14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014

October 22, 1973
TO NATIONAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Dear Conrades,

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a letter from
Tim Wohlforth of the Workers League to Jack Barnes and a copy
of Comrade Barnes' answer.

Cogradely,,“
) TN
Y

5 f'
Lew Jones
SWP National Office
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Workers League
135 West 1l4th Street
New York, N.Y. 10011

October 5, 1973

Jack Barnes

National Secretary
Socialist Workers Party
14 Charles Lane

New York, New York

Dear Conrade Barnes,

As you know, I have been seeking to meet with a representative
of the Socialist Workers Party. I have made several phone

calls to this effect making it clear that I was taking this
initiative on behalf of the International Committee, with which
the Workers League is in political solidarity, as well as on
behalf of the Workers League.

The purpose of this initiative is to seek the support of the
Socialist Workers Party in urging upon the United Secretariat,
with which it is in political solidarity, a discussion as out-
lined in the International Committee statement "For A Discus-
sion on The Problems of the Fourth International." This state-
nent appeared in the Wednesday, August 29 issue of the Workers
Press and the September 24 issue of the Bulletin.

We continue to be interested in holding a discussion with you
or any other representative of the Socialist Workers Party to
see if a way can be found to bring about such a genuine discus-
sion as outlined in the above mentioned statement.

We are hoping to hear from you in the near future.

Yours fraternally,

s/Tim Wohlforth
National Secretary
Workers League

cc: G. Healy
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14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014

October 20, 1973
Dear Comrade Wohlforth,

I have attached the September- 19, 1970, United Secretariat
statement on the "unity" discussions then being sought by Gerry
Healy in behalf of the "International Comnmittee." It closed as
follows:

"To summarize: The International Committee has
characterized the United Secretariat of the Fourth In-
ternational and the Socialist Workers party as 'servants
of the class eneny,' who 'decided to sell out to the
Stalinist bureaucracy and the imperialists,' whose ac-
tions have placed them 'outside the camp of Trotskyism
and of the working class,' and who must be dealt with as
'political scabs of the worst sort.'

"No other conclusion is possible: Either (1) in making
advances towards us, the leaders of the International
Committee have decided to sell out to the Stalinist bu-
reaucracy and the imperialists, and are following a
course that will place them outside the camp of Trot-
skyism and of the working class; or, (2) the leaders of
the International Committee have begun to recognize how
wrong they have been in their characterization of the
United Secretariat of the Fourth International and its
cothinkers in other countries but do not want to acknow-
ledge their grievous errors, still less engage in public
self-criticisn.

"If the leaders of the International Committee have
changed their opinion, then it is their duty to make
public their political reasons for changing. On what
specific political issues have they altered their views?
We await their explanations with interest.

"Of course another possibility exists -- that Comrade
Healy's 'approach' to the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International, and along with it Comrade Wohlforth's
'approach' to the Socialist Workers party, are only part
of a 'unity' maneuver in the 'war' being conducted by
the leaders of the Socialist Tabour League against the
Fourth International and the organizations sympathetic
to its views.

"This would seem to be the most likely possibility
were it not for the fact that Comrade Healy has express-
ly issued a public assurance that he has 'no intention'
of engaging in 'factional manoeuvring' over unity '‘'as
such.'

"Comrade Healy's public avowal that no unity maneuver
is involved makes it all the more imperative that the
International Committee publicly clarify its stand on
the alternatives indicated above."

Since that time neither in their actions nor their press
have the Socialist Labour League or the Workers League indicated
any reconsideration of their characterizations of the United
Secretariat and the Socialist Workers Party. In fact, the very
public statement by the "International Committee," which you now
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advance as a basis for "discussion," characterizes the United
Secretariat and the Socialist Workers Party as "revisionists"
totally unable “to return to the basic principles of Trotskyism.
The Socialist Workers Party is slandered as having "oppor-
tunistically degenerated even further in the last ten years";
that is, further than being "servants of the class eneny,"
deciding "t sell out to the Stalinist bureaucracy and the
inperialists," and engaging in actions placing the party "out-
side the camp of Trotskyism and of the working class."

"

In view of your failure to respond to the United Secre-
tariat statement of September 19, 1970, your failure to indicate
by any other means that you have modified your views of the
United Secretariat of the Fourth International and the Socialist
Workers Party, and your persistence in continuing up to this
nonent to publicly nisrepresent and lie about our political
positions, we see no reason for altering our previous refusal
to engage in private parleys with representatives of the "In-
ternational Committee."

