April 11, 1977
Dear Jack,

Enclosed is a first draft of the introduction Nancy and I have been
working on to a collection of materials on the splits with Healy.

Since Nancy has not had time to seriously work on it as we had ori-
ginally planned, it needs some editing and more careful footnoting
and pebhaps a bit of more detailed imentation here or there.

Also originally we planned to deal with the 1963-1974 period o SR 1 ELE
which would required a certain amount of research on her part.

It is possible, however, to leave it as it is if comrades fe®l it is
effective enough this way.

In any event I think this ccntains a good deal of important informa-
tioﬁphich is simply not available. I suppose you remember Joe

made an accusation a number of years back about "the good name of
Trotskyism” in Britain. This is an attempt to give the document-
ation to that suspicion about Healy's internal regime which devel-
oped over many years.

Anyway let me know what you think before we proceed any further.

I am sending a copy to John Ross who expressed interest in the proje«
and has done some work on Healy's history. Also to Mark Jenkins

as these people are involved in a study of the whole histcry of
British Trotskyism. I was also thinking of Connie Harris who went
through the Behan business and may be able to shed a bit more light
on it. I gave a copy to Fred F. and may have an extra one to cir-
culate to whomever you feel should see it--like GeorgeM who knows
personally the 1950 perobd, or GB or Joe or whoever,——

Anyway at least we feel relief on getting it this far.

tim



By Nancy Fields and Tim Wohlforth
Over 1,000 people gathered in London on January 14,
1977 to express solidarity with Joseph Hansen and Geor
Novack of the Socialist Workers Party. These two comrades and
many others had been victimgg of an immense slander campaign
conducted by Gerry Healy of the Workers Revolutionary Party and
his supporting groups internationally in what is called the
"International Committee."
Healy had reached a new stage in his degeneration.

Long noted for the extremity of his polemics, he had dropped
polemics entirely in favor of accusations that his opponents
had some kind of ccnnection with the police agencies of the
capitalists or the Kremlin. Hansen and Novack were accused
of being "accomplices of the GPU." Healy had deVeloped the
theory that all his opposition, internal and external, was the
work of the police. He had gone over to the kind of slanders
used by Stalin against Trotsky and other critics. (1)

| Tim Wohlforth began his speech at the London meeting
stating: "In my opinion, the only kind of inquiry that we need,
really need, 1s an inquiry into how it can be that an organization
whiéh began and started out in the struggle against Stalinism,
in the struggle for Trotskyism, had ended up going over to the
method of Stalinism, Healy, like Stalin, has now started on a

paqu of slander and fabrication for which there is no end." (2)

This Education for Socialists Bulletin is a contribu-
tion to such an inquiry. The main body of the Bulletin contains
the central writings of the comrades around the world who have

brcken with Healy just prior to the launching of his slander
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campaign. It was Healy's inability to confront politically this
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required him to go over to
methods of Stalinist slander that now dominate his activities.

This was no minor crisis. Tim Wohlforth, founder of
his supporting organization in the United States, and Nancy Fields,
Political Committee member, were forced out of théﬂeadership in
September, 1974 aﬁd soon left the organization. Robin Blick,

foreign editor of the Newsletter and Workers Press, Mark Jenkins,

at one time editor of the Newsletter, and Betty Hamilton, a founding
member of the International Committee and long time political
associate of Healy, together formed the Bulletin Group in 1974
in order to clarify Healy's Workers Revolutionary Party from
the outside. The entire Western Region of the WRP, some 200
members under the leadership of Alan Thornett, were expelled in
late 1974. In 1975 Healy expelled'the founder of his Greek
Section together with one-half of its 200 members. Splits took
place in Portugal and Peru while important individuals broke
in Australia and Ireland.

Thege comrades do not now necessarily agree with the
SWP, nor even with each other. We feel, however, that their story
must be told just as they saw 1t at the time and their political
criticisms of Healy and his methods made known to the widest
working class public.

Certain themes emerge from this material. All the
oppositions, in one fashion or another, felt that Healy had bro-
ken with the method of the Transitional Program, the founding

document of the Fourth International. He had become a complete
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sectarian, substituting ultimatistic demands directed at the working
class for a serious, patient struggle to construct a revolution-

ary leadership in the class around transitional demands which

can mobilize masses in action.

All these comrades came up against the bureaucratic and
authoritarian regime within Healy's movement which denies the
possibility of minoritiés to exist within a party. By making it
impossible for the ranks of the party to correct the party this
regime both created the conditions for the political degeneration
of the party as well as defended by adthoritarian means the
degenerate politics from internal criticism and correction.

The basic assessment, therefore, of Healy's own comrades
in ENgland and in a number of other countries, is that Healy
has broken politically with the program of Trotskyism and organ-
izationally with Leninist party norms,

The purpose of this introduction is to make a contri-
bution beyond that made by comrades in the heat of the factional
battles in 1974 and 1975. These comrades have explained well
enough what happened and what was the real character of Healy's
political line in this period. The question which needs more
clarification is: What led Healy to his present point of degenera-~
tion? |

We believe that an objective study of the whole history
of Healy's group is necessary to answer this question. Such a
study shows, in our opinion, that the roots of Healy degeneration
go way back in his history. It will also show that degeneration
in regime preceeded political degeneration and created the

conditions for political degeneration. Finally, in our opinion,



4-4-4

the turning point in Healy's evolution was 1963, when he refu<ed

to participate in the process of reunification of the Fourth Inter-
national.

This decision in 1963 was (l1l)a break with international
collaboration which had been critical to the healthy side of Healy's
development since 1943 and (2) led to a sectarian ending of 17 years
of work within the British Labour Party. This is why we will con-
sentrate in this introduction on the factors in Healy's evolution
which led up to this fundamental break. The documentary material
included in this Bulletin on the splits of the 1974-75 period
explains quite sufficient;y the results of Healy's indépendent
course in the ten years since his break ffom the Fourth International.

We feel a study of the degeneration of Healy's movement is
important for at least four reascns. (1) It is essential for the
comradeé who have left Healy's movement so that they can complete
their break from those aspects of Healy's outlook and function-
ing which contributed to his degeneration and thus be in a positdén
to make a positive contribution to the buulding of the Fourth
International. (2) For the same reason, it is of great importance
for the comradesy who mistakenly remain within Healy's organ-
izations in different parts of the world. (3) Since Healy's
organization has been the main Trotskyist current in postwar
Great Britain, with every present current in England at one time
or another emerging from out of that organization, such a study
is a prerequisite to the further development of Trotskyism in
Great Britain. (4) Certainly features of Healy's evolution
have a commonality with the developments of other currents of

Trotskylsm in the postwar era and thus a study of Healy can be help-
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ful to the education of the entire world Trotskyist movement.

THE WORKERS INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE PERIOD

Brigéh Trotskyism did not begin with Gerry Healy.

Prior to Healy's joining the movement in 1937, the Trotskyistf§
had already passed through important pioneer work within the
British Labour Party and its centrist split-off the Independent
Labour Party. These groups , however, were weak, most

of the time.divided into several small groupings, and not well
developed theoretically or deeply involved in international work
and questions.

Prior to joining the Trotsﬁrist movment Healy had been
a member of the Young Communist League. Little is known of
this period in his life.

In the summer of 1937 Healy joined the Militant group
which worked within the British Labour Party. Soon after he
joined the Militant group fused with several other small groups
to form the Revolutionary Socialist League, the official section
of the Fourth International. (3) _

Shortly after joining the Trotskyist movement, Healy joined
a faction within the RSL headed by Ralph and Millie Lee. The Lees
were disturbed because the leadership of the RSL tended to give
some credence to slanders of the Stalinists against them which
followed them from South Africa where the couple had begun their
Trotskyist activity. Instead of fighting out this issue within
the RSL, the Lee group split prior to the Founding Conference

of the Fourth International taking Healy with them.
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The Lees formed the Workers International League. From
its origins it disagreed with the RSL on the critical question of
working within the BLP.

James P. Cannon, of the SWP, went to England as part of
the preparation for the Founding Conference to urge the Lee group
to attend the Conference and to orient towards a reunification
of the British Trotskyist forces. The WIL turned Cannon Sand
demanding that existing differences with the RSL over British
perpsectives be resolved prior to attendence at the_world conference
or reunification. Thus it placed questions of national significance
above the interests of the international movement.

The Founding Conference had a special commission on Britain
whlch (1) condéeped the WIL for not participating in the conference;
(2) corrected the RSL over the slander question; (3) recognized
the RSL as the official section in Engkand; and (4) urged the
WIL to reconsider its course and fuse with the RSL.(4)

The WIL functioned as a group outside the FI from 1938
until 1944. It was a very active group and carried on important
trade union work and grew considerably during the period. By
1944 it was larger than the official section.

It is very important to assess this WIL experience. 1In
two striking ways Healy's more recent evolution appears to express
a certain reversion to the political positions of the WIL. First,
of course, is the insular position the Lee group t.ok on the
question of the Fourth International. It was concerned only with
the British question and was quite'willing to go it alone inde-
pendently of the opinion and the needs of the Fourth International.

Secondly, the WIL rejected work in the British Labour Party
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in favor of open party work around the trade unions.

The policies of the WIL were an expression of certain
inherent weaknesses within the British working class itself.

They were an adaptation to, instead of conscious struggle against,
British conditions. These conditions persist in Britain. Thus
there is a social base for the reassertion of the political out-
look of the WIL in Healy's organization today.

The British labor movement developed on the basis of
Britain's world imperialist dominance. This labor movement was
nonetheless very militant and very powerful. Today it is the
most powerful labor movement in the world. However, from its
origins, 1t expressed a tendency to concern itself with the
narrow interests of British workers, a tendency permissible only
because of the relatively priveéledged position of these workers
because of British imperialist dominance.

This is not the only tendency in the British working
class. In Marx's day the leaders of the British union movement
collaborated with him in the first period of the construction
of the First International. ®his expressed a counter-tendency, a
revolutionary desire to struggle together with workers on the
Continent and in America. This was expressed most concretely in
the magnificent actions of the British industrial workers in defense
of the North in the American Civil War. Yet in the end the British
labor leaders capitulated to British imsularity and withdrew
from.the First International.

The Labour Party developed after the formation of unions
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and as a political expression of these unions. This has posed

an additional problem for the conscicus development of the Bri-

tish working class. British workers have a tendency to utilize the
BLP as a political instrument at election times and then, when
difficulties arise because of the reformist policies of the

BLP leadership, to fall back upon their older union form of
struggle.

Thus what can be called a syndicalist tradition exists

side by side with a social democratic political tradition. The
first, no matter how militant, can become a cover for the second
because it offers an alternative to political struggle by workers
against the BLP leadership. Only ﬁhrough such political struggle
can British workers develop revoluthbonary consciousness and a
mass revolutionary pafty be built.

The Labour Party entry tactic , if properly understood,
is rooted in this basic problem of the British working class,

It is not a matter of where it is easier to recruit or of
conjumctural questions. It is rather the question of how
best to e take the militancy of the wcrking class in the
trade unions into the BLP and direct it politically against

the reformist leadership of the BLP sc¢ that a layer of militant
workers can be won to the revolutionary party.

