expose i1tg treachery before the workers

in practice ~ not by abstract denunciations from without but by :~eresa

concrete demonstrations from within of the lessons of each

strauggie and each betraysl cae®
TPryer iald dowm four conditions for entry work: n(1) The British ruiing class is
in crisis, and is lees and less able to rule than in the past; (2) the majority
of the working class is organised, in some form or other, in the Iabour Party;
(3) the right-wing leadership is in crieis, and the majority of the party's
active wank and file want a more left-wing policys (4) the revolutionary vanguard
is a very weak minority." (pp.151-152)
Whilst one can axgue that the conditions for entry cannot be set out in the form of
a blue-print, it is certainly trve thet conditions Neas. 2 end 4 would be paramount
in deciding the issue in so far as entry work in the British lebour Pacty is
concerned. And on those two alone, we mat conclude that the WRP should not have
been formed, and that ithe place of Trotskyists is fighting the reformist leadership
where it hurts them most — in the trede unions and the Labour Party.

.Behan and the WRP

This brief but representative survey of the archives brings us up to 1360, and
, the struggle with Behan. Healy would do the movement a pervice if he reproduced
21l the dccuments pertaining to thig faction fight, since they would show that he
has now teken up Pehan!s sectarien line and pushed 1t further even than its author
intended it to gos while the line then defended by Eealy and the SIL majority is
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now being denownced in Workers Press as 'revisionist!., We should note here that
this episcde in the movement's history has now become so embarmasiing to the Healy
leadership that Banda hed to misrepreeent Behan's real position in the pamphlet

'A Menshevik Thmasked'. There, Banda writes: !'In the sixties, a group around
Behen ~ meiniy buiiding workers ~ opposed the discipline of the party and 1ts 1ine
in the unions, and marched out under the tattered barmer of rank and filism! ,
(Tbid, p.6) This is in every way a iie. Behan supporters marched out under the -
lettist banner of launching the 'open revolutionary party!, to which Healy and
Banda were then opposed, and in fact proceded to set it up -~ the so-called
"Workers Party!, There was no dispute over the trade unions. The clash was over
the Labour Party, its class na.tu_i'e, and whether it should continue to be the centre
of the SLL's work. Healy said 1t should; Behan dis.a,greed,, Fiﬁally, Banda knows
full weil that Behan was not the cniy champion of rank and filism at that time.
The entire movement had, btegimning in the Autumn of 1958, and carrying right
through the noxt year, devoted considerable timwe and energy to setting in motion
a rank and file movement., This can easily be vsrified from a stvdy of the
movement!s prese of the period, and the main internal party dccuments. And we
ghovld add, the term 'rank and file'! was specifically used to denote the type of
movement baing built. But enough of Banda's rather tiresome falsehoods. The mein
guestion i8 how did the SLﬁ majority react to Beban's eecterianism? '

48 early as Mexch 9th, 1940, Healy t=ntatively enswered Behan's line when he wrote
in an internsl poiitical lebtter, that 'the main political orientation of the SLL
is townrds the ILabour Party! and that 'even if the Iabour Party split on the
guzstion of Clasuse 4, this dces not mean that the wing headed by Galtsiell cowld
automsiically twansforn itself into a capltalist party.! This latter statement is
excesdingly intoreatirg, and faces both its euthor and Gale with a difficuliy.

For if even a right wing rump led by Gaitskell could not have been ccrrectly
deseribsd es a 'capitalist party'!, then surely that implies two thingm. One, that
the Labour Perty aa it was than (1960, 46 years sfter its leaders supporied the
First World War) and is now, & workers! party with e1) the necessary qualificabions.
Secondly, that the quotation selected by Gale from Lenin is, on i%e own, .
inzufficient to give a rounded-out anzlysis of the Iabour Party, for in it Lenin
deacribed the British Iabour FParty as a capitalist party without any qualification.

“We could; if we wented to, pley an unkind trick on unsuspecting WRP members. We

could distribute to them, disguised as a WRP political letter, entire sections of
Behan'a msin dccument !'Draft Programme of the Minority Faction'!, and be reascnably
sure that the majority would presuvme it to be the work of the current party leader-
ship. It abounda in chatter about the 'comstruction of independent parties! and
the workers being in the process of freeing themselves from the grip of reformiem; |
of entry providing a 'cover! for the left reformists, and the need to {prepare |
for an open indepenient youth organisation.’ That is why we insist that Healy,
having expellnd Behan with the suppert of the great majorivy of the cadre and the
experienced lentrists! who had laid the foundations in the Sk, then became the

. |
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executant of Behan!s Programme.

The centrasl document of the majority in 1980 was that submitted by the London
Executive Committee, 'It Is Time T> Decide!. It traces Behan's sectarianism to
his Stalinist training in the Communist Party, and in turn, correctly sees this~ ]
as bearing the imprint more specifically of third period leftism, especially in

the CP's attitude to the lLabour Party. It is ironic that this analysis can, in

the light of subsequent events, be turned with equal force against Healy himself.
Agasnst the Stalinist line that the labour Party is a political vackwater, the

document insista:

"The medn arena (pf the sirugsle against reformiem))can only -
be in the mass organisation of the working class: the Lebour

Party ... One reascn for the formation of the SLL was to

recruit such workers {i.e. those from the CP) as fast as we

could and arm them with a strategy based on taking the

industrial struggle from the trade unions into the Iabour

Darty, which is the political reflection of the trade unioms,

there to seek political solutions." ’

'The politicel reflection of the unions'? Gale no doubt endorsed and fought for
tnis document. =e was correct to do so. What has he to say now on this formla-
tion, in view cf his recent conversion to the notion that the Labour Party is not
a workers! party?

Agsinst Apperatus Methods

We have foousel on the problem of the labour Party because, togethsr with the
queeticns of ths “ransitionsl Programme and the Fourth Internztionsl of which it
ig & netioral syrressicn, it comprises the nub of our differences with the Zealy

leadership. The implementation of the Transitional Programme is not just a question
of devising and firing cut slogans only, but of developing them in the coursse of
integrating the vanguard into the struggles of the whole class. Correct demands
facilitate this process, but cannot substitute for a correct strategic and

tactical orientation by the vanguard towards the traditional organisations of the
working cless: the trace unions AND the Iabour Party. The Healy leadevship is

fourfdering on the .. .1 rocks of the Four*h International and the Iabour Party. Ita ‘
insular, even chauvinist attitude towards the struggle for the former, and its
gectarian attitude to the latter, compromise two aspects of the same overall false R

orientation. Stealing bits from the platform of the Thornett Opposition will
solve no mcre problems for the WRP than did Stalinf®s filching of the Trotskyists
programme help to return the CPSU and the Comintern to Leninism.

As Comrade Thornett has by now probably become well sware, Healy is a past master
at forming a tloc with other forces in the movemsnt, squeezing them dry of ideas,
and then ditching them. He is incapable of establishing - gtzble, long-lasting
political relations either on a national or intermational scale. IHis entire
method militates against it, vhich is to seck to dominate his allies and