Fraternally,

s/Jack Barnes
National Secretary
Socialist Workers Party

cc: United Secretariat
Gerry Healy
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In a statement issued July 5, 1970, we reported that Gerry
Healy, the national secretary of the Socialist Labour League,
speaking on behalf of the International Comnittee, had asked to
need with Pierre Frank, a member of the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International. In two conversations that were held,
Comrade Healy "raised the question of organizing a mutual dis-
cussion that night open the way to the Socialist Labour League
and its French sister organization, the Organisation Trotskyste,
unifying with the Fourth International."

In its statement, the United Secretariat did not reject in
principle the possibility of a unification some time in the
future. But we noted the following itens:

1. That "this move by Comrade Healy stands in strong con-
trast with the slanderous attacks that have constantly appeared
in the press of the SLL and the OT against outstanding figures
of the Fourth International, with the systematic refusal to en-
gage in comnmon actions in Britain and France, even in defend-
ing victims of repression by imperialism or Stalinism, and with
the clain to be 'reorganizing' the Fourth International."”

2. That "on a whole series of political issues the SLL and
OT have not modified the very sharp differences they have ex-
pressed for years in opposition to the Fourth International.”

"Under these circunstances," we concluded, "unification is
not a realistic perspective."

Since then, two new developments have been called to our
attention.

In the United States, the Workers League, a group sympa-
thetic to the views of the International Committee, addressed
a letter signed by Tim Wohlforth and dated August 18, 1970, to
our cothinkers of the Socialist Vorkers party proposing a "joint
neeting" in comnemoration of the death of Leon Trotsky.

In Englend, the Workers Press of September 8 published a
statement signed by Gerry Healy. In this statement, Comrade
Healy specified that in his two meetings with Pierre Frank,
which included other members of the United Secretariat and the
International Committee, "At no time did I or anyone else from
the International Committee make proposals as such for unity to
the United Secretariat."

What he did do was to make an "approach." This, he pointed
out, was clarified in the July 7 Workers Press as follows: "As
part of this preparation the Committee requested G. Healy, the
national secretary of the Socialist Labour League, to contact
representatives of the Unified [United] Secretariat for informal
talks around the possibility of joint discussion centered on
outstanding political differences and directed towards the hold-
ing of a joint international conference."

Comnrade Healy made two other significant points:

1. "Factional manoeuvring over 'unity' as such would con-
vince no one, and we have no intention of engaging in this."

2. To facilitate "a comradely approach" to the discussion
desired by the International Committee, "we are prepared to
enter into nutual agreement that this be no longer conducted in
our pu?lic press, but internally within our respective organiza-
tions.
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Both the initiative taken by the Workers League toward the
SWP and Comrade Healy's latest proposals to the United Secre-
tariat appear to us to disregard the key question; that is, the
depth of the political and theoretical differences separating us
and whether these have been lessening or growing greater.

The differences involve two interrelated areas: (1)
Characterization of the two sides from a class standpoint;
(2) specific political and theoretical issues. In our opinion
the differences in both areas have been growing greater since
1963 when the SLL and the OT held them to be so deep as to pre-
clude participating in the Reunification Congress of the Fourth
International.

We will defer consideration of the political and theoretical
differences for another time and confine ourselves here to sone
items of public record that will serve to illustrate how the
Socialist Labour League and its cothinkers have characterized
the United Secretariat of the Fourth International and its co-
thinkers of the Socialist Workers party of the United States.

In the August 20, 1966, Newsletter (now the Workers Press),
the Political Committee of the SLL charged the SWP with having
"capitulated to imperialisn" and with having "sold out the anti-
war novement." The pamphlet published by us, Healy "Reconstructs"
the Fourth International, which contained documentary evidence,
including letters by Healy, showing the sectarian and anti-
democratic character of the Socialist Labour League, was called
a "provocation" that "constitutes a complete and irreversible
departure even from revisionism...."

The SLL Political Committee stated further: "We shall not
hesitate to deal appropriately with the handful of United Secre-
tariat agents who hawk it around the cynical fake-left in
England."

In an article published in the September 3, 1966, issue of
The Newsletter, Gerry Healy made the following allegations con-
cerning James P. Cannon, one of the founders of the world Trot-
skyist movement: "He [Cannon] had decided to sell out to the
Stalinist bureaucracy and the imperialists."

