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Preface 
The origins of this book lie in the struggle waged by the 

International Committee of the Fourth International against 
the repudiation of Trotskyism by the British Workers 
Revolutionary Party. After the split which took place inside 
the WRP in October 1985, a hysterical campaign aimed at 
discrediting the International Committee was initiated by 
two of its longtime leaders, Cliff Slaughter and Michael 
Banda. Seeking to justify their repudiation of the political 
authority of the International Committee, Banda and Slaugh­
ter set out to prove that there existed no basis for the ICFI's 
claim that it represented the historical continuity of Leon 
Trotsky's struggle to build the world party of socialist 
revolution. 

The climax of this campaign came on February 8, 1986, 
when all supporters of the International Committee inside 
the Workers Revolutionary Party were barred, with the help 
of London police who had been summoned by the Banda-
Slaughter faction, from entering the party's scheduled Eighth 
Congress. 

This extraordinary action was directly inspired by the 
document which is the subject of this book, Banda's "27 
Reasons Why the International Committee Should Be Buried 
Forthwith and the Fourth International Built." It was first 
published as a special four-page supplement in the Febru­
ary 7,1986 issue of Workers Press, the Workers Revolutionary 
Party's weekly newspaper. 

Nearly two years after the publication of this wretched 
article, it seems unbelievable that Banda's diatribe was 
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viii Preface 

almost universally hailed by so-called Trotskyists all over the 
world as a long-awaited and monumental contribution to a 
reexamination of the history of the Fourth International. 
Whatever slight reservations they had about certain formula­
tions employed by Banda, they had no doubt that he had, as 
Slaughter himself proclaimed, demolished the historical 
credibility of the International Committee. 

Only the International Committee was prepared to declare, 
on the basis of a single reading of Banda's document, that it 
was the work of a man who had broken all connections with 
Marxism and was in the process of transforming himself into 
an open political agent of world imperialism and its Stalinist 
lackeys. This assessment was soon vindicated. Within a 
matter of months, Banda had deserted the Workers Revolu­
tionary Party, denounced Trotskyism, and proclaimed himself 
an admirer of Joseph Stalin and a supporter of the Soviet 
bureaucracy. 

When I first undertook the assignment of replying to 
Banda's attack, I had not anticipated that this would lead to 
a work anywhere near the size of the present volume. 
However, it soon became clear that the very process of 
refuting Banda's compilation of lies and distortions required, 
to some extent, a positive exposition of the history of the 
Fourth International since the assassination of Trotsky in 
1940. This provided an opportunity to reexamine the 
historical significance of the International Committee's long 
and arduous struggle against the various petty-bourgeois 
revisions of Trotskyism which are associated with the name 
of Michel Pablo. From the standpoint of the development of 
the revolutionary workers' movement, the importance of such 
a reexamination of the International Committee's history 
more than justified such a comprehensive treatment of 
Banda's document. 

Furthermore, inasmuch as Banda directed much of his 
venom against James P. Cannon, the founder of the Socialist 
Workers Party, the author also welcomed the opportunity to 
once again acknowledge the enormous role that this pioneer 
of Trotskyism played in the development of the Fourth 
International. While the author belongs to a political 
tendency in the United States, the Workers League, that 
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emerged out of a struggle against Cannon's subsequent 
degeneration in the late 1950s and early 1960s — i.e., against 
his and the SWP's capitulation to Pabloism — there is no 
doubt that James P. Cannon's invaluable contributions to 
Trotskyism constitute an integral part of the heritage 
defended by the International Committee. 

This reply to Banda was originally published in a series of 
35 installments which appeared in the Bulletin, the political 
organ of the Workers League, between April 1986 and 
February 1987. By the time the series was nearing com­
pletion, the predictions which the author had made in the first 
article about the future evolution of Banda were completely 
realized. That is, the series ended with an analysis of a second 
document by Banda, in which he announced his total 
repudiation of Trotskyism and his conversion to Stalinism. 

In preparing the reply to Banda for publication in book 
form, the author decided that it would be best to leave the 
original articles, except for necessary editing, as they were 
written for the Bulletin. The Heritage We Defend was written 
as a polemic, and to rework it from beginning to end in the 
light of Banda's subsequent development would have entailed 
either massive editorial changes or even the writing of a 
different book. Given that Banda's evolution was correctly 
anticipated, such an effort was not really required. 