Because entrism flows from a perspective which conflicts
with the "natural" tendency of the worker, it was always been
posed to British revolutionaries from the '"outside," from the
intervention of the international movement. So it was with

Lenin in the period of the Third International. The history of
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British Trotskyism wunder Trotsky and after his death has been
essentially centered around the entry question.
This general problem of British working class politics
has been complicated further by the specific role of British
Stalinism. The early British Communist party was deeply infected
b#; petty bourgeois radicalism which is a sygmmetrical strand
within the British middle class to sanAicalism within the
working class. The British middle class radicals tended either
to import into the working class a disguised liberalism which scught
to dominate the working class and utilize it as a pressure point
fof reforms(fabianism) or its twin, a radical‘sectarianism which
abstained from real struggle and denounced reformism from the
outside. This latter trend reinforced the reformist hold on
the working class and fitted in rather well with synggicalist tend-
enciles within the working class. This trend would also
find expression time and time again in British Trotskyism.
However, in the period legqding up to the British General
Strike of 1926, the Communists made important ‘hroads into militant
layers of workers organized into a shop stewards movement. These
workers were seeking to break out of the reformist stranggehold
of the Labour Party, and had decisively turned towards internation-
alism under the impact of the world economic crisis. However,
Stalin's collaboration with the trade union tops during the 1926
strike was a blow against the development o4this cadre.
Nevertheless, it gave the British Communist Party an im-
portant base in the trade unions which it maintains to this
day. It has acted now for decades in the labour movement to

throttle its militancy,but when necessary to ride along with it,

but all the time seeking to prevent this union militancv fnom
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coming into direct conflict with the BLP leadership. Thus
Stalinism acts consciously at every point to bolster the backward-
ness of the British working class ana ¥ objectively strengthens
the grip of reformism on the working class.

Viewed from this perspective, the WIL clearly marked a quite
common expression of capitulation to British insularism and
syndicalism with a good dose of radical sectarianism from the
middle class thrown in for good measure.

Gerry Healy, schooled for‘five Yyears in WIL politics,
emerged as an independent tendency within the WIL in 1943. Then,
with the support of James P. Cannon and the SWP, he began a struggle
to bring about a fusion with the official section, the RSL, with
the aim in time of bringing the fused organization around to
a perspective of work within the Labour Party.

A unification with the RSL finally tcok place in 1944
leading t. the creation of the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP).
The Ex-WIL forces were dominant in the fused organization. These
ipcluded Jock Haston, who would lead thé RCP until he left the
Trotskyist movement in 1950, Ted Grant, who tcday heads the
Militant Group within the BLP, and Gerry Healy. John Lawrence,
who would later lead an important split from Healy's group in
1953, was one of the few leading figures of th#period to come from
the RSL.(5)

Healy fought from 1944 to 1947 as a small tendency, no

more than 30 to 40 people, within the RCP for an entry policy.(6)
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He received support for this position internationally from the

WD and after +ha war
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from the Euro
tional Secretariat of the Fourth International.

This created quite a difficult situation because the
me&ority leadership of the RCP under Jock Haston opposed entry
and was quite critical of the IS on a number of political issues.
The International leadership did not act precipitously in this
situation. It sought a solution which w(uld allow the entrist
faction to try out its tacticg while still holding on to the large
majority of comrades who might learn the error of their ways in
time.

In 1947 the International pr.posed to in effect split the
two factions into two groups, each recognized by the IS as sections.

Between 1947 and 1949 there were two recognized independent groups

in England affiliated with the Fourth International.

THE 1950 CRISIS OF BRITISH TROTLSKYISM

The year 1947 marks the emergence of Healy as head of
an independent section of the Fourth International. Healy's
strength in the next period wiuld be rooted in_his break from
traditional British lnsularism and his turn into the British
Labour Party.

These were not. easy years for British Trotskyism and
neither the RCP nor the Healy group prospered. The Labour
Party had come to power in 1945 on the basis of what was a world-

wide upsurge of the working class. Unlike its predecessors, the
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Labour Government did in fact carry out the essential elements of
its platform. It nationalized the ccal and steel industries and
instituted socialized med;cine and a series of other welfare
measures.

Of course this in no way changed Britain from being a cap-
italist state. 1In fact the coal Wationalization was quite help-
ful to British capital because it was no longer profitable and a
cheap source of ccal was needed by other sections of British
industry.

It did, however, foster illusions in the British working
class for a period. It seemed to many wcrkers at least scme slow
progress was being made towards socialism. At the same time wt@ld
capitalism was recovering internationally; Britain would share
in this boom but to a lesser extent than other major capitalist
nations because it had lost its former world dominant position
and its industrial complex was falling into decay when compared to
other capitalist nations. Nenetheless the real wages of British
workers began to rise and unemployment began tc fall.

This did not mean that industrial struggle ceased nor that
political struggle within the Labour Party ceased. It was, however,
not on a high level. Struggle would begin to pick up within the
BLP and within the unions by 1950 and reach an intensive level
under the 13 year Tory Government of 1951~1964/4

While Healy's group made only very slow progress between
1947 and 1949, the RCP, with its false perspective, was the
hardest hit. Demoralization developed within théprganization

leading to large losses in membership, a decay in finance, and a

mevi~ne nolitical disorientation in the central leadership around
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Haston. The Haston group had been a politically confused group,
cliquish in its leadership circles, carrying over in its own way
many of the characteristics of the WIL period. This does not

mean that Healy's group was free from the effects of the WIL
period or that its perspectives were that clear. Its strength lay
mainly in its correct decision to work within the BLP and its close
international relations.

On some issues Haston was a bit closer to the mark than
Healy. Haston had insisted upon the fact that a capitalis£
stabilization was taking place in England and internationally.
While in time he would draw extremely pessimistic conclusions from
this prediction, it must still be admitted that he was more correct
than kither Healy or the International on economic perspectives.

Healy had entered the BLP on the basis of a prediction
of immediate economic slump and a pre-revoclutionary situation.

This position was consistent with the outlock in the ;nterna-
tional generally at that time. He persisted in this outlook
right into 1949 when his group declared:

"We are entering a pre-revolutionary stage in the history
of British capitalism when the problems of power will be posed ever
more sharply before the workers and the revolutionary vanguard." (7)

This statement, even the phraseology, will sound quite
familiar to those who passed through Healy's organizations in
the 1960s!

The International Secretariat backed him up én this

question. On February 5th, 1949 the IS sent a letter to the
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RCP stating: "For example, we cannot subscribe to the idea that

the Labour Governsent has achieved ‘'stable economic and political
relations.'" (8) While the British economy had its special pro-
blems, the next period would produce a growth in capitalist pro-
duction, healthy profits, substantial trade surpluses, virtually

no unemployment, and with the aid of important industrial struggles,
a significant rise in workers' real wages. Politically the situa-
tion was sufficiently stable for the direct rule of the capitalists
through the Tories for 13 long years.

The Healy group in this peridd had no name. It came to
be known as the "Club." This remained its infcrmal name until
the Socialist Labour League was launched in 1959 after the longest
sustained deep entry in the h;ggary of thé world Trotskylist
movement. ‘

In 1949 the RCP leadership decided to fuse with the Club
and enter the British Labour Party.  The Haston leadership ne-
gotiated a fusion which gave a majority in the leadership bodies
to Healy's people. Thus ended th#period of two sections in England.
Healy emerged with the only official charter.

The leadership group in the RCP, around Jock Haston, had
decided upon an entry from a liquidationist point of view. They
wa@ﬁkd out of the Trotskyist movement. This position was not knomn
to the membership of the RCP. It was known to Ted Grant and
Jimmie Dean who were in the leadership at the time. They opposed
both Haston's liquidationism as well as the entry proposal. However,

they decided not to fight Haston on this question and thus to aid
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Haston in hiding from the membership his real perspectives. This
was an expression of the clique arrangements which had character-
ized the leading circles of the RCP.

The leadership of the Fourth International, however, sensed
the liquidationist direction of the RCP leadership frémt its
written material and sought to warn the membership about it: "We
have shown that pessimism in respect of the working classa and
liquidationism permeate this document. This pessimism and liquid-
ationism extend themsleves 1lnevitably to p;;ssimism and liquida-
tionism in respect to the vanguard to the Trotskyist movement,
the Fourth International and its sections." (9)

Immediately upon consumation of fusion Haston
and his closest friends deserted the organization for positions
in the right wing of the BLP_and trade unions. A few others also
dropped away. But those that remained made up clearly the
majority of the fused organization. Healy would soon tackle
this prcblem.

Healy was working extremely closely in this period with
Michel Pablo and the rest of the lgadership of the I.S. He
was to note this himself in 1953: "For the past few years I
have been extremely close to him [Michel Pablo] and have grown
to like him considerably.” (10)

In 1949 Pablo had developed the essential revisions of
Trotskyism which in a later period were called "Pabloism." He had
done this primarily through an impressionistic reaction to Tito's
break with the Kremlin in late 1948, He had concluded from this

the following: (a) that Stalinist parties can be transformed

into centrist parties; (b) that these centrist parties can create
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workers states which will have deformations but which do not
require political revolutions; (c) that these kinds of distorted
revolutions and deformed states will be the central characteristic
of the revolutionary process perhaps\for centuries; (d) and flowing
trcm this he began to urge Trotskyists to enter the Stalinist parties
in order to assist them along this revclutionary course.

Healy was one of the most enthusiastic supporters of this
outlook of Pablo's within the international movement. In 1949

Healy's entrist paper, Socialist OQutlook, began to uncritically

champion Tito. He participated in an international campaign to
send youths to Yugoslavia to participate in work brigades. Mi-
chael Banda, present general secretary of the WRP; was one of these
youth brigaders.

This created great uneasiness in the ranks of the organ-
ization, particularly among the section of the group which had
been in the RCP. This section had no 1nc1¥:nation to agree with
a political position simply because Healy proposed it. In fact
they had a critical attitude towards the international leadership
as well. This uneasiness over an adaptation to Stalinism--via
Tito--was increased by what appeared to many to be an internal
regime also similar to Stalinism.

The Korean War brought these matters to a head. The pos-
ition taken by Socialist Outlook on the war, while completely
coreect in its opposition to United States intervention under
U.N. cover, was also totally uncritical of the North Korean regime.Qo)
Further, the Korean War tended to encourage the cumrades critical

of Healy's and Pablo's adaptation to Tito, because Tito lent his

prestige to the imperialist camp in the war.
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This led to the development of two opposition groups,
both primarily coumposed of former RCPers. How these groups were
formed and what happened to them is of considerable importance for
undersranding modern British Trotskyism. Ted Grant headed one
group and Tony Cliff the other.

Toqﬁ? Cliff is a Palestinian who came to Britain in
1946 joining the RCP. By 1947 he had already developed the
rudiments of his state capitalist position which was published
as an internal d.cument within the RCPP It received little
interest and almost no support. By the time of fusion Cliff
had no more than 5 or 6 supporters.

In 1950 Cliff began to pick up strength within the C}ub.
His thesis that the degenerated workers states theory of Trotsky's
led inevitably to capitulation to Stalinism and to Stalinist
organizational methods seemed a more and more reasonable idea
as Healy passed through his Titoist phase.

The Ted Grant group was somewhat different. Grant did not
accept Cliff' view of state capitalism. However, he opposed Healy's
adaptation to Tito holding a position quite close to that the
SWP and Healy would take after 1953 on Stalinism in general:

"Idealizing and whitewashing the Tito leadership because
of their break with Moscow, the British leadership has suppressed
all fundamnetal criticism of this tendency, and regards Yugoslavia
in this light of a 'normal' proletarian dictatorship: i.e. a healthy
workers state with this or that minor blemish of no real import-

ance. Taking as a platform the fact that, since the break with
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Moscow the Tito leadership has been compelled to borrow many

of the arguments from the arsenal of Marxism in their criticism
of the Moscow oligarphy, they do not see the cocnflict as a reflect-
ion of the national struggle against oppression and the exploita-
tion of the Moscow bureaucrats and as one which was reflected
throughout Eastern Europe, and even within the boundaries of the
Soviet Union itself--the Ukraine, the Crimea Tartars, Volga Ger-
man Republic, etc. The only important difference being the
possibility of a succesgful ggsistence owing to the independent
character of the state apparatus in Yugoslavia.