In the same article, Healy made his attitude unmistakably
clear: "The Socialist Labour League is out to destroy Pabloisn
and its SWP accomplices. There can be [sic] and, we repeat,
there never will be a compromise on these questions -- the fight
will‘go on until we destroy the Pabloites and the revisionist
SwWP., "

A declaration passed by a special conference of the SLL and
published in the December 3%, 1966, issue of The Newsletter
stated: "No longer a proletarian tendency, they lLthe SWPl are
the left wing of the radical middle class."

In the same vein, the declaration continued: "It is this
to which the SWP is really orientated: the firmer tying of the
US working class to the two-party system and the capitalist
establishment, despite the propaganda protestations to the
contrary."

The SLL declaration made the following assertion concern-
ing the SWP: "Your political actions have placed you outside
the canp of Trotskyism and of the working class."

In line with this slander, the authors of the declaration
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concluded by saying: "Henceforth we have no relations with the
SWP: it is a fight between the working class and the servants of
the class eneny."

This pronouncement was echoed by Tim Wohlforth, who is
regarded by the International Committee as its leading cothinker
and exponent of its views in the United States. In the February
13, 1967, issue of the Bulletin, in an attack on James Robert-
son, the national chairmnan of the Spartacist League, Wohlforth
ended by saying:

"We warn Spartacist: There is presently a war going on be-
tween revolutionary Trotskyists represented by the International
Comnnittee and revisionist agents of capital represented by the
SWP-Germain-Frank-Pabloite formation. You are on the other side
in this war. Henceforth we will have no relations with you."

In our opinion, such assertions are not mere epithets. They
express considered conclusions which Comrade Healy and his co-
thinkers have drawn as to the class nature of our political
views, our political course, and the social composition of our
organizations and sympathizing groups. This is the basic expla-
nation for actions directed against us that otherwise remain
inexplicable if not irrational. It is sufficient to cite two
cases to illustrate the point.

The first is the assault on Ernest Tate on November 17,
1966, committed by six stewards of the SLL in the presence of
Gerry Healy. Conrade Tate, a militant of the United Secretariat
of the Fourth International, was attacked while selling the
panphlet Healy "Reconstructs" the Fourth International in front
of Caxton Hall in London where a public meeting of the SLL was
being held.

The second case is the slandering of Hugo Gonzflez M., a
leader of the Bolivian section of the Fourth International.
During a savage witch-hunt in which many members of the Bolivian
section were arrested and tortured and the entire police net-
work was searching for Conrade Gonzilez, the November 19-26,
1969, issue of Informations Ouvriéres, the Paris publication of
the French cothinkers of the Socialist Labour League, asserted:
"Serious suspicions exist today that Mr. GonzAles [sic] Moscoso
in person is working in the pay of the Bolivian government."

In following such practices, the International Committee is
acting in accordance with its theory concerning the alleged
"degeneration" of the Fourth International and the Socialist
Workers party. /s Wohlforth expressed it in defending Gerry
Healy in the Tate case: "Ernest Tate and his political allies
represent political scabs of the worst sort." In accordance with
the "class" position he was taking, Wohlforth stated that the
rclationship between the SWP and its cothinkers on the one hand
and the SLL and its cothinkers on the other "is symbolized by
this confrontation with Tate."

- To summarize: The International Commnittee has characterized
the United Secretariat of the Fourth International and the
Socialist Workers party as "servants of the class enemy," who
"decided to sell out to the Stalinist bureaucracy and the in-
perialists," whose actions have placed them "outside the camp of
Trotskyism and of the working class," and who nust be dealt with
as "political scabs of the worst sort."
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No other conclusion is possible: Either (1) in making ad-
vances towards us, the leaders of the International Committee
have decided to sell out to the Stalinist bureaucracy and the
inperialists, and are following a course that will place them
outside the canp of Trotskyism and of the working class; or,

(2) the leaders of the International Committee have begun to
recognize how wrong they have been in their characterization of
the United Secretariat of the Fourth International and its co-
thinkers in other countries but do not want to acknowledge their
grievous errors, still less engage in public self-criticism.

If the leaders of the International Comnmittee have changed
their opinion, then it is their duty to make public their poli-
tical reasons for changing. On what specific political issues
have they altered their views? We await their explanations with
interest.

Of course another possibility exists -- that Conrade Healy's
"approach" to the United Secretariat of the Fourth International,
and along with it Comrade Wohlforth's "approach" to the Social-
ist Workers party, are only part of a "unity" maneuver in the
"war" being conducted by the leaders of the Socialist Labour
Teague against the Fourth International and the organizations
synpathetic to its views.