At any rate, even as the author prepared this preface, a 
new document came into his possession which proves that 
Banda's political development has assumed a distinctly 
pathological character. The man who spent nearly 40 years 
of his life inside the Fourth International as an opponent of 
the Soviet bureaucracy now writes with admiration of 
"Stalin's implacable will and unflinching leadership" and 
declares that Trotskyism has been "converted by the dialectic 
of history into an ideological weapon of world imperialism 
against the USSR." 

Banda's latest diatribe against Trotskyism is accompanied 
by an explicit repudiation of the revolutionary role of the 
proletariat and a rejection of the revolutionary struggle 
against the national bourgeoisie in the semicolonial and 
backward countries. Moreover, in keeping with his defense 
of the national bourgeoisie, Banda declares his support for 
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the Indo-Sri Lankan Accord, under whose auspices the Indian 
Army is carrying out the brutal murder of thousands of 
Tamils. If nothing else, Banda's evolution establishes the 
organic link between anti-Trotskyism and the deepest needs 
of world imperialism. 

In the preparation and writing of this book, the author 
benefited immeasurably from the innumerable discussions 
he held with one of the most brilliant and irreconcilable 
Trotskyists of the post-World War II period — Keerthi 
Balasuriya, a leader of the International Committee of the 
Fourth International and the general secretary of the 
Revolutionary Communist League in Sri Lanka. As far back 
as 1971, when Banda was still claiming to defend the theory 
of permanent revolution, Comrade Balasuriya had detected 
Banda's political instability and subjected his departure from 
Trotskyist principles to a criticism that was as sharp as it 
was prophetic. 

A fearless opponent of opportunism, Comrade Balasuriya 
played a decisive role in the struggle to defend the 
International Committee against the attacks of the Workers 
Revolutionary Party. He brought to this struggle a vast and 
penetrating knowledge of the history of the Fourth Interna­
tional and a keen understanding of the implications of the 
decades-long fight against Pabloite revisionism. Following the 
split with the WRP, Comrade Balasuriya authored a number 
of crucial documents exposing its leaders' betrayal of 
Marxism. 

On the morning of Friday, December 18, 1987, while 
working at his writing table in the offices of the Revolutionary 
Communist League in Colombo, Comrade Keerthi suffered a 
sudden and massive coronary thrombosis to which he 
succumbed in a matter of minutes. He was just six weeks 
past his thirty-ninth birthday. It is with profound respect 
that I dedicate this volume to the memory of this great 
revolutionary theoretician and proletarian internationalist. 

David North 
Detroit, Michigan 
January 5,1988 



1 
M. Banda 
Renounces Trotskyism 

As far as Marxism and the struggle for socialism is 
concerned, Michael Banda, the general secretary of the 
Workers Revolutionary Party, can no longer be counted 
among the living. With the publication of his "27 Reasons 
Why the International Committee Should Be Buried Forth­
with and the Fourth International Built," Banda has 
declared his irrevocable political break with Trotskyism and 
has severed all connections with the revolutionary movement 
under whose banner he had fought his entire adult life. 
Despite the many years he devoted to the Trotskyist 
movement, Banda's fate is that he will be remembered for 
nothing so much as the manner in which he betrayed and 
deserted it — as the renegade who authored a libel against 
the Fourth International. After having spent 38 years inside 
the Trotskyist movement, Banda presents the following 
indictment of the Fourth International: 

Contrary to Trotsky what we have seen is an uninter­
rupted series of crises, splits, betrayals, treachery, stagna­
tion and confusion — a process characterized by a total lack 
of strategy and perspective, a manifest failure in theory and 
practice to grasp the nature of the epoch and concretize and 
enrich Trotskyism as contemporary Marxism. 

What we have seen ... is an empirical and subjective 
idealist groping by self-styled groups of so-called Trotskyists 
for a means of short-circuiting the historical process, of 
looking for surrogates for the working class a la Pablo, of 
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searching after the elusive spectre of the "natural Marxist" 
a la Cannon or replacing the theory of dialectical material­
ism with the reactionary subjective-idealist methodology 
and epistemology of Healy. 