"Despite gigzags to the left, partly demogogic partly sinc-
ere, the fundadgﬁtal basis of the regime in Yugoslavia remains as
before...socialism in one country (and tiwy Yugoslavia at that),
manoceuvring between world imperialism and the Russian bloc (only
thanisl to which Yugoslavia can maintain itself.) The regime re-
mains totalitarian--workers democracy does not exist." (11)

This political struggle came to a head at the July 1950
conference of the Club. The Club was organized in a highly con-
spiratorial, underground manner. No doubt s.me of this was nec-
essary to protect members against expulsibns within the BLP. But
it also was useful to Healy in creating an internal atmosphere
not very conducive to objective political discussion.

For instance, documents were given to cumrades by the
branch secretary and could be held on to for only one week at
which point they had to be returned. Contact between branches

was not permitted nor were area aggregate meetings allowed.



19-19-19

In preparation for the conference Healy carried through a
number of branch reorganizations. In each case the result
was to give greater voting strength to Healy's supporters. Several
key oppositional comrades were expelled prior to the conference.
These included Tony Cliff.

One day before the conference delegates were suddenly in-
formed it wculd not be beld at the announced hall. They were
to call a special number upon arr;ving in London. They were
given a new location and upon arriving had to knock on the deogr,
have their name checked against a list, and then were admitted.

To give the affair its appropriate touch of hysteria,
Healy opened the proceedings with the announcement that he
expected a police raid at any moment. Healy's ability at stage
managing the proper atmosphere fcr his intrigues was learned a
long, long time ago. |

To add the proper tone to the debate, Healy told Grant,
who proved luckier than Cliff and had made it to the convention,
to "go back to the dung heap of history where you belong." Then
to add to the process of clarification, Healy announced that
the main document of the Cliff group on state capitalism could not
be presented to the conference sinca its author had been expelled.
This was despite the fact that several of Cliff's supporters were
present and willing to speak to the resolution,

After the conference the éxpulsions began in earnest.
Jimmie Dean and Ted Grant were expelled, though we do not know
on what grounds. Percy Downy, a Cliff supporter, was expelled

for expressing his political positidn publically and all those

who opposed the Downy expulsion were suspended from membership.
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The end result of this process was the loss of around
100 people, about one hald of the membership and almost all the
former RCP comrades. The only prominent RCPer to remain with
Healy was Bill Hunter.

Let us now look at how Healy would assess this period

in his Problems of the Fourth International, one of his rare excur-

sions into his own history. AS we proceed with our‘history of
Healy we will see there is barely a statement in that pamphlet that
is not at least one-sided and distorted. No wonder it is not
footnoted. Here is what Healy says about Granﬁ:

"T{e SWP members were especially helpful to E;g?uring the
period between 1943 and 1949 in the struggle againstjAHastou clique.
This group, which comprised a majority of the English Trotskyist
organization, was led essentially by Haston, his wifelluldred Haston
and Ted Grant. The Hastons deserted in 1950 and moved towards
agreement with the right'wing of the Labour Party.

"grant, however, did not take this road. Although he had
been the ;olitical attorney for Haston, he could ndt bring him-
self to agree with the latter's liquidation into the Labour Party.
At the same time, he could not bripg himself to publicly denounce

k

Haston's disertion from the Trotsdkyist movement.

- "When it was proposed on the Political Bureau early in March
1950 that Haston should be expelled for his renegacy, Grant abstained
The man is an incorrigable opportunist.
"It was for this reason that Grant was expelled from the
Trotskyist movement at the Third World Congress of the Fourth In-

ternational om August 1951. Ernest GErmain proposed the resolution

for his expulsion and it was carried unanimously, on the grounds
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that Grant was a renegade. Even Pablo, who at that time was @’a}ready
scheming to expel a majority of the French section, supported

the expul .ion." (/:i )

The first part of this statement is essentially correct add
verified by independent sources. Grab? was part of the Haston
leadership, he did oppose Haston's course, and as we have shown
Clearer than Healy's confusing statement he hid his differences
with Haston from the RCP membership at the time of fusion with
the Club. We have no independent information on the question of
an expulsion motion in May 1950 exCept that Haston was no longer
a member of the Club at that time so it cculd only have been a matter
of expelling someone post-humously so to speak. (13)

The remainder of the statement is quite strange. The
Fourth International is not generally involved in expulsions of
individuals. Clearly Grant was already expelled by Healy by the
time of the ThirA World Congress. The action Healy refers to could
only be the Third Congress' decision to support Healy in the matter
and turn down Grant's appeal.

Even more interesting S; is Healybfailure to mention the
content of Grant's dispute with Healy at the time. This would be
clearly embarassing by the time Healy would recount this incident.
Whyﬁp was Grant expelled--for his political views , for his
"opportunist'jcopduct?

The mention of Pablo is even stranger. Why the phrase
"gven Pablo"? Why should Pablo object to expelling an individual
whose views were highly critical of Pablo and quite similar in

many respects with those of the French majority which, Healy states,

Pablo was already at wcrk trying to expell?
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Here is what Healy writes on the Cliff group:
"Delegates from Cliff's group proposed to our annual
conference in August 1950 that we denounce the North Koreans as
being just as responsibile for the war in Korea as the United
States Imperialistse. Th;s position was overwhelmingly rejected

by the delegates with one notable exception~-Grant.

"He attended the conference as a delegate and when the vcte

was taken against Cliff, he abstained .

"After the conference, the Cliff group then proceeded to
open disruption of thqh;jqrity conference decisions. On the
Birmingham and St. Pancras Trades Councils they proposed resclutions
denouncing the North Koreans as being as equally responsible for
the war as the Ameriqah imperialists.

"Naturally we expelled them immediately.” (/%)

First note that Healy refers to "delegates from Cliff's

group" and not to Cliff putting forward a posifion at the 1950
conference. He seeks to hide the fact that Cliff was not pre-
sent because he had been expelled prior to the counference. He also
neglects to mention that these delegates were denied the right to
present Cliff's resolution on the question to the conference.
He mentions people being expglled for putting f(rward publically
their state capitalist position ghdreingrexpelled but he faiss
to mention those purged from th#organization simply for refusing
to vote for the expulsions,

What conclusions can we draw from this experience?

(1) Healy did not in 1950 represent a pof:;tical current

distinctive for its Trotskyist orthodoxy. To the extent that he
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was distinctive at all within the International politically it was
for his abject loyalty to and support for the positions of Michel

Pablo. At this point in his development clearly Healy represented
an activist tendency receiving its political ideas, more or

less uncritically, from an internafional source.

(2) Healy acted in this period in a manner which organ-
izationally obstructed political discussion. This makes it
impossible after the events to really know whether or not the
Cliff Group and the Grant group could have remained within the
section, despite differences, or whether class pressures were in
fact pushing them to break with the movement. 1In this respect
we should note that in the same period there existed within the
SWP a state capitalist group, led by J.R. Johnson(C.L.R. James)
which took a similar position to Cliff on the Korean War. It
was not expelled but left the party of its own accord. A small
section of this group, led by Art Fox(Albert Philips) remained
within the SWP until 1965. Also, a leading party comrade,
who belonged to #who faction or tendency, John G, Wright, ﬁeld a
critical attitude towards Pablo's views on Yugoslavia. He
was not only not expelled but died a few years later as a loyal
productive contributor to the leadership of the SWP.

(3) Healy emerged from this crisis with approximately what
he went into it with. He proved incapable of assimilating into
his organization any sizable number of comrades from the RCP. This

would prove to be a pattern with Healy.
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THE BEVANITE PERIOD

It is necessary to breifly tregf Healy's entry work in
this period. In December of 1948 Healy gathered together some
left elements in the BLP and formed a publishing society to put

out a monthly publicatiom called Socialist Outlook. This was what

is called an "entristt' paper. That is, it was considered a

Labour Party paper much like the Tribune and it featured prominent-

ly a number of articles which expressed left reformist politics

as well as some of a Trotskyist political line. However, Healy
completely controlled the apparatus of the paper from the be-

ginning and the Club #amembers were thq backbone of 1its c@@culation. (15)

Healy also published an oﬁgn rrbtskyist theoretical
journal called Labour Review. This, however, came out very in-
freguently. Socialist Outlook toock the mabn energies of the group.

At the June, 1949 Blackpool Conference of the Labour
Party, the Club initiated, with a whole group of prominant leftists
within the party, a group known as Socialist Fellowship. This
effort involved such people as Ellis Smith, head of the Pattern~
makers Union, and MPs like Fenner Brockway, Tom Braddock and Ron
Chamberlain. The group's platform tended to express a left
reformist approach while the organization from the beginning was
under Club control.

The Fellowship grew as did the circulation of the OQutlook
because a left development was just beginning in the BLP and there
was a political void. Aneurin Bevan had yet to come out clearly as
a left alternative to the right wing leadership. The Tribune in

that period had close financial ties with the Transport & General
Workers Union headed by arch right winger Arthusr Deakin. This
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tended to dampen its leftism a bit.

The Korean War then intervened. TEts first effect was to
bring about a break within the Fellowship with Ellis and Brdﬁaway
supporting the U.N. intervention and the%thers opposing it. How-
ever the Korean War had the effect of deepening the divisions
within the leadership of the BLP. The right wing became more and
more complicit with U.S. imperialism and the arms budget went up
at the expense of social services. Aneurin Bevan became dissideht
seeking some kind of neutralist alternative to alignment with the
U.S. and fighting for socialist policies within Britain.

Then another event of considerable importance occurred--
the revival of the Torles. Already in municipal elections in
1949JTory strength was gaining at the expense of the Labour Party.
A general electiom in February 1950 returned the Labour Party
to power with only a slim & seat majority. Then in another
election in October 1951 the Tories won a majority of the
seats in Parliament though still polling only a minoi@ky of the
votes. The Tories were able to sustain g« vernmental power for
the next 13 years.

This Tory victory was in no sense a decisive defeat of
the British working class. The Labour vote in the period was 14
million, the largest any party had received in British history.
The trade unions remained strong and the Tories were unable to
seriously dismantle any of the major gains of the preceeding
Labour Government in the course of their 13 year; rule,

Struggle persisted within the trade unions as the rank

and file fought their 1eaderships.¥b 4nsure the wcrkers' share
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of the general prosperity of the period. At the same time
Bevamism developed into a‘powerful movement within the BLP
with broad support within the working class. This expressed
not only the concern of workers to maintain and improve their
living standards but deep opposition to world imperialism's
policies--a genuine anti-war sentiment witﬁin the wirking class
itself. Thus England of the 1950s was a lot better place for
the development of the revolutionary movement than was the
McCarthyite United States/e

In 1951 Anewrin Bevan and his supporters broke from
the Labour Party Shadow Cabinet sparking a powerful left move-
ment within the party. This brought about an influx of members
into the party reflecting a desire within the working class
to fight the right wing leadership both of the unions and of
the party.

The Club responded strongly tethis movement. While

maintaining their separate identity around Socialist Outlook

(The Socialist Fellowship had been banned), they became
strong, but critical supporters, of Bevan. This movement
allowed them to change their paper into a foutnightly and then
a weekly. This led to recruitment to the Club both within the
party and from industrial work. At one point they became main
campaigners within the Constituency parties for pro-Bevan
delegates to the party's convention.

This kind of wcrk persisted until the Socialist
Outiook was banned in 1954. From 1954 until 1957, when the

Newsletter was launched as an open journal geared to the

dissidents within the Cp, the Club had no regdé?r organ entrist
=
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or open. It sold Tribune. Healy's group had no formal name until
the Socialist Labour League was formed in 1959.
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experience which have a bearing upon the main theme of our inquiry.