This would seen to be the nost likely possibility were it
not for the fact that Comrade Healy has expressly issued a pub-
lic assurance that he has "no intention" of engaging in "fac-
tional manoeuvring" over unity "as such."

Comrade Healy's public avowal that no unity maneuver is
involved makes it all the more imperative that the International
Comnittee publicly clarify its stand on the alternatives
indicated above.
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Translation

ON A MEETING WITH G. HEALY

On April 28, I received the following letter on a
"Workers Press" letterhead:

Dear Comrade Frank,

I will be in Paris on Wednesday 6th May and
would very much like to see you for an informal talk
over matters of mutual interest. Would this be
possible?

Yours fraternally,

G. Healy.

I quickly called E. and L. for their opinons on the
one hand, and Peterson on the other, and I replied as follows:

Comrade G. Healy,

I have received your letter of April 27. I
would very much appreciate to know beforehand what
are these matters of mutual interest which are
mentioned in your letter. In any case, I am ready
to meet you next week. You can ring me Up.e..

Communist greetings,

P. Frank
On May 5, I received the following reply:
Dear Comrade Frank,

Thank you for your letter of April 29. The
discussion would be an informal one ranging mainly
over general issues concerning the present political
situation in Western Europe.

I shall telephone...

Fraternally,

G. Healy.



I then met G-H. on May 6. The talk lasted about two
hours. It was always quite formal. Here is a summary of
the gist of the points that were discussed.

G.H. began with a rather long presentatiqn on the new
situation in Europe, the new problems, the posgiyllltles for
the Trotskyist movement in relation to the old*workers leader-
ships. He said that he was following our discygsions, our
recent documents on entryism, Algeria, etc. Theé youth joining
our movements posed problems of assimilation, ébc. All this
to conclude finally by saying that the 51tuat1dh was no
longer the same as in 1963--he alluded to the ng ification
to which he had refused to associate hlmeelf--that it was
necessary to examine this new situation in another way, that
he thought that joint discussion, perhaps a conference, would
be useful. This was rather vague, he presented things
moreover as not being worked out, but still as not being a
move on his own initiative. In other words, he came to see
me %n agreement with his comrades (that is with the French,
too).

I likewise began by stating generalities about the
situation, the progress made by the movement, our responsi-
bilities in following up, etc. Then I touched on the
question of the Joint discussion which he had suggested.

We are now conductlng, I told him, dis¢ussions in the form
of polemics in our publications, each &01ng whatever he
estimated to suit him best. If he proposed organized
discussions, it would be necessary to know what the object
of such discussions would be, no one wanting to discuss for
the sake of discussing. It would also have to be seen
under what conditions it could be held. I then asked him what
he had in mind. He really beat around the bush, not wanting
to state anything too clearly. In the course of the dis-
cussion, he mentioned the difficulty faced by the youth on
finding two Trotskyist organizations. I told him then that
in France we even have three. I utilized the opening to
mention our discussions with L.O. to see if a unification
is possible. Could our discussions have such an objective?
He remained vague, declaring that very big differences
separated us, etc., but the situation being new, nothing
could be excluded. I attempted to see how he would react
on the question of again discussing the past, he did not
seem to want to do this, declaring only that if his pro-
posals on a discussion had been accepted in 1963, we would
not be where we are now.

Then we came to concrete possibilities on Jjoint
discussions. He still confined himself to generalities on
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the demands of the objective situation. I thought that it would
be useful to let him know a certain number of things, while
saying them in a way not to wound him. I said that the bad
relations between us were also an element in the objective
situation, that it seemed to me difficult to have serious
discussions on an international scale when publicly, the
polemics were unbridled, when a leader of the International
was branded as an agent of a bourgeois government, when one
talked not of differences or of errors but of betrayals.

How could one envisage Jjoint discussions when, in every
country, the leaders do not talk with each other and when no
Jjoint action is possible, including questions as elementary
as the struggle against the repression?

I deliberately dwelt a number of times on these points,
adding that there could be a danger of wanting to rush
things, that a change in climate was necessary, if only for
the education of the youth.

He told me that he agreed that it would take time.
On the repression, he saw the interest of the question and
would talk about it with Lambert. On the Bolivian business,
he tried to brush aside the question, saying that they had
never written that. I told him that neither of us were
grammarians: that if they had proofs, that they should
submit them to a commission, if not they should retract what
they had said. He was embarrassed, but promised nothing.