With it went the substitution of a self-perpetuating 
bureaucratic clique for the democratic-centralist party and 
replacing Trotsky's conception of the FI by coteries of 
petty-bourgeois dilettantes, charlatans and fantasists mas­
querading as a "world party." It is certainly no accident 
— in fact it proceeds logically and practically from this very 
conception of the IC in 1953 — that not a single section of 
the IC — and this includes the Workers League of the 
United States — at any time in the last 32 years has been 
able to elaborate a viable perspective for the working class. 
Why? 

To ask the question is to answer it. It must be stated 
emphatically, nay, categorically, that the FI was proclaimed 
but never built. Not even in Trotsky's time was there a cadre 
capable of sustaining his monumental work. 

Banda's diatribe against the International Committee is 
built upon a glaring and obvious contradiction that he neither 
explains nor resolves. If all that issued from Trotsky's 
"monumental work" was a pathetic band of disreputable 
impostors, then a question mark must be placed over the real 
historical value of his work. 

A composer who wrote symphonies that no orchestra can 
perform or a scientist whose theories are of interest only to 
quacks would not merit an important place in the history of 
human culture. If the political line for which Trotsky fought 
produced nothing but disasters and attracted only con-men, 
traitors, idiots and cowards, it must then be acknowledged 
that something was fundamentally wrong with the underly­
ing conception that led to the founding of the Fourth 
International. 

Thus, Banda's attack is not limited to the International 
Committee. He is challenging the political legitimacy of the 
Fourth International and the specific tendency known as 
Trotskyism. No less than 16 of the 27 "reasons" he gives for 
the need to destroy the International Committee are related 
to events which occurred before it was founded in 1953. 
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To give credence to Banda's arguments means acknowledg­
ing that it is necessary to reconsider the whole place our 
international movement has traditionally assigned to Trotsky 
in the history of Marxism. But the very fact that Banda's 
arguments must lead to the repudiation of Trotskyism 
undermines his attempt to discredit the ICFI. Precisely 
because Banda cannot attack the International Committee 
without renouncing the entire history of the Fourth Interna­
tional, he is inadvertently acknowledging that the ICFI does 
represent the continuity of Trotskyism. 

While Banda, perhaps, believes that his fatuous theses 
constitute a novel contribution to Marxism, he is adding 
nothing to what has already been said by countless enemies 
of Trotskyism, most recently, by Jack Barnes, the dubious 
leader of the police-ridden Socialist Workers Party. Barnes 
has publicly declared that Trotskyism and its theory of 
permanent revolution "does not contribute today to arming 
either ourselves or other revolutionists.... It is an obstacle to 
reknitting our political continuity with Marx, Engels, Lenin, 
and the first four congresses of the Communist International. 
It has been an obstacle in our movement to an objective 
reading of the masters of Marxism, in particular, the writings 
of Lenin."1 

Banda and his fellow renegades in the WRP view the 
International Committee as an obstacle to the "reknitting" 
of their "continuity" with ... what? That, they do not care to 
say, as yet. While Barnes came out openly and declared that 
the Fourth International must give way to a new "mass 
Leninist International" — that is, a class-collaborationist 
amalgam of petty-bourgeois nationalist, neo-Stalinist, agrar­
ian populist and revisionist organizations — Banda has not 
yet identified the species of the political animal he is in the 
process of creating. Instead, he has devoted himself to 
enumerating 27 reasons why the International Committee, 
the sole Trotskyist tendency that is historically based on the 
struggle to defend the perspective of permanent revolution 
against Stalinism and Pabloite revisionism, should be destroyed. 
But despite the title of his article, he does not offer one reason 
why the Fourth International should be built. 
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Only those who either wish to delude themselves or are 
consciously preparing their own desertion from the Fourth 
International will claim that Banda's document represents a 
"legitimate" contribution to a discussion on the history of the 
Trotskyist movement. Marxists who defend revolutionary 
principles will find nothing "legitimate" in Banda's doc­
ument. Those who wish to join the Pabloites and openly adapt 
themselves to Stalinism and Maoism are free to do so. But 
the International Committee of the Fourth International is 
not interested in discussing with skeptical and politically-
diseased petty-bourgeois renegades who have seized on 
Banda's opus as a pretext to justify their break with Marxism. 
The ICFI is a revolutionary party which strives to organize 
the working class and the oppressed masses for the overthrow 
of the capitalist system, the establishment of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat and the building of a socialist society. Why 
should we welcome as "legitimate" the lies of a renegade who 
consciously falsifies the history of our movement and publicly 
calls for its destruction? 