(1) The w.rk was conducted on the basis of close interna-
tional collaboration. In 1950 George Novack was in England and
collaborated on a day-to~day basis with the group in its work. #e
even wrote several articles published under Healy's name. Rela-
tions were also close with the International Secretariat and Michel
Pablo. Pablo was becoming an advocate of his own form of ent;ism
and thus had only praise for Healy's work in that period. Thus
the successes of th7£eriod were not simply due to Healy's ability
but also to the work of the International.

(2) The work required extreme fggxibility. It would be
very difficult, indeed, to see in Healy's conduct in this period
any trace of ultimatism, sectarianism, or ultraleftism. These
tendencies, which developed so strongly particularly after 1963,
were by no means due to some inherent quality or original sin,
on thgbart of Healy. Th‘s period represented a definite shift
away from the methods and outlook of the WIL on the basis of
international collab%éhtion.

(3) Wwhile tactically flexible, Healy was always organiza-
tionally extremely solid and hard. He would maneuver with all sorts
of people but he maintained organizational ccntrol wherever possible,
built a tight entry party, always had an Organizing center for his
operation--usually a print shop. The 1950 expulsions suggest
that Healy maintained organizational tightness in a very personal

Firmness in politics

way, rather than in a sclid political way.



28-28-28

was not that evident in this period. Firmness in organization

was. This had a positive side to it--a party building approach which
weuld distinguish Healy's work from other entry experiments on

the Continent. But there is at least some evidence it had a

negative side to it--a tendency to subsitute perscnal dominance

for political struggle in maintaining the ckhesiveneés of the
section.

(4) Healy's entry work alwéys proceeded side by side with
important industrial work. Healy himself correctly points out this
characteristic in a later period , (16) In fact British
Trotskyism in the early postwar period appears as a whole to have

been largely a working class movement. Even the Cliff and Grant

TSI

opposit;fggw}on groups were largely working class in composition.
Cliff's sﬁpporters, who were expelled, were expelled for raising
their positions within trades councils.

(5) Labour Party work and trade union work require much
attention to maneuvering. This is necessary tactical work but
it is not the best environment for the development of princepled
revolutionaries. we wiil see that Healy's approach to princepled
political issues in the next period would show signs of ah
emphasis on dmmeuver at the expense of political cdarification.

Could his 17 long years within the BLP have left its political

mark on Healy in this respect? We think sc.
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THE L1953 BPLIT

The mythmakers at Clapham High Street have devoted ccn-
siderable efforts to distort Healy actual role in the 1953 split
in the Fourth International which created the International
Committee.‘ They seek to create a picture of Healy's actions in
that period more in keeping with his present pretensions to be the
world's foremost battler against Pabloite revisionism than with
the facts.

The truth 1§ a bit different. Healy had developed except-
ionally close relations with Pablo in the postwar period. We have
already noted Healy's enthusiastlic endorsement of Pablo's views
on Yugoslavia in 1949. At the time some in the SWP took a more
cautious approach and some even an openly critical one. We have
also recounted the strong endorsement the Third Congress gave Healy
ih relation to Grant. It took the same approach to Cliff.

Between 1950 and 1953 the relations between Healy and Pablo
appear to have been extremely warm, personally close, and polifically
uncritical on the part of Healy. While Germain(Mandel) originally
opposed Pable's bureaucratic actions against the French majority,
Healy enthusiastically endorsed them. There was probably few
people in the International Mpvement of the time less prepared
personally for a break with Pablo than Healy.

Healy, also, had close political associations with the
SWP. There was no basis at that time to see. 1in this any contra-

diction. Healy had ccllaborated closely with Cannon in his strug-

gle with Haston over a number of years. George Novack had spent

time in England working intimately with Healy in 1951. Ssam Gordon,
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a former SWP leader, worked closely with the group throughout the
period.

There was an important political element in this relation-
ship. Healy's group, as we have noted, was very tightly organ-
ized and was deeply committed to "party building”. At the same
time it was a proletarian organization and developed much of
its work on the basis of a study of the SWP and its history.

It was quite possible in th%period for Healy t¢ model himself
after the SWP's party building working class traditions and see

no conflict between this and Pablo's theories and methods. Many
in the SWP at the time did not see such a conflict.‘ It is also
now clear that Healy's methods of "party puilding" even at this
point in his development diverged from those of the SWP in the
personal character of the group and Beaiy's way of handling polit-
ical oppositions. But, at the tihe, if was difficult to discern
this from the United States. |

What is clear from the published material of the time
is that Healy supported Cannon over the issue of Cochranism. (17)
He recognized this tendency as a-liquidationist one and had
no sympathy with it. He did 32£ begin at all with the interna-
tional issues posed by Pablo's political development. In this
respect his response was basically similar to that of the SWP
leadership at the time.

Today he seeks to give a different impressiqn. His
intellectual attorney, Cliff Slaughter, writes:

"From the beginning of the fight against Pablo, different

tendencies can be discerned among the forces which soon formed

the International Committee. The letters by G. Healy show how
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the British leadership entered the fight in an endeavour to carry
forward the building of sections of the InternaTional and to edu-
cate its cadre in struggle against liquidationism.

"The attitude of the SWP leaders was markedly different.

By the summer of 1953, they were faced with a Pabloite faction in
their own camp. Cannon, having endorsed Pablo's positions through-
out the period following the Third Congress, now swung around and
prepared for aqbrganizational break. The SWP leaders, imbued with
pragmatism, were incapable of taking the fight beyond a re-state-
ment of orthodoxy. It was the British section in particular, basing
itself on the fight for revolutionary leadership in the working
class, that was able to bring out the importance of the differences
with Pablo and take the split as the starting point for new
theoretical development." (18)

This is pure mythology!

Healy began with support to the SWP leadership}struggle
against Cochranism and not with Pablo and Pablo's theoretical
views. To the extent that differences arose on minor points
between Healy and the SWP as the struggle escalated in every
case 1t was a question of Healy holding back from a political strug-
gle with and break from Pablo.

On February 19, 1953 Gerry Healy wrote a letter to
various leaders of the SWP. "First,'" Healy states, 'the wa§ is
getting very near." (19) This phrase did not express any sharp
break with Pablo's war-revolution thesis. Then he informs
the SWP leadership: "Some very serious work in the mass movements

is being done now, and in France in particular." (20) This was
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a reference to the official section in France, led by Pierre
Frank, which was implementing Pablo's "entrism sui generés."

"My first feeling, therefore," Healy proceeds, "is one
of extreme worry-—--are we threatened with another international
split? If so we must avoeoid it at all costs. Our movement must
not go into the war, smashed up and divided." (21) If the 1953
split, just six months away, was the mpst fundadg@tal break of all
time, then surely Healy was not yet ready for it.

Nor was he particularly critical of Pablo's leadership of
the FI. "I am fully aware that our secretariat has some defects,

(22)
but it is‘the best-~the very best we have ever had." AHealy no doubt
drew this conclu;ion from its proﬁiéééty to support him in Britain
up to this point in time.

Healy came out cleaf as a bell on the question of the Tﬁird
Congress: "I realize that there may be scme comrades in your
majority who oppose the 3rd Congress resolulion on Stalinism.
That is a complication. Negativism on this point could vety well
feed people in the Cochran camp who may be dithering about on the
Stalinist issue. We must have clarity all around, no matter whose
toes may be trodden on. For instance: S (S7am Gordon) here took it
upon himself to bring to G's notice that he opposes the 3rd Con-
gress on Stalinism. O.K., but it is not our line and we should
certainly defend the line of the International if called upon to
do so." (23)

If, according to Slaughter, the origins of the SWP's "prag-

matism" lies in the SWP's refusal to connect up Cochranism with the

line of the Third Congress:, then what judgement must we make of

Healy?
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The truth is that only a few people saw this connection
at the time. There is evidence that within the SWP there had been
some disquiet over the positions Pablo had been developing and
for some period of time. There is no evidence of any such disquiéY
on the part of Gerry Healy himself or anyone else in his section
after the expulsion of Cliff and Grant. This dces not quite
fit Slaughter's pt@ture of these events.

There was one man in England who saw this connection and
it wasn't G. Healy. It was Sam Gordon and Healy saw Gordon as
a "complication" whose "toes may be trodden on." Actually
Gordon was to play an important role in bringing Healy along,
step by step, into the struggle with Pabloism,

Healy began his first gingerly entrance into the struggle
in May, 1953. He was already clearly identified as a sympathizer
of the SWP majority in its fight against Cochran but in every
other respect a loyal supporter of Pablo, At an I,E.C. meeting
that month Healy made some minor criticisms of a draft resolu-
tion on recent developments in Russia. This brought about a
rather extrgme reaction from Pablo.

Gordon describes the situation:

"Burns (Healy) is very much wérried about the whole sit-
uation and feels his own responsibiliﬁi::} rather
strocngly. Organizationally he has always gotten along well with
Jerome(Pablo), likeAhim a good deal; now he feels that J. does not
know what he is letting himdelf in for, that he is up in the clouds,
suffering terribly from isolation. He wants to save Jercme, he

says, from 'cutting his own throat.' He therefore intends to

pursue a very cautious course." (24)
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Healy shortly wrote his own letter t¢ the SWP cutlining his
concern for PAblo and his hope to save him. (25)
Gordon goes on to comment on the situation created by
Healy's position:
"It goes without saying that I sympathized with him in the
position he is in, although I expressed the opinion that I would
be very firm and frank politically first of all and fit in the organ-
izational problem within this framework. He replied that he had his
own method. of handling such a situation, and we left it at that." (26)
Healy's method soon proved to be to try to avoid as long
as poscibie being firm and frank politically. Clearly, this was
partly due to his own political confusion on the issues involved
in the'struggle with Pablo. It also revealed a "method" of
approaching politics that suggésted he learned a bit too much
about maneuvering during his entry work in the Labour Party.
Even Healy's weak criticisms in May led Pablo to line up
John Lawrence to fight Healy internally. Healy persisted
in seeking to try to cdmpromise with Lawrence right into August.
When the new documents were presented in preparation for the
Fourth Congress, which carried forward the same line as
the Third Congress documents, Healy refused to vote against
these documents or to amend them, voting instead to send them
out for discussion
Thi}s conduct towards Lawrence stood in sharp contrast
to the impatient factional response he had to opposition groups
in 1950. Lawrence had been a key figure in Healy's Labour Party

work and Healy saw him as a close collaborator, a part of his

coterie around himself. And Pablo stood behind Lawrence afd Healy
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resisted as long as possible a break with Pablo.

Healy was forced into struggle only when Pablo uped the
vottage and sought to place Healy under international discipline
to defend Pablo's line within the British group. When Healy reﬂgged
to ac%g%k this bureaucratic proposal, Pablo threw his weight open‘/
behind a drive by Lawrence to take the organization away from Healy.
This, of course, is where friendship ends with Healy.

These events occurred in August, 1953. Lawrence's strength
within the leading committees of thekrganization and on the editorial

board of Socialist Outlook was no minor matter. Healy had only

a slim majority on the Executive Committee and carried the National
Committee by 11 to 6. The editorial board had to be reorganized

to reflect Healf‘s NC majority. Healy almost lost his print shop.
This illustrates the extent to which ﬁhose in the top leadership

of the British group could be won to Pablo's views. Healy never
released figures on how many members of the Club were expelled or
dropped away in tha?period. We would not be surprised if the losses
were‘at least as substantial as those incurred by the SWP.

Certainly this development suggests that there had been polit-
ical weaknesses in the central group around Healy for some time.
Organizational firmnéss had not been accompanjed by the political
training of the cadres. Of course, a big respowsibility for
this situation lay with the political revisionism emanating from
the European center since 1949. Yet it suggests a cadre not
yet developed to independ%ély think through political matters.