I asked him what he envisaged by way of following up
this talk, outside of the report each of us would make. He
told me that they were going to have an international meeting
at the end of June where the question of relations with us
would be discussed. He asked if I didn't think it would be
useful meanwhile if we were to meet again. I proposed that
these meetings should not be limited to the two of us, and
he agreed.

In relation to this, he asked me if, in my opinion,
objections would not be raised by the Americans. I told him
that I did not think so, the question of relations with him
and those with him being a political question that the com-
rades would handle in a political way, not ty refusing
exchanges of views.

In conclusion, he is to get in touch with me again
for the purpose of holding another meeting.

After this, I asked him for his opinion on the
situation in England. He boasted a lot about his organization.
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He believes that he is able to knock out the British CP

(he told me in passing that our comrades are not sufficiently
vigorous with regard to the CP--I will discuss this with them).
But, in addition, he is ready to undertake fraction work in
the LP. He talked about entryism as a normal thing in certain
cases. If what he said on work in the unions and the LP seemed
to me rather correct, the policy he proposes to follow there
appeared to me to be opportunist. He aims at the working
class in bulk and does not seem to understand the significance
of the vanguard youth. He talked of them as "cowboys," not
wishing so far as he was concerned to engage with them in
conflicts with the police. He said that his daily is doing
well and that they are going to expand it in the coming summer.

* * *

What was my impression of this talk?

I do not at all exclude an attempt at a maneuver, of
banking, at least in England, on his material means. Nor did
I see any change in political orientation. For example, he
rehashed his o0ld spite over the VSC. All this was there.
Nevertheless I do not believe it can be doubted that they are
under the pressure of the current situation, the pressure of
the youth they have recruited, the consciousness of present
possibilities (certainly it is something they have discussed
among theémselves for some time, because he told me he had
wanted to see me for several months). And in my opinion
this is pressing them toward beginning a turn. They are
doing this with many contradictions, resulting from a past
for whicdh they have not made and are not ready to make any
self-<criticism even to themselves.

Thus I think that for our part we ought to take up the
question as if they were beginning a turn, without however
forgetting that it could also have another aim. In other
words, we should not brush aside the problem but deal with it,
without any undue haste. All of us are aware of the conse-
quences such a turn could have if it would end up in a positive
conclusion. We should not hide from ourselves that the dif-
ficulties are very great, that there is no solution in sight
in the immediate future, that it is necessary to test things
out very cautiously. However, it must not be forgotten either
that the situation is working to a large measure toward the
regroupment of the Trotskyists in the International and on
the basis of its program.

Pierre Frank
May 6, 1970
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Healy's Request to Discuss Unification

[The following statement was issued
July 5 by the United Secretariat of
the Fourth International, the World
Party of Socialist Revolution founded
by Leon Trotsky in 1938.]

* * *

At the end of April, Gerry Healy,
the national secretary of the Social-
ist Labour League, asked to talk with
Pierre Frank, a member of the United
Secretariat of the Fourth Internation-
al.

In the following weeks, two conver-
sations were held which included other
members of the two organizations.

Comrade Healy raised the question
of organizing a mutual discussion that
might open the way to the Socialist
Labour League and its French sis-
ter organization, the Organisation
Trotskyste, unifying with the Fourth
International.

It should be noted that this move
by Comrade Healy stands in strong
contrast with the slanderous attacks
that have constantly appeared in the
press of the SLL and the OT against
outstanding figures of the Fourth In-
ternational, with the systematic refusal
to engage in common actions in Brit-
ain and France, even in defending
victims of repression by imperialism
or Stalinism, and with the claim to
be "reorganizing" the Fourth Interna-
tional.

In addition to this, it should be
noted that on a whole series of po-
litical issues the SLL and OT have
not modified the very sharp differences
they have expressed for years in op-
position to the Fourth International.

Under these circumstances, unifica-
tion is not a realistic perspective.

The Fourth International is, of
course, in favor of unifying revolu-

tionary forces wherever possible on
a principled basis. We are therefore
prepared to reexamine the question of
the SLL and OT unifying with the
Fourth International if objective evi-
dence should show that this is feasible.

The SLL and OT might well begin
this process by beginning to discuss
their political and theoretical dif-
ferences with us in a frank and com-
radely way, without the use of slan-
der or falsifying the positions we hold,
and by beginning to engage in com-
mon actions on such elementary ques-
tions as the defense of victims of the
class struggle.