Some attempt to justify their own backsliding by claiming 
that the betrayals of the WRP under the leadership of Healy 
necessitate a questioning of "everything." This is the 
characteristic response of middle-class elements who lack 
firm roots in the workers' movement. But the quest for 
objective t ruth never proceeds through such a sterile 
repudiation of the heritage of past conquests. No serious 
person would suggest that the death of a patient as a result 
of a physician's negligence is a valid argument against 
medical science. Unfortunately, in the sphere of revolutionary 
politics, there is no shortage of skeptics who are eager to 
discover within each crisis of the Fourth International the 
failure of Trotskyism. But should we be impressed by the 
arguments of "revolutionaries" who completely lose their 
political bearings beneath the impact of a crisis within their 
organization? Such people cannot teach the working class 
anything, for the indiscriminate "questioning" proposed by 
the skeptics usually ends up with their personal desertion 
from the revolutionary movement. 

In the aftermath of the split within the WRP, Banda and 
Slaughter, who along with Healy bear the major responsibil-
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ity for their party's degeneration, have been engaged in a 
frenzied campaign to overthrow every principle and tradition 
of the International Committee of the Fourth International. 
They derive an almost perverse satisfaction from denigrating 
the Fourth International, and, like repentant sinners at a 
revival meeting, gleefully proclaim before one and all that 
they have wasted their lives. This orgy of self-indulgent and 
shameless debasement is called a "public discussion." The 
political irony of this disgusting spectacle is that it is being 
organized in the name of an on-going struggle against 
"Healyism." 

What a monumental fraud! The personal degeneration of 
Healy is not the source of the wholesale repudiation of 
revolutionary principles that is now sweeping through the 
ranks of the Banda-Slaughter faction of the Workers 
Revolutionary Party. After all, Banda and Slaughter are not 
only grown men in their fifties; they are also, let us remember, 
experienced politicians who worked in the leadership of the 
ICFI for decades. They did not change their political views 
and historical conceptions simply because they "suddenly" 
discovered (if one is prepared to take their word for it) Healy's 
sexual misconduct. 

Drastic changes in the political orientation of men such as 
Banda and Slaughter are the product of a complex interaction 
between the changing conditions of the class struggle and the 
unresolved contradictions in their own political development 
and that of the leadership of which they were a part. In the 
WRP, where a principled struggle among leaders and 
members had been replaced with clique relations in the 
leading committees, and where theoretical and political 
compromises were made in the name of preserving the unity 
and prestige of the leadership, the capacity to formulate a 
revolutionary response to the historic interests of the 
proletariat was steadily undermined. The party leadership 
gradually became the sounding board for class forces hostile 
to the workers. 

The significance of Healy's personal abuse of authority in 
triggering the inner-party crisis is, from a historical perspec­
tive, of an entirely secondary character. While it became the 
pretext for the eruption inside the WRP, his personal 
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degeneration and descent into the most despicable forms of 
opportunism were part of the overall crisis of the leadership 
and its capitulation to the pressures of hostile class forces. 
Banda's "27 Reasons" and the increasingly hysterical attacks 
on the IC by the WRP renegades have developed organically 
out of the unrestrained growth of anti-Trotskyism and 
chauvinism within the WRP over the past decade. 

The Banda-Slaughter faction represents only the most 
right-wing of the anti-Trotskyist elements which were 
politically nourished by Healy and used against the Interna­
tional Committee during the last 10 years. Except for an 
important section of workers and youth whose opposition to 
Healy's abuses stemmed from genuine Trotskyist convictions 
— the very forces against whom Healy, Slaughter and Banda 
conspired throughout the summer of 1985 and who, after the 
October split, were to consistently defend proletarian interna­
tionalism — there were no differences of a principled 
character between the Healy and Banda-Slaughter factions. 
Prior to the split on October 26, 1985, neither faction had 
produced a single analysis of the roots of the party crisis. 
Jus t one week after the split between Healy and the 
Banda-Slaughter faction, Banda wrote that no differences of 
either a programmatic or tactical character were involved in 
the struggle. The split, he declared, was merely over the 
character of relations between the sexes inside the WRP! Yet 
within two months Banda produced his "27 Reasons," which 
constitutes a total repudiation of the entire historically-
developed program of the International Committee. 