This problem was not, of course, exclusive with Healy's group, but

it certainly brings into question Slaughter's attempt to give

this formation apy special political acumen prior to 1953.
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GERRY HEALY AND THE INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE

Gerry Healy has gone to considerable lengths to distort
and obscure his real role as part of the International Committee
between 1954 and 1961. The purpose of these distortions is to pre-
sent a picture of Healy as a consistent opponent of reunification
and perhaps even a major theoretician of anti-Pabloism. (26)

The real story is quite different.

The International Committee was formed in the immediate
aftermath of the Open Letter issQed by the SWP in November, 1953.
It was composed of Healy's Ciub, the Prench PCI(Majority) led by
Bleibtreau and Plerre Laﬁbert, and a small Swiss section. It
was soon joined by Peng, who represented the Chinese section in
exile and was resident in Parig, and the Canadian section led by
Ross Dowson, which had suffered a split of Cochranite supporters
led by his brother Murray. A little later an important group in
Argentina led by Moreno joined as well as a significant group in
Chile led by Luis Vitale. Neither group had much contact with
the IC during this period. The SWP, barred from membership
by the Voorhis Act, played a very active role in its political
development.

Gerard Bloch, of the PCI, was the first International
Secretary of the IC. After a year or so he was replaced by
Gerry Healy. Healy heid the poét'until the reunificatioh in
1963. \diﬁlﬁgl/

The International Committegﬂhave any organized

structure, apparatus, and only a limited political life as

an international formation. It never had a single full time
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functionary, an oftice, a pi'blication, discussion bulleting
'lybrudUCed very few resclutions and never held an international
conference. IC meetings were held--usually attcended by the
British, French and Peng--and a considerable amount of ccrres-
pondence circulated. The meetings and the correspondence wgg €
primarily ccncerned with the question of relations with the
International Secretariat headed by Michel Pablo. Important
documents were written by sections and submitted for discussion
within the IC but there is little evidence any serious internatiopal
discussion was ever held.

There were serious objective difficulties which partly ex-
plains this situation. Particularly McCarthyism made international
travel anqbarticipation on the part of the SWP very limited. Yet
there were clearly other factors at work. Above all, we think,
there was a political confusion on exactly what the IC was. The
very fact that the main discussion point within the IC from 1954
until reunification was always the question of relations with the
IS suggests that that split had an unfinished character to it and
this contributed to a hesitency over giving the IC too much
of an international structure.

We also believe certain autarchic tendencies set in
the various sections of the IC., A sentiment developed to simply
proceed with one's own work in one's own country and leave
international matters largely to a later date. There is no
evidence that Healy in any way resisted this tendency.

And he was, after all, the man in charge of the IC

during most of this period. There is scme evidence that Peng wished
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tor more of a lite within the IC and met resistence on this
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The first dispute to break out in the newly formed IC
centered over a parity commission whdéch had been establdshed with
the IS for the purpose of furthering international discussion.
Thi« occurred in 1954 following a request for s.'ch a committee
by the LSSP. In that period the LSSP held positions close to
the IC on the question of Stalinism but had refu<ed to break with
the IS.

Healy had negotiated this ccmmission and held in that
period a very high opinion of the LSSP. Healy saw the committee
basically as an effective maneuver aimed at winning the LsSsP
over to the IC. He did not see it as a method to achieve unifica-
tion with the IS.

The SWP at first supported this initiative but then
thought better of it. It was their position that the IC had
first to clarify itself and through that process break the
healthéyr elements from the IS rather than engage in any
maneuver now which would be interpreted by some as a road to
quick reunification. Healy, after the exchange of a couple of
letters, came over to the position of the SWP on the métter.

Peng took a differenY position., He str¢ngly favored
the parity cummission becau<e he strongly favored reunification.
He viewed the split from the IS of its extreme wing--Lawrence,
Mestre, Clarke--as a sign that there was now a bais for fusion

‘with the IS. He also maintained a sharp political criticism of

Pablo's views on Stalinism and of his organizational methods.
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The French were adamently opposed to the parity committee
idea from the beginning. Because of their bitter experiences
with Pablo, this would be their orientation throughout the
period. When the matter finally came to a vote at an IC meeting,
Healy moved the SWP proposal and only Peng voted against.

Healy later saw his minor tactical difference with the
SWP as the seeds of his later political break: "From that
moment it was clear that an even more serious conflict was brewing
between the International Committee and the SWP." (27) This appears
a little absurd. The position of the SWP at the time--clarify
the IC first, consider unification later--would be the position of
Healy in the 196163 period. I# the SWP had insisted upon Healy's
position then a slight case might have been made. But the opposite
was the case.

We can only conclude that what Healy objected to was
listenning to the opinion of another party, a force outside Engladd,
and perhaps being convinced by it. In this sense we can see
some seeds of future developments in this swall ingiatent-—a deep
reskéatment Healy may have been developing to having to collaborate
with anyone outside himself.

As far as the content of Healy's proposal, it had all the
earmarks of maneuverism. A proposal for a parity committee

is a step towards unification. It should be based politicallwy

on a common agreement that there is a political basis in princeple
for the end result of the committee~-reunification. Healy favored
the prcposal but opposed the end result. Healy wuvuld persist

in this maneuveristic method again when the parity committee proposal
came up in 1957 and would himself propose a parity committee in

1962 at a time when he was werking might and main against unification
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Perhaps Healy's much touted '"method" i~ .the method of
!
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in-fighting
in the Labour Party.

The next effort in the IC was the production of discussiop
material aimed at fulfilling the task of arming the IC politically
prior to any renewed efforts on the IS front. Peng wrote an assess-—
ment of Pabloism. The SWP produced a general resclution on the
world situation, one on the colonial world, and one on China.

Healy produced a short resolution on "Suez and its Aftermath."

All this: material reflected the same general line. It
took a hard, uncompromising line on Stalinism, recognized the
capitalist boom and the problem it posed for the movement, and
noted the progressive character of the colonial revolution without
adapting to the bcurgeois nationalists. Healy's resclution even
went out of its way to note the new stirrings among the Black masses
in the United States and to assert the critical role Blacks wculd
play in the American revolution.

There is every indication that these resolutions represented
the thinking of the IC as a whole and Healy in no way distinguished
himself thecretically at this point of the development of the IC.

No sooner had these resolutions been completed thaf/ the
crisis of Stalinism came to a head in the 20th Party Congress, the
Polish events and the Hungarian Revolution. The SWP responded to
these events immediately and strongly. In fact the basic resclu-
tion of the SWP together with the speeche¢g of James P. Cannon
represent an important theoretical acquisition to the Teéotskyist

understanding of Stalinism which deserves to be revived and
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studied atfresh by the world movement today. It was without a doubt
the most positive result of the principled struggle in 1953.

The theory of "self-reform''" of the Stalinist bureau-~
cracy, so popular within the Fourth International in 1953, was
tested and proven completely false by the ccncrete events in
Poland and Hungary. Just as the Paris Commune showed Marx and
Engels in life just how a workers revolution wculd take place and
what kind of state it would produce, so the Polish and Hungarian
workers showed world Trotskyism the same as regards thd political
revolution.

In both countries workers organized their own independent
councils to fight the bureaucracy. In Poland the liberal section
of the bureaucracy, headed by Gomulka, consciously acted to
defuse this workers council development and restabilize bureau-
cratic rule without open Soviet tropps intervention. In Hungary ,
the sgltuation was too vollt‘le for Nagy to carry out the same
tactic. Nonetheless, in the course of the struggle against
Soviet troops, Nagy made unwarrented concessions to the capital-
ists by calling for United Nations intervention, while the brunt
of the resistence came from the independent councils of workers.

Clearly the bureaucracy may make ccncessions to the masses
but it makes these concessions only to prevent a political revo-
lution, to maintain bureaucratic rule in difficult times. Tt is
this bureaucracy, not the independently organized workers,
which is the source of the restorationist threat. Individual
Communist Party members can and did go wholeheartedly over to the

side of the wcrkers. But no section of the bureaucracy can be
T D R

expected to do so.



These ideas, developed by the SWP, were reprinted and util-
ized by Healy as his basic line in his successful interven ion
in the crisis of the British Stalinist party. Healy, himself, added
nothing of his own. He was dependent upon the SWP for ideas and
theory just as in an earliervperiod he had been dependent on Pablo.

Beginning in 1957 new efforts were made towards reunifica-
tion. This time the initiative came from the SWP. The SWP noted
the break of the extreme Pabloites from the IS in 1954. They felt,
however, that more time and the test of events was needed to discern
exactly where the IS was headed politically. The 20th Party
Congress, Poland and Hungary had been that test of events. In the
eyes of the SWP, the response to those events by the IS had been
similar to that of the IC and thus the political positions of the
tmm?nternational factionslwqreSQQQWing closer together. This gave
a political basis to moves towards reunification.

Healy did not openly oppose this reunification move though
he tended to give greater stress to existing political differences
than did the SWP. However, he acted in a manner designed to dis-
courage reunification.

He published ag/ article in his internal bulletin by Bill
Hunter (W. Sinclair) entitled "Under A Stolen Flag." The article
sought to make a case that the political differences with the IS not
only had not lessened but actually had grown deeper.

Then he took a very factional artitude towards the Grant
group which had recently affiliated with the IS. He insisted,
as the price for fusion, that the group openly repudiate the

political positions of the IS. Obviously if fusion could take

place between an IC and IS section in a particular country only
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on the basis of repudiating the international positions of the

IS, this meant that on an international scale unification was com-
pletely out of the questiom.

Here we have another example of Healy's '"method." If, as
Sinclair had asserted, the political positions which lay behind the
split in 1953 were now wider apart, then the only conclusion one
can ccme to is that any prcposal for reunification is out of the
question. Healy then should have simply openly opposed reunifica-

tion. Instead he acqﬁﬁred the SWP proposals and maneuvered with

them.

What was the actual situation at the time politically? We
feel an objective study of the material published on all sides,
including Sinclab@'s article, backs up the thesis that the IS
had clearly retreated from the extreme\positions on Stalinism
taken in 1953. However, the IS still insisted that it had been
politically correct in 1953 and made no s&é&-criticism. And important
elements of Pablo's pro-Stalinist thinking can be found throughout
the documents of the IS of th#period alongzﬁide quite orthodox
Trotskyist positions. These contradictory positions no doubt
reflected contradictory trends within the IS formation.

Then we must consider the IC side. The IC had nol been
abgll to develop as a serious international formation capable of
carrying on the tasks now posed to Trotskyism as a world movement
in the period of Stalinist crisis and decline. Theoretical clarifi-
cation had proceeded at a very slow pace at best. It would be a big
mistake to think that the IC forces were either homogenious or com-

pletely clear on princepled questions at the time.

An interesting example of the confusion which existed in
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the IC 1is the question of Algeria. The IS had given its full, and
largely uncritical support to the FLN headed by Ben Bella. This

no doubt expressed a tendency tO adapt to petty bourgecis national-
ism. The Lambe;‘group had responded by giving its full, and largely
uncritical, support to the MNA headed by Messali Hadj. Healy en-
thisiastically supported Lambéf's injtiative and published one

of Messali's speeches as a pamphlet. He held the opinion at the
time that Messali could evolve into a strong supporter of Trotsky-
ism. Shane Mage (Philip Magri) brought the SWP into the matter

by presenting the Messalist line in a series of articles in the
Militant.

It is now clear that both sides were wrong in princeple
on this questlon. It is incorrect for Trotskyists to intervene in
fratrféyi disputes between sections of the petty bourgeois
nationalist movement in colonial countries and to foster illusions
in these tendencies. This was the princepled poeitiom the LTF
took on Anmgola.

