_ T)iedentn’ldifﬁnmé'ﬂ:é?homeﬂmuphadwith_u
in the formal political disputes place them firmly within
the current of so-called “Trotskyists’ who see the main
conmctind:ewoﬂdunotbetweendnuesbutbeween
imperialism and the Stalinist bloc. Such politics flowered
inthelraroupduﬁngth‘efwdm'ﬂght.&nmyoﬂbe
thingsﬁ)eysddwuesdd’h&cﬁoml'eﬁect,mdul
mechanical negative response to what we were saying (or
what they thought we were saying).

‘ Totrytomapthe_nommgroup'lﬁmmmbymy
ofpoliticdexn-apollﬁonﬁ-omsuchposiﬁomwolndbeto
misunderstand its nature. Besides, on this too the
Thornett/DCF fusion will include people whose formal
politics are very different from Thornett's — and, in fact,
identical to ours. '

80 where their main political differences with the WSL
point them m.thenncritichnquouewing of the USFI.

‘BEYOND THE FRAGMENTS’

For the Thornett group the general political questions
mnotdecisive.'l‘beydehetm!neneitherwhattheym_m
what they do.

It is the ‘personal’ character of the group, with its self-
designated ‘worker-leadership’, which is decisive, As a
result of its distinct history, the Thornett group has many
speciaifttumlndupecupeculhtﬁoitself. But the
federalist, consensus, lowest-common-denominator poli-
tics which the ‘worker leadership’ needs to sustain itself

— most boldly expressed sround the ‘Beyond the Frag-
ments’ grouping, and more discreetly in many sections of
. the Labour Left (which include guite & few ex-SLLers and
ex-SWPers). A
For Thornett's irresoluble basic difference with us was
on the nature, character and methods of functioning of the
revolndon:rypmywhkhwejoinﬂysnidﬂ;e fusion was a
step towards building.

,Onmhqueiuonmewmmmme.

broad anti-Leninist current 2 common root: revulsion ag-
ninsttheburem;ﬁc‘mvnluﬂomryptrﬂes'ﬁkethe SLL/
WRP which they spent the best years of their lives work.
ing for, combined with failure to analyse exsctly what was

wrong with them from a Marxist point of view. :
Thosewhoinudecadebnvemnmdonlyapuﬁdmd

unstable settling of accounts with the SLL/WRP on the -

broadpoliﬁcalquuﬂon:couldhuﬂyheexpectédbhm.
vworkedontencﬂyhowmdwhythoﬂzdyredmadiﬂ‘emd
from the Leninist model. Instead, they recoiled against it, -

nndtumeditsoentnlimlnddeont.Thgymﬁmainedtht

» but constructed

ANTI-LENINIST L
- TheoldWSLmdwaystoaseﬁoiuexﬁedta!ome
federation of disparate local groupings, with semi-auto.

But it was no good for working out Marxist politics: and its
general liberalism could turn into vicious intolerance ag-
- ainst those who stepped outside the consensus — ag one
member of the old WSL who was not even allowed to pub.
lish his minority opinion (on Ireland) in the Internal Rulle-
tin found out. : . ]

The exigencies of the Thornett group’s factional strug-
gle against the new WSL majotity finally pitched Thorn- _

- Leninist method of strict idec logieal

‘tion which has no unified programme

ett-and ‘Jones’ more or less explicitly into the camp of
federalism and anti-Leninisra, and made them argue
explicitly for what they had merely practised in the old
WSL while paying lip-service to Leninism and 3
Therevolt,theyledagaimtthetetmsofthedcmmﬁc-
centralistbonsﬁtuﬂontheymeeduﬁmon.mdﬁe
semi-federalism they advocated for the WSL, place them
squarely in the camp of the anti-Leninists. :

MISUNDERSTANDING SECTARIANISM

“It-is richly ironic, but there is reason to believe that one’

of the misunderstandings t! st led them into the

their belief that the method used by the I-CL to put togeth.
er broad alliances on the Left or the basis of ‘roughly ade-
Quate class-struggle platforms’ had for us replaced the

political definition in the work of building our own organi-

sation. Sectarians like Workers Power, whose politics.

‘consist so largely of malice-blinded commentaries on other
people’s activity, saw our broad labour movement work
that way, and Alan Thornett seems to have believed them.
'Butwheremeypm;minusdgnherplm.Twoor
three oftbefewformerI-CLerswhommpponMn»
ett’s version of the revolutionasy party probably had the
same false understanding of the turn the I-CL made in the
late 1970s.

In his statement to the WSL area meetings and the con-
ference, reprinted in this » Thornett grandly says
that fusion became possible because the I-CL had become
‘less sectarien’. The resder who remembers that the old

'WSL was still making bone-headed blanket denunciations

ofthehbourlcﬁafewmonthsbefmthefuﬂon.md

ﬁcdchmywﬁhmeminhnmofmﬁs&mdm'

tional obstacles¥o intogration in the broader labour move-
ment.

For Thornett, to be sectarian is not needlessly to
eounterposeoneselftothebmadlabommwemmtorto
the existing reformist Left, kt is to think or to argue a
Question through, to try to define matters clearly
attempt sharp definitions and conclusions. It is what Lenin
and Trotsky — and oneselves following after them as best

we catt — would define as the elementary activity of Marx-

ist politicians.

Such a grouping hos nd'political future, Indeed it has no
clea:poliﬁcs.ltmayezﬁtforulongﬁm,butitwm&
nothing useful. )

“I have never puta low velue on small organisations

‘metely because they are small... The maes organisations

have value pracisely becauss they are mass orgdnisations.
Even when they are under patriotic reformist

‘one cannot disccunt them. One must win thé masses who
‘are in their clutches: whether from oatside or from inside

regard themselves a5 selective, gs pioneers, can only have

value on the strength of their programme and of the
schooling and steeling of their cadres. A small organisa.
and no really revoly-

oisky, Open Letter to an English Comrade,
April 31936}, '
- THOMAS CAROLAN
July 26 1984,
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accounting and sharp

-