The ideas were not conjured up in Banda's head in the 
weeks after the split. They are an articulation of right-wing 
liquidationist positions that had long been incubating in the 
leadership of the Workers Revolutionary Party. As he himself 
admits: "My only regret is tha t I didn't write this 10 years 
ago." This statement confirms that during the past decade, 
the leadership of the WRP was moving inexorably toward a 
break with the International Committee, as the party drifted 
further and further away from its Trotskyist foundations and 
toward opportunism. During that entire period, Banda, Healy 
and Slaughter functioned as an unprincipled clique within 
the International Committee, systematically subordinating 
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the struggle to build a world party to the immediate practical 
needs of the WRP in Britain. They brazenly lied to their 
international "comrades," presented false political reports, 
suppressed political criticisms and plundered the resources 
of IC sections. No two men worked harder to build up Healy's 
personal prestige in the world movement, tha t is, to cover up 
the opportunist degeneration of the WRP, than Banda and 
Slaughter. 

Liquidationism is a social, not an individual, phenomenon: 
the product of the intense pressure of imperialism on the 
workers' movement. In his "27 Reasons" Banda is speaking 
not only for himself, but for an entire layer of middle-class 
radicals and intellectuals within the WRP who have given 
up on Trotskyism, the working class and the social revolution. 
Banda's document is merely the finished form assumed by 
the revisionist positions which had been steadily gathering 
strength inside the WRP for more than 10 years prior to the 
split. Any serious study of the political line of the WRP over 
the past decade would demonstrate that its crisis is bound 
up with the systematic retreat from the principles and 
program that had been defended by the British Trotskyists 
between 1961 and 1966, when they had been in the forefront 
of the fight against Pabloite revisionism. 

In its struggle against the unprincipled reunification of the 
SWP and the International Secretariat of Pablo and Mandel, 
the SLL made an imperishable contribution to the building 
of the Fourth International. The documents produced by its 
leadership struck hammer blows against the opportunism of 
the revisionists and exposed the political significance of their 
capitulation to petty-bourgeois nationalism. The SLL's de­
fense of the historic perspective of Trotskyism laid the basis 
for the education of a new generation of proletarian 
revolutionaries all over the world. In the aftermath of this 
historic struggle, the SLL realized substantial political gains. 
Fighting for Marxism on the crest of a rising wave of 
proletarian class struggle within Britain and Europe, buoyed 
by the radicalization of broad sections of the middle class 
inspired by the revolutionary struggle against US interven­
tion in Vietnam, the British Trotskyists won the leadership 
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of the Labour Party Young Socialists, built a powerful youth 
movement, and established a daily newspaper in 1969. 

However, the response of the SLL to these important gains 
revealed certain negative features. As the SLL grew in 
Britain, it increasingly tended to view the building of the 
Fourth International as merely an extension of its national 
activity. The idea that the development of the International 
Committee of the Fourth International flowed primarily from 
the organizational successes of the British section gradually 
took hold inside the SLL. In France, a similar nationalist 
orientation was developing as the OCI — whose leaders had 
collaborated with the British in the founding of the ICFI and 
in the struggle against the 1963 reunification — savored its 
advances in the aftermath of the upheavals of May-June 1968. 
The centrist tendencies in the OCI, which the SLL had 
criticized as early as 1967, became even more pronounced as 
the French leadership accommodated itself to the opportunist 
outlook of the hundreds of petty-bourgeois student youth who 
joined the organization. 