All this would suggest that the future clarification and
development of the Fourth International actually required reun-
ification if a princepled minimum restatement of Trotskyism could
be agreed to as a political basis for reunification and a solutbon
found to the organization question so that a discussion could
proceed within the reunified body which was not marred by
expulsion threats and actions. This was the position taken by
James P. Cannon a¥f the time.

Of course this would neither mean that the old disputes

of the 1953 period had been completely settled nor that new disputes
would not arise. It only meant that such a reunification was the
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next Necessary step in the long, patient process of constructing and
clarifying the world Tortskyist forces.
There is considerable evidence to suggest that Healy's
main concern in 1957 was the Grant group. He appeared to fear above
all else any effort to fuse that group with his own ,even though
it was a fraction of the size of his group. Certainly, once
inside the Club, Grant would be no automatic hand-raiser for
Healy. Thus, Healy no doubt feared, he would be a pole of
attraction to dissident elements within his arganization who ob-
jected to his personal methods of party rule. As we will see,
such dissident elements would develop in the Healy group by 195¥.
This could mean that Healy's concern was more with organ-
izational matter® than with the question of Trotskylist political
orthodoxy as it was called at the time. Perhaps this explains
why the Sinclair piece was published but then ,when Germain wrote
a long answer to it, Germgb was not answered. In fact Healy
made no serious effort after 1957 to pursue a discussion within the
IC on the political and theoretical questions of Pabloism.
Unification, in any event, was not acheived in that period
not only because of Healy's tactics--and the obvious opposition
of Lambert-~but also because of the refusal of the IS to make the
necessary organizational concessions. Once it became clear
that Pablo was also maneuvering to bloc rednification, Healy be-
came an advocate of reunification on the basis of Cannon's orgah—
izational proposals. He maintained this position up to 1961. He

was more than happy to advocate unification as long as he was con-

vinced it would not happen.
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THE PETER FRYER EPISODE

Healy'. intervention into the crisis of Stalinism was
the most succes«<ful of any section of the téﬂtqkyist movement in
that period. Basing himself on the political and theoretical cap-
ital produced by the SWP, Healy ccnducted himself with the politic-
al astuteness and organizational flexibility which had character-
ized his successful intervention in the BLP during the Bevan
period.

The first important figure to join Healy was Peter f}yer,
a journalist for the Daily Worker, organ of the CP, who was an

eye_witness to the “mngarian Revclution. His book, The Hungarian

Tragedy, was without a doubt the single most effective weapon in
breaking up the Stalinist monolith in England.,

Healy travelled the length and breadth of England visiting
personally every dissident who wrote a letter in the Stalinist

press always bringing with him a copy of Trotsky's Revolution

Betrayed to be left if necessary on the doorstep.

At one point, right at the Hygght of the ferment, the La-
bour Party Young Socialists held a summer camp undet tent. It
was no ordinary social democratic affair for in that period every
Trotskyist tendency worked within the BLP and many of the dissidents
from the CP either were now in the BLP or around it for the purpose
of discussions. Gerry Healy, Ted Grant and Tody Cliff were
each present at the camp fighting for adherents. A whole layer of
intellectuals and workers broke.with the Communist Party in that

period and many joined the Club because of its clear Trotskyist

politics, bts aggressive organization, and its base in the BLP and
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trade unions.

In addition to Fryer, Clitf Slaughter, Tom Kemp, Brian
Pearce, Alastair McIntrye, Brian Behan, John Daniels, Robin
Blick,and Mark Jenkins joined the Club/

Peter Fryer, with Healy's backing, set up a weekly paper,

the Newsletter devoted to material on the Stalinist crisis. Labour

Review was launched as an axis for theoretical discussion among
intellectuals. In its early period, it was perhaps the best Trotsky-
ist theoretical journal of the postwar period.

Healy approach in theberiod was distinquished by its
freshness, its openness. Trotskyists as well as non-Trotskyists
wrote in the press. All isuess were openly debated. Workers
struggles were reported in thebress as they really were and many
militant wOrkers, who were not Trotskyists, participated in the
industrial conferences Healy organized. This openness had as much
appeal as the ideas of Trotskyism because it stood in sharp
contrast to the sterile bureaucratism of the CP.

Labour Party work also prq@@ered. This was particularly
true among the youth. Healy began to develop the youth cadre
which would permit him to dominate the official BLP youth organ-
ization, the Young Socialists, when it was established in 1960.

By 1959 Healy had a total of at least 400 members, the largest group
of Trotskyists ever assembled in England. There was nothing on
the continent to compare with it in size and calibre of its cadres.

Gerry Healy was not a man strongly rooted in theory. There

is no evidence of <uch abilities prior to 1957. He was essentially

o

an activist and party builder. By 1957 he had assembled all the
necessary forces for a strOng party. He had won over a group of tal-
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ented intellectuals from the CP. His worker base was
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developing intc the strongest youth force 8n the British left.
The future of British Trotskyism would be greatly determined

by the way Healy developed the forces objective circumstancé;had
handed to him.

Could he overcome his years of training as a personal
leader of a small group and develop a serious collective leader-
shl;? Could he learn how to build a cchesive party which still
contained within it divergent elements with different ideas?
Could Healy change, learn from the new forces he had recruited as
well as teach them, develop confidence in the ccmrades around him
rather than fearing each one as a potential féctional oppégnt?

Peter Fryer wculd prove to be Healy's acid test. Fryer
was no minor figure in the movement, When the Socialist Labour

League was organized within the BLP in February 1959, the

Newsletter became the organ of the SLL. Fryer continued as edi-

tor of the paper though it was largely turned towards the develop-
ing militant struggle in the trade unions. He wrote a book for

the SLL, Battle For Socialism, one of the best popular expositions

of Trotskyist politics in Britain. His polemic against E. P,
Thompson, "Lenin as Philosopher", revealed that he had serious
theoretical capabilities. He was c\nsidefra main leader of the

SLL.
At about 8 PM on Monday, August 31, 1959, Peter Fryer dis-

appeared from the party center leaving behind a letter explaining

his reascns for resigning from the organization. (28)



419-49-49
The events which swiftly followed Peter Fryer's walk out

of the nartv took on a James RBond character. He
OT the party took on a James Bond character., Hea.

[¢]

twgland visiting Fryer's mother, his companion, and any pers¢nal
friends he could find. He even suggested that Fryer's companion
was an agent of the GPU who was seeking to ferret him out of the
country. There was talk of watching the parts to prevent this
from happening. (29)

The affair reached such ridiculous proportions that Fryer
was forced to request his solicitor to threaten legal action unless
Healy called off the harassment. At one point a central committee
member forcibly entered two comrades' home only to be forcibly removed
with the Central Commirtee member getting the worst of it. (30)

In the meantime the Newsletter ran a notice that Fryer had
resigned as editor because of ill health. This, Fryer noted in an
open letter to SLL members, '"was true as far as it went. But it
did not say what had made me 111." (31)

/Pryer left the SLL not over any political differences but
because of opposition to its internal regime.

"We who came into the Trotskyist movement from the Commun-—
ist Party, hard on the heels of the experience of Hungary and our
struggle with the Stalinist bureaucracy in Britain, were assured that
in the Trotskyist movement we would find a genuine communist move-
ment, where democracy flourished, where dissenters were encouraged
to express their dissent, and where relatiowships between comrades

. were in all respects better moffbrotherly and more human than

in the party we had come from. Instead we have found at the top of
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the Trot«kyi«t movement, despite the sacritices and hard work ot the
rank and file, a repetition of Communist Party methods of work,
methods of leadership, and methods of dealing with persons who are
not prepared to kotow to the superior wisdom of the ‘'strong man.'

"The outstanding feature of thqéresent regime in the
Socialist Labour Leadue," Fryer goes on, "is that it is the rule
of a clique -~ the general secretary's personal clique -- which
will not allow the members to practice the democratic rights
accorded to them on paper, and which pursues sectarian aims with
scant regard to the real possibilities of the real world." (32)

Fryer then presents a graphic description of how Healy
operated in everyday practice. It is a description strikingly
similar to what comrades would report a decade and a half later
in their recent breaks with Healy.

"The ordinary members of the Socialist Labour League, who
have joined because they want to build a revolutionary leadership
as an altehnative to Stalinist and social-democratic betrayals,
should know how this clique operates, and how the general secre-~
tary maintains his control of it. His domination is secured by a
series of unprincipled blocs with various leading menbers against
various other leading members who happen to disagree with him on
any given point at any given time. There is scarcely a single
leading member of the League whom the general secretary has not at-
tacked in private converfation with me at scme time or other, in
terms such as these: 'I have enough on P. to get him sent down
for seven gears.' 'I don't know what game P. is playing. He

could be a police agent.‘ 'C. is a bad little man who would put a
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to take over. I c
his own full-timers.' 'B. is a primitive Irish peasant.' 'TI don't
trust P. He is not a Marxist. He doesn't accé@t dialectical
materialism.' 'S. won't stay in the movement long.' 'G. is a
lunatic.' 'A. is quite mad. He beats his wife.' 'S. is completely
useless. He has built nothing and never will build anything.'

'Fy 1s a stupid kid.' 'H. 1s only out for perscnal prestige.'

There i< no principle whatever in the general secretary's

attitude to his comrades." (33)

This passage 1s particularly vivid in the light of recent
developments. It becCmes a little easier to understand how Healy
could develop his slanderous theor@@s that leaders of the SWP
with whom he collaborated with for so many years, are accomplices
of the GPU!

Fryer continues:

"Over two years'! close work with the general secretary
have convinced me beyond any doubt that he will permit no real
criticisms and no real differences of opinion within the organ-
ization. All the fine talk we heard two and a half years ago
about the rights of minorities turns out to be so much eyewash

\who, '
when anyoneAventures to open his mouth is told he is succombing
to 'class pressures' -- what a travesty of Marxism! -- when critics
are summoned to the executive and browbeaten into withdrawing
their criticisms, when critics are threatened, intimidated and

expelled, when lie- are told about them, when the details of their

personal lives are utilized for blackmail and character assassina-



tion." (34)

Thi- i+ a rather :strong indictment. Yet it come< from a
single individual. I« he perhaps exagerating things a bit?
I: he only reflecting his own difficulties in being in a disciplineo
party? Are we dealing with perhaps some perscnal weaknesses
of Healy or are we dealing with the question ot a whole regime
which is antithetical with the Leninist norm: of party organiza-
tion?

It was not just a matter of Fryer. Fryer Qas part of a
break of a whole layer of comrades who had cgme into the
‘movement out of the Stalinist party and who were sensitive to what
appeared to them to be a continuation of Stalinist internal
methods within the Trotskyist organization.

Next cam¢ the purge of the majority of the members of the
Nottingham Branch. It began rather modestly when John Daniels, an
important intellectual who had played a key role in the production

of Labour Review, raised questions about th® economic perspectives

of the SLL. He did not believe that 1958 indicated a major break
from the pogtwar capitalist boom as the organization has{ predicted.
He felt that boom was continuing and that the important labor
struggles of the period were offensive struggles of workers
under boom conditions. A witchhunt began against Comrade Daniels.
(35)

Another key comrade of the branch was Ken Coates who in
a later period would play a rolé} in the group around The Week
publication tha¥ was the predecessor to the IMG. Coates had re-

quested and been granted a three month's leave of absence to carry
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on some important theoretical work. Coates was then threa{bed
with expulsion for inactivity! To top it all off the rumor was
spread around that the branch was a center of 'drug taking'/,
a pure fabrication. (36)

This group began to develop serious differences with Healy.
They became sympathetic to some of the views of Pablo and strong
advocates of unification with the IS. These differences were never
discussed within the SLL. Instead the Nottingham Branch was
purged.