In 1971, the SLL resumed the political struggle with the 
OCI, but broke it off precipitously with a split which was 
carried through with hardly any political discussion in the 
ranks of the International Committee. While the criticisms 
of the OCI's centrist line were undoubtedly correct, there 
were indications that not everything was entirely in order 
inside the leadership of the SLL. Since 1967, Banda had been 
advancing positions on the anti-imperialist struggles in the 
backward countries and in relation to the Chinese Cultural 
Revolution that were, at least in terms of method, quite close 
to those of the Pabloites. However, Healy assiduously avoided 
open conflict with Banda on these crucial political issues. It 
is impossible to avoid the conclusion that Healy's haste in 
splitting with the OCI was at least partly motivated by a fear 
that a protracted struggle against centrism would have 
dangerous reverberations inside the Socialist Labour League, 
precisely when the upsurge of the class struggle in Britain 
was creating exceptional "opportunities" for party-building. 
Healy chose to ignore the historical precedents which 
demonstrated again and again that in a period of the upsurge 
of the working class, the struggle against all forms of 
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opportunism and centrism inside the party assumes a 
life-and-death significance. 

The SLL made big gains in the course of the anti-Tory 
movement of the working class provoked by the introduction 
of anti-union legislation by the government of Prime Minister 
Edward Heath, but at a serious price. The failure to 
theoretically clarify the issues which had led to the split with 
the OCI weakened the political foundations of the party. 
Hundreds of members, many from middle-class backgrounds, 
who flooded into the SLL were given only rudimentary 
political education in the principles and history of the 
International Committee. The political line of the SLL during 
this period tended increasingly to adapt to the syndicalist 
consciousness of the militant workers. This was exemplified 
in the SLL's decision to issue a program for the founding of 
the Workers Revolutionary Party that was not based on 
Trotskyism and its international perspective, but merely on 
the spontaneous trade union consciousness of the anti-Tory 
movement in Britain. 

When the WRP was launched in November 1973, its leaders 
anticipated a rapid development toward the socialist revolu­
tion in Britain. And not without cause: the breakup of the 
Bretton Woods system in August 1971 had produced world­
wide inflation and an enormous escalation of the class 
struggle. The dictatorships in Portugal and Greece collapsed. 
The Nixon administration became entangled in political 
scandals and was forced to resign. In Britain, the massive 
anti-Tory offensive of the working class culminated in the first 
months of 1974 in a miners' strike that forced the resignation 
of the Heath government and brought the Labourites back 
to power. 

However, in the aftermath of the electoral victories of the 
Labour Party in 1974, the WRP encountered new political 
problems stemming from the residual weight of reformism 
on the consciousness of the working class. The treacherous 
policies of the social democrats produced disorientation 
within the workers' movement, not the least inside the WRP 
itself. Healy was now force to pay for his failure to develop 
the political struggle against the OCI. Among large sections 
of the WRP's members inside the trade unions, recruited on 
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the basis of little more than opposition to the Heath 
government, the return of Wilson produced a resurgence of 
reformist illusions. The ability of the WRP to counteract this 
trend was gravely undermined by the fact that the leader of 
the party's work inside the trade unions, Alan Thornett, had 
been won over to the positions of the British supporters of the 
OCI. Without revealing his real organizational allegiances 
and working with documents written by OCI supporters, 
Thornett came out against the WRP's attack on the new 
Labour government. In this difficult situation, which could 
be tackled only with patience and political firmness, the 
leadership of Healy, Banda and Slaughter resorted to 
desperate organizational measures that led to the expulsion 
of Thornett and his supporters, again without serious political 
discussion inside the WRP, let alone the International 
Committee. 

The most damaging result of this split was the strengthen­
ing of a far more dangerous tendency within the WRP, 
consisting of middle-class elements who, in the wake of 
Wilson's victory and the general dampening in the level of 
industrial struggle, quickly became impatient with the 
working class and rejected the need for a tenacious struggle 
within its mass organizations. 

Adapting to these middle-class forces, who by the mid-
1970s were a numerically dominant force within the party 
leadership, the WRP began to move sharply away from the 
working class. This assumed the form in 1975 of an ultraleft 
perspective that called for the immediate bringing down of 
Wilson's Labour government, which, in effect, meant aban­
doning any real struggle against both the Labour Party right 
wing and its centrist apologists. The incorrect political line 
served to isolate the party from the working class, and led, 
as usually happens, to an opportunist practice which 
supplemented the ultraleft policy. The Workers Press was 
converted into a centrist-type of "popular" paper, News Line. 