Then the fire turned upon Peter Cadogan, a member of
the Cambdridge Branch, who developed differences similar to those
of the Nottingham group. He took the injitiative in organizing
the Stamford Faction, named after the town it was formed in, com-
posed of the Nottingham group, Fryer, and himselfy. He was immedi-
ately expelled. (} (2 0—)

So ended the first phase of Healy's struggle against
the bulk of the very Stalinist dissidents he had recruited to Trot-

skyism two years earlier. @ Phase two would not be long in coming.

THE PURGE OF BRIAN BEHAN

Brian Behan was an Irish worker who had been prominent
in the Communist Party. He was the brother of Brendan Behan,
the famous Irish poet and writer. Behan had been on the Central
Committee of the Communist Party during the Hungarian events and
had been a key figure in the important working class opposition

to Stalinism.
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Behan, while a member of the Club, had led one of
the major building’warker strikes ot the period -~ the Shell-Mex
site strike on the South Bank in Lpndon. Shell-Mex euployed scme
2,000 workefs. The management, upset over work stoppages, chose
to lay off the entire work force. This precipitated a rank and file
strike during which thousands of building w.rkers from every site
in the Londogxtga marched to the South Bank to show their sclidarity.

He was also a key figure in organizing a series of rank

and file trade union cunferences, called by the Newsletter, which

received wide support. It was an important development for Bri-
tish Trotskyism within the labor movement.

Behan had been quite critical of Fryer and was the one who
put down a motion to expell him. However, he soon devéloped ser—
ious political differences with the leadership. He was, we feel,
wrong on these questions. But his confusion was understandable.

In February, 1959 Healy had transformed the Club into an
open organization within the Labour Party -~- The Socialist Labour
League. He was reacting to some expulsions of Club members in
the Birmingham area and a press witchhunt against him in the Snuth
London papers.

This step was taken without serious discussion in the ranks,
without a resclution, and without a conference to decide the matter.
Therefore there was considerable confusion within the ranks of
exactly what this step meant and how it related to the entry per-
spective the Club had carried out since 1947. Both the work among
Stalbmist dissidents as well ;;l the rank and file cunferences sign-
ified a greater degree of wcrk out@@de the normal channels of the

Labour Party than had been the rule in the earlier period.



55-55-55

Behan represented a pole in the discussion. He felt that
the open group should be an independent party while BLP work should
continue on a fraction basis. This was the position of the old RCP.
He argued for this perspective on the ground that England was
headed for a depre<-sion which would mean large union struggles
requiring such an independent party.

He was wrong on both accounts. Behan reflected the strong
strain of syndicalism within the British labour movement which was
perpetuated within the trade union section of the British Communist
Party. A serious discussion of Behan's position could only have
strengthened the SLL politically and might even have, in time,
reorineted Behan.

Such a discussion did not ttke place. Some four discussion
bulletiﬁrwere-produced -- an event which would never again occur

in Healy's movement =-- but they were dominated from the beginning
by organizational charggs. In this fash;bn Healy succeeded in
obscuring the political issues in the debate.

For instance Behan's wife, Celia Behan, introduced the
following motion into the Southwark branch:

"1, This branch, disturbed at thg concentration of res-
ponsibility on the shoulders of comrade Healy who is: General

Secretary, Secretary of the International Committee, Editor of

the Newsletter, and in practice Treasurer and Manager of the print
shop, resclved that steps be taken to end this unhealthy position
immediately. We suggest the immediate appointment by the National
Committee of a trainee Editor.

"2. This branch resolves that the next Cpmference should e-

lect a National Treasurer and a finance committee composed of 4
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lay member. of the National Committee whoe function will be to
review the financial situation quarterly and report to the Natiom-
al Committee. The finance committee must be party to any major
expenditure of League funds.

"3. This branch, disturbed by the present position, whereby
the assets of the League ate actually owned by 3 or 4 individuals

resolves: That the Newsletter, printing press and all other

" property, publications and assets of the League should be placed
under the control of the membership. That the National Committee
937)
should put forward suggestions to this end at the coming conference."/
One can well imagine Gerry Healy's reaction to such propos-
als. This was particularly the case since another'suggestion of
Behan's was that Healy's car, a Citroen, be traded in for a van
with a loudspeaker.bﬁApo carry placards t4union demonstrations!
Behan voted for his wife's motion. He was then brought up on
disciplinary charges for voting for a motion in his own branch
which had not first been presented within the National Committee
of which Behan was a member. Of course the motion was put forward
not by Behan but by his wife, who was not a member of the NC, and
had a right to put forward such a motion. We suspect Healy rea-
sonned that NC members were to&ote agaiéj;ny and all motions put
forward in brapches by rank and filers.
Healy maneuvered it‘sothe main members of the Behan grbup
were expelled on the eve of the National Conference held in
{Iﬁne 1960.

Comrades of the Behan group were presenting thelr minority

views at a branch aggregate in the London area. Healy suddenly

turned up in the middle of the meeting with a group of sup-
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porters. He demand trom the floor to know whether or not the Behan
group planned to <plit before the Conference. The Behan group
simply walked out of the meeting in disgust at this blatant attempt
to disrupt the political discussion on the eve of the ccnference.

Healy proceeded immediately to expell the group for walking
out of the meeting. The Behan group answered the charges in a
letter which explained that only Healy had raised the question of
split, that they never had such an orientation, andvthat Healy
had acted over the past months in a fashion to suppress an ob-
Jective discussion of their views. They were summarily expelled.
(38)

Alastair McIntyre, one of the most prominent intellectuals
in the SLL, supported Behan. He was allowed to present his views
at the conference and then drcpped out of the SLL. His description
of the SLL paralleled that of Fryer:

"..+.The essential point is that it has now been established
that minorities cannot exist in your organization. I say your
6rganization advisidly; for the heart of the matter is that those
in whose hands the control of thqﬁrganization lies, by reason of
private ownership of the assets and their personal dominance, are
more concerned to have their point of view adopted than they are
to have a genuinely free digcusgion of opposing points of view.
This makes the gquarentees in the constitution so mach waste
paper.

"On both Friday and Saturday mornings you ‘'phoned me'",
McIbtrye continues in a letter to Gerry Healy, "and asked me to

discuss my views with you. Although I failed to dee why private

discussion should be substituted for public, my first impulse was
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to accept. My second and more intelligent reaction was to be re-
minded of how like this was to a time-honoured Communist Party
I was told by Comrad
my point of view not into open discussion but to those comrades
with years of revolutionary experience who could have settled
my doubts. This was said time and time again by the CP in their
last internal crisiés. You say in your letter to me that references
to the CP are irrelevant unless I am saying that the SLL resemblef
the CP. Comrade Healy, how naive you are. I am saying just that.
In a letter to me Comrade Slaughter advises me that if my inte-
grity and the demands of what he calls the 'revolutionary' move-
ment cowflict I must remember that only great men solve such pro-
blems and that I sust sudordinate my feelings to the movement.
This was, of course, the doctrine of Arnold Kettle in the CP
discussions. It has been said to me that# the fact that Comrades
Behan and Scott were in a minority of two on the NC is relevant.
On the EC of the CP Eomrade Behan was in a minority of one
on seven key votes. In every case he was right. It is no accident
that the arguments of Palme Dutt, Kettle and ébllitt now appear
in the service of Healy, Slaughter and Gale." (39)

The political position taken by the London Executive
Committee against Behan is well wyﬁth quoting from. It repre-
sents a clear statement of the approach of the organization towards
work in the Labour Party tested out over 13 years. In four years
the authors of this statement wculd pull completely out of the
Labour Party without so much as writing a single document to explain
what was so wrong in this statement made in 1960. Th‘é"position
would be even hore extreme thén Behan who at least advocated frac-

tion work in the Labour Party.
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"The British Communi-t Party is, however, not merely a
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actively prevent the development of a real revolutionary party
in Britain. Wilst masquerading as a Communist Party it isolated
those w.rkers who join it from the real political struggle against
reformism. The main arena for this struggle can only be in the
mass organization of the working class, the Labour Party. It is
this isolation of militant industrial workers from the Labour Party
that strengthens the centrists and reformists inside the Labour
Partyeeces

| "It is this division of labor between the reformists and
centrists on the one hand, and the Stalinists on the other, that
creates most of the difficulties that confront the numerically small
revolutionary forces.

"Our attitude to the Labour Party is based upon the pros-
pect of participatiom by# the Socialist Labour League in class
struggle, combining this with a fight inside the trade unions
and from there on to the political plane, which means the Labour
Party. We aim at separating the working class from its industrial
~and political misleaders. At the same time we take into account
at each stage the objective difficulties through which the class
is passing.

"When we formed the SLL we were keenly aware of the way
in which the CP isolated their industrial militants. One reason for
the formation of the SLL was to recruit such workers as fast as

we could and to arm them with the strategy based o1 taking

the industrial struggle from the trade unions 1into the Labour
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Party (which is the political reflection of the unions) there

to seek political <olutions. That is why we wage a struggle to
build a socialist left wing in the Labour Party with the Marxist
SLL as an integral part of it." (40)

Two other prominant members of the SLL » who had been
active in the struggle against Behan's group, would shortly drop
out of the SLL. One was Blgbn Pearce, a gifted historian and
Russian scholar, one of the most valuable intellectual acquisitions
from the CP. The other was Bob Pennington, who had actually put down
the motion to expell Behan just as Behan put down the motion to
expell Fryer. Pennington is presently a leader of the IMG.

We have now recounted in some detail Healy's organizational
methods in a series of internal crises over a full decade prior to
the reunification crisis of 1961-63. We are not dealing with a
single incident but a whole series of incidents which makes a
pattern. It tends to suggest the methods utilized in the 1974-75
period had a long history to them. Let us briefly summarize the
questions which an examination of Healy's history raises:

(1) was it correct to expell the leader of an opposition
group, Tony Cliff, prior to the cunference which would decide the

issue?

. (2) Was it proper to deny the remaining members of his group
Thg F LGkl
/A to present his ducument simply on the ground’that the author of the
document had been expelled prior to the conference which was to
discuss 1t?

(3) Was it proper to siuspend from membership comrades simply

on the groundfthat they refused to vote to endorse the expulsion of
other comrades of the Cliff group?
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(4) Was the relationship between Healy and leading
comrades; described in Fryer's statement a proper relationship for
a Leninist party? Does not what those who left Healy in the 1974-75
period report suggest that Fryer's description was honest and accur-
ate and that these practices persisted and degenerated further?

(5) Are not the methods of complete pers®nal control of a
movement described by Fryer, Behan and McIntyre inconsistent with
the norms of democratic centralism?

(6) Was it ccrrect to expell Ken Coaé%, John Danigls,
other members of the Nottingham Branch, and Peter Ca&ngan prior
to amy discussion in the pérty of their political views?

(7) Wwas it necessary to expell Brian Behan and the majority
of his supporters, all workers, on the very eve of a conference
which would decide the issue politically?

(8) Isn't it interesting, no matter what is said pro or con
about each individual incident, that Healy never held a sin@ép con-
ference, at which mino@@ty positions were put forward, that was not
preceeded by at least some expulsions?

(9) Alastair McIntyre declared in 1960 that minorities
cannot exist within Healy's organization. No minority existed in
Healy's group from thét date until the formation of the Thornett
group in 1974, Isn't it noteworthy that that group was expplled

in its entirkty prior to the conference called to decide the issue

politically?
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it appeared to international comrades that he was gdnerally
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expulsions of Cliff amd Grant were endorsed by the Fourth Interna-
tional at its Third Congress. The SWP did not protest his actions
against Fryer-Daniels-Coates-Cadogan énd the Behan group. We have,
by now, had enough experience in the post-war world with the problem
of the organizational practices in sections to give such practices
a biut more attention.
It is true that politics is fundamental and organiz-
ation secondary. It does not flow from this, however, that
organization is unimportant. History is repleat with examples
to the contrary. Let us remember that the turn towards opportun-
ism on the part of the Mensheviks was first expressed on the organ-
izational plane. Only later did this opportunism take on a political
content. Is it not possible that Healy's turn to sectarianism
in politics was first expressed in organizational totalitarianism?
We feel organizational degeneration, be;ause it acts to
prevent a party leadership from correcting itself, and the membership
from correcting the leadership, can create the conditions for polit-
ical degeneration. In the case of Healy we feel preservation of
this internal regime played a major role in his approach to the
critical political problem of reunification of the forces of
world Trotskyism. How could Healy favor an international meunif-
ication when the last thing in the world he wanted was a national
unification which would bring into his midst elements critical of

his personal rule of thdorganization. How can an organization,

totalitarian in structure on a national level, coexist for long

- . Q
within an international moxment based on the princeples of democratic
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centeali-m?

Healy, like many others , always holds up the model of
Lenin's party, Lenin's hardness, Lenin's concern with discipline,
as an excuse for his own cinduct. But Lenin's party was a different
world from Healy;tiny autocracy. When Pravda published Lenin's
famous April Theses it also published an editorial note expressing
the opposition of the party at that time to Lenin's position. Would

this ever have happened in the Newsletter? wﬁ:jle Lenin carried

the party c.nference in late April on the main points, on the question

of the party's participation in the 2immerwaldian centrist bloé,

he got only his own vote. Could this ever have happened at a con-

ference of the CLub or SLL to G. Healy? Such differences in the

party persisted even after the Bolsbevik Party had won state power.
A party which cannot create the conditions for the flowering

of many different and camwflicting views, while at the same time

sustaining the loyalty of all its members ald preventing as much

as possible faction formations, will inevitably degenerate.

No single leader, or even group of likerthinking leaders , can

possiblf have all the answers needed for thehcomplex job of building

mass revolut;onary parties. This is a central lesson of Healy's

degeneration we can all learn something from.

THE REUNIFICATION CRISIS

Healy's political outlook in 1961 was based essentially on
the positions worked out in common struggle with the French Lam-
bert group and the SWP. There is no indication of any distinctive
ideas contributed by Healy himself. His conceptions of Pabloism

were derived from that common source.
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Healy's app‘g'ﬁach to international mattery wag
influenced by the state of his own organization. It had definitely
grown. The lo=ses in forces from the Stalinist milieu had been more
than compensated for, if not politically, then in ‘humbers, from
the youth work. The SLL was fast becoming the dominent influence

in the Young Socialists. The Newsletter was being produced quite

professionally and th%print ship was expanding. Money was coming

in. He had very much of a good operation going and his competition--
the tiny Cliff and Grant groups--~were hardly in the running. Member-
ship was probably around 600. The SLL was one of the largest and

most active Trotskyist groups in the world. |

All this encouraged Healy in the conviction that he needed
no one else internationally anymore. He could do it himself. He
became more and more convinced that he personally would lead a revolu-
tion in England and that this act would allow him to straighten out
the world Trotskyist movement on his terms,

Then the Cuban Revolution broke out and took a very radical
course leading to the development of a new workers state. Healy was
illprepared for this event. He had not done his homework on the old
disputes in the international movement dealing with the process
whereby workers states have been created in the postwar period.

The Cuban Revolution gave a new impetus to the long-stalled
efforts at reunification. The SWP had maintained since 1957 that
there was a political basis for fusion with the IS. Now they
found that they held an identical position with the IS on Cuba.

This, they felt made reunification, Long needed, an immediate

necessity.
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Healy appears t¢ have been determined froum the beginning
to try to block reunification. This desire had been expressed as
early as 1957, so it cannot be explained away simply on the level
of political differences that he held with both the SWP and the
IS over Cuba. Clearly, even more vehemently then in 1957, Re wanted
nothing whatsoever to do with the Grant group. And ke felt he did
not need much, in any event, outside of himself and his own group.
He wa§ determined on an autarchic, national course which would
lead more and more in the direction of political sectarianism.
In our opinion, bits and pieces of political ideas were patched
together to justify a course determined by other factors—~essent{:§lly
by concern to preserve his regime,

Only this explains the completely confused and largely in-
correct theoretical contribution Healy made in that period. What
, after all, is '"Pabloism2" The heart of Pabloism was a series
of political positions on Stalinism all of which flowed from a wrong
theoretical understanding of the social overturns of the postwar
pericod. A new social overturn had occumred in the fall of 1960
in Cuba. Therefore, 1f any clarity was to be gctten at all, one
had to theoretically tactic this new phenomena. It was not acci-
deptal that Cuba figured so largely in the reunification discussion.
It was natural. Cuba was the most important revolutionary develop-
ment of that time and as such touched upon all aspecﬁsof revolutionary
theory and strategy.

Healy's problem was simply that he was completely wrong

and bankrubt on Cuba. He was enough of a politician, if not a

theoreticaan , t. sense this. Thus;much of his effort in the period
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Aiw <eeking to avoid what had to be discussed. The result was: (1)
to atteupt to sabatoge the very prouces necessary for the future
clarification of the Fourth International--unification; (2) to main-
tain a completely talse and non-Marxist thecry on the nature of
the Cuban state; (3) to make a major revision of Marxist
philosophy t¢ cover up the falsity of his own pethod ; (4) and
to prepare the ground for his own break in England with a strateqgy
of 17 years of Labour Party work and with the transitional program
lfself.

Healy's position on Cuba was simply a gross distortion of

Trotskyist orthodoxy. He preserved the orthodox position of the

ne;;d for the revolutionary party, the Trotskyist party, in Cuba
aAE/in other underdeveloped countries by the simplistic trick of
denying reality--the actual social overturn taking place on the
island.

At the time Healy's American supporters within the SWP
cculd not acqggr this "theory'" of Cuba. The group held that
Cuba was a workers state but that we should give no political
support to the Castro leadership and fight in Cuba as
el%yhere for the building of independent Trotskyist parties.
Healy did his best to divert the discussion away from Cuba.

On May 15, 1961 he wrote his American supporters:

"The discussion of Cuba should be more or less dropped....
Replace scme of the long-winded discussion on Cuba and the inter -

minable speculation which must inevitably accompany such discussion

with some down-to-earth talk about what should be the future steps
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of tinding a rovad to the trade unions in the United States." (41)

.

eived a discussion article

By July 24, 1961 Healy had re
from his American supporters characterizing Cuba as a workers
sta¥e. He was clearly upset?®

"I have received your draft on Cuba. I sincerely hope
that this ©s for our internal discussion and not to be thrust
into the SWP at the moment. ...Whilst we can continue to discuss
the Cuban sitJation, it is as we have always maintained quite
subordinate." (42)

Then on August 14, 1961%

".eoF don't think that Cuba is going to become a satellite
of Moscow. There is still far too much danger that in a changed
situation Castro, or elements in his administration, could still
find accomodation with US imperialism.

"We refuse to be rushed on this question of Cuba not be-
cause we are slow to take political positions or faster than other
people. The education of a revolutionary cadre needs time and not
adaptation to frenzied debates." (43).

Finally on Dé’:nyber 13, 1961:

"Looking at‘your position from afar, I am still of the
opinion far too much time is concentrated on Cuba and too little
on the work of the construction of the SWP." (44)

Unable to get very far on Cuba, because he was so obviously
wrong that his internaticnal supporters did not even agree with him,
Healy sought to shift the terr@@p to Pabloism in general. But the
problem was that Pabloism "in general" led him right back to Cuba

3
specifically. Fé¢nally, with some help from Cliff Slaughter,
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he di<covered "wethod." This wa< about a- general an
you could get. It was nice safe cloudy terrain.

The reasoning went this way. Pabloism is in essence a
break with the Marxist method in the direction of empiricism,
pragmatism, and impressionism. This was an alien method
and the source of all that ever had gone wrong with the move-
ment. Naturally, therefore, one could not unite with such a
method.

This approach gave Healy a very important fringe
benefit. Many comrades in and around his movement were upset by
the clash between the evident facts of what was happening in Cuba
and his own theory. Healy could then seek to convince these com-
rades that this preoccupation of theirs with matters of fact was per-
haps a deviation iN the direction of empiricism and pragmatism.

Healy justified this position by referring to the 1940
struggle between T;otsky and the Shachtman-Burnham-Abern group.

In the course of that struggle Trotsky had accused this group of
abandoning dialectics for pragmatisme.

There was, however, a basic difference between Trotsky's
approach in 1940 and the Healy~Slaughter approach in 1962-63.
Trotsky applied dialectical materialism to all the complex detailed
facts imvolved in the Soviet intervention in Poland and Finland,
and through this process developed further his own theoretical
position on Stalinism. He answered the position of Shachtman
and Company point for point. Then, and oniy then, he explained the

philoscophical roots of the Shachtman grouping.
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Healy, becau-e of hi< own theoretical bankruptcy, was forced to
leap over the stage of the development of a Marxist theory of

Cuba and relating it to other postwar social overturns, and to
discuss method abstracted from theory. But the Marxist method
is a materialist method which is expressed through theory which
explains the totality of the factual development of the material
world to the extent possible. '

This is the origin of Healy's idealist approach to Marx-

rfrom a sclentific

ist philosophy. He separated dialectic
study of matter in motion in the social and natural Spheres.
Once this step was taken, theory and political line became
freed from the scientific rigorous demands of actual living
development. Philosophy could become, as it did with Healy,
a justification of sectarian positions. out of touch
with the actual development of'the capitalist economy and the
real thinking and practice of masses ofwarkers.
Healy was, in our opinion, wrong in that period on Cuba.
But let us assume, for a moment that he was right on
Cuba or even partially right and the SWP and IS wrong. Would
this have justified his position on reunification? Only if
Healy could prove that: (1) the evolution of the IS since
1953 had been in the direction of a deepening of the political
differences rather than a lessening of them; and (2) the
SWP and its supporters in a matter of a year or two had completely
changed in character from a revolutionary party into a centrist
and revisionist one.

We have already seen that Healy failed to make a good case
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on the rirct asgsertion in 1957 and had therefore abandoned

his efforts on this score within the IC between 1957 and 1961.

It is one thing to make a case that questions of considerable
theoretical importance remained to be clarified and quite another
to deny the actual change: in political positions which had
taken place over the years.

The second assertion was an even more difficult one to
substantiate. After all Healy had been a close political
collaborator of the SWP for mény Years. Right up to January
1961 Healy did not make a single political criticism of the
SWP. Could anyone believe it had changed its basic character
almost overnight simply in reaction to Cuba? 1In time Healy found
this a most unsatisfactory explanation and thus tended to see
the roots of the SWP's '"degeneration" further and further back
in its history finally settling on James P. Cannon as the main
culprit. But Healy was; himself, a collaborator, admigkér and
follower of Cannon. Why he was unable to spot Cannon's'de-
viations'prior to 1961 he has never bothered to explain. By
this time in his evolution philosophical mysticism covered over
inconsistencies.

The truth of the matter is that complete theoretical
clarity was the exclusive province of no section of the world
Trotskigist movement. Unity was needed precisely to create the
conditions for theoretical clarification over the long haul.
Healy sought to short-circuit this necessary stage in the dev-
elopment of world Trotskyism. Now, fourteen years later, we

are certainly in a position to judge which road in 1963 led in

the direction of theoretical clarity and the serious development
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the conditions, tor the most widespread, thoroughly demccratic,
and politically uncompromising discussion process to take place.
The result has been a growth of the world Trotskyist forces

and an advancement on the theoretical front. The groundwork

is being laid for further development of the movement.

One road has led to a cul ES saCe The future will be

along the other road.
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