Simultaneously, an impressionistic response to the defeat 
of US imperialism in Vietnam encouraged speculation about 
the revolutionary potential of Stalinism and the nationalist 
movements in the backward countries. The search for 
alliances with bourgeois nationalists in the Middle East 



M. Banda Renounces Trotskyism 11 

assumed an unprincipled character, which eventually degene­
rated into an opportunist and mercenary relationship. While 
the resources acquired through these relations temporarily 
solved the most pressing organizational problems, the theory 
of permanent revolution was reduced to a dead letter, and the 
whole historically established conception of the political 
independence of the working class and its revolutionary role 
was systematically undermined. Flowing from this, the 
essential world strategy of the Trotskyist movement — the 
building of sections of the Fourth International to resolve the 
crisis of revolutionary leadership — was abandoned in favor 
of that long-incubating nationalist perspective which saw the 
construction of the International Committee as nothing more 
than a by-product of the material growth and successes of the 
Workers Revolutionary Party in Britain. 

By the late 1970s, the right-centrist character of the WRP's 
practice could no longer be reconciled with the formal 
lip-service it paid to Trotskyist principles. The education of 
the cadre was concentrated almost exclusively on a subjective 
idealist vulgarization of dialectical materialism championed 
by Healy. What he called the "practice of cognition" was 
actually a systematic justification of his own pragmatic 
intuition which, if correctly emulated, would supposedly 
enable party members to "speedily" arrive at useful practices 
without any specific scientific analysis of the lawful develop­
ment of the class struggle. In one party document, Healy 
promised to train party members in "what is best described 
as the unconscious use of the dialectical method" — an 
extraordinary distortion of Marxism that Trotsky had ridi­
culed 40 years earlier in his celebrated rebuttal of Max 
Shachtman's defense of James Burnham. 

It was not accidental that Healy could commit such crude 
theoretical blunders which went unchallenged within the 
leadership of the WRP. In the name of a struggle against 
"propagandism," the study of Trotsky's writings was ridi­
culed. As a specific object of theoretical work, the struggle 
against revisionism was all but abandoned. Political differ­
ences inside the WRP were either suppressed or papered over 
as Healy maneuvered within a party leadership that con-
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sisted largely of middle-class elements with no experience in 
the class struggle. 

Thus, the victory of Margaret Thatcher in 1979 and the 
establishment of the most right-wing Tory government since 
the end of World War II found the WRP unprepared politically 
and theoretically. While formally preserving its ultraleft line 
— refusing to place any demands on the Labour Party and 
insisting that Thatcher could only be replaced by a Workers 
Revolutionary Government led by the WRP — its interven­
tions within the labor movement assumed a thoroughly 
opportunist character. In virtually every major strike, the 
WRP defended the right-wing trade union leadership — such 
as Bill Sirs of the steel workers' union. When the left-talkers 
in the Labour Party led by Ken Livingstone gained control of 
the Greater London Council, the WRP became their apolo­
gists, going so far as to oppose strikes by transport workers 
on the grounds that the reformist-led GLC's budget could not 
afford a wage increase! One by one, the theoretical conquests 
of the Fourth International and the most basic concepts of 
Marxist tactics in the class struggle were abandoned. In 
response to the British invasion of the Malvinas, the WRP 
first adopted a pacifist line. Later, confronted with a faction 
fight within the Communist Party over control of its 
newspaper, the WRP campaigned enthusiastically on behalf 
of the Euro-Stalinist faction in the CPGB apparatus, arguing, 
incredibly, that its control over the Morning Star, the daily 
Stalinist rag, must be defended as a product of the October 
Revolution! 

Between 1982 and 1984, the Workers League attempted 
to engage the Workers Revolutionary Party in a discussion 
of both its political line and its theoretical method. It produced 
an extensive analysis of Healy's distortion of dialectical 
materialism, as well as the WRP's reversion to positions 
historically identified with Pabloite revisionism. The WRP 
reacted to these criticisms by threatening the Workers 
League with a split. From the standpoint of Marxism, this 
response meant that the degeneration of the WRP had 
reached a very advanced stage. This was confirmed by the 
actual development of the class struggle. In late 1983, the 
WRP uncritically endorsed the vacillating policies of the 
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printing union leaders and excused their betrayals on the 
grounds that nothing more should be expected of leaders "of 
politically moderate opinion," forgetting everything that 
Trotsky had written about the British General Strike of 1926 
and his scathing criticism of Purcell, Cook and the Anglo-
Russian Committee. 

Each uncorrected error produced new and worse ones. The 
miners' strike was the most critical working-class struggle 
in the entire postwar history of Britain. Once again, forgetting 
all that it had written about the OCI's refusal to place political 
demands upon the leading parties of the French working class 
— the Communist Party and Socialist Party — during the 
1968 General Strike (not to mention the prolific writings of 
Lenin and Trotsky on this very question), the WRP never 
placed a single demand on the Labour Party. This political 
abstentionism, based on the type of petty-bourgeois leftism 
that Healy and Banda had conscientiously fought throughout 
the 1960s and early 1970s, complemented an adaptation to 
the Scargill leadership of the National Union of Mineworkers. 
Scargill never called for general strike action by the TUC or 
demanded that the Labour Party fight for new elections to 
bring down the Tories. He was careful to avoid a political clash 
with either the TUC or Labour Party bureaucracy. The WRP 
adapted to his syndicalist and centrist line. 

Partly to justify its rejection of the struggle to expose the 
Labour Party but, even more, an expression of the WRP's 
extreme disorientation, Healy proclaimed that Thatcher, 
during the first month of the miners' strike, had been 
transformed into a Bonapartist dictator. Claiming that the 
strike would end either in a socialist revolution or a fascist 
dictatorship, the WRP excluded the possibility of another 
Labour government and categorically rejected any suggestion 
that the Labour Party should be compelled to fight for the 
bringing down of Thatcher in order to defend the miners. At 
a public rally in November 1984, Healy declared: "If the 
miners are defeated we will be illegal in Thatcher's Britain. 
She not only intends to press ahead to destroy the trade 
unions, she is going to make the most revolutionary elements 
in the struggle opposed to her illegal." 
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Having predicted that a return to work by the miners 
without a victory would signify a defeat of the working class, 
the consolidation of dictatorship and the probable illegaliza-
tion of the WRP, the end of the strike shook the party to its 
very roots. The collapse of the simplistic perspective of 
"imminent revolution," an infantile caricature of Marxism, 
unleashed a wave of pent-up petty-bourgeois skepticism 
throughout the party. The defeat of the miners convinced the 
middle class within the WRP that not only the perspective of 
Healy, but the entire historical heritage of Trotskyism, was 
wrong. 

Against this background, in July 1985, a letter arrived at 
the party center, written by Healy's personal secretary of 
more than 20 years, exposing his systematic abuse of female 
party members. For the next three months, the WRP Political 
Committee attempted to cover up the scandal. Principled 
efforts by a member of the central committee, Dave Hyland, 
to convene a control commission investigation were opposed 
by Banda and Slaughter throughout the summer and 
suppressed. In the midst of this sordid mess, a financial crisis 
that was rooted in the opportunist politics of the WRP and 
which had been building up for several years finally exploded. 
The leadership could no longer prevent the collapse of the 
whole rotten edifice. News of Healy's personal activities found 
its way into the membership. Stripped of all political and 
moral authority, Healy could do nothing to control the 
ensuing anti-Trotskyist rampage which his entire political 
line over the previous decade had prepared. Indeed, he 
himself had lost all confidence in the historic perspective of 
the Fourth International and for that very reason had been 
unable to restrain his own demoralized abuse of authority. 

In October 1985, the pent-up resentments of the middle 
class exploded inside the WRP. Disillusioned and bitter, fed 
up with years of hard work which had produced no rewards, 
dissatisfied with their personal situations, anxious to make 
up for lost time, and simply sick and tired of all talk of 
revolution, the subjective rage of these middle-class forces — 
led by a motley crew of semiretired university lecturers — 
was translated politically into liquidationism. Precisely 
because its source lay not only in the subjective errors of the 
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WRP leadership, but more fundamentally in objective changes 
in class relations, the skepticism which swept through large 
sections of the party was the expression of a powerful social 
tendency within the Workers Revolutionary Party. 

The inflationary instability of the 1970s and the incapacity 
of reformism to provide any solution to the general social 
crisis had spawned a swing to the right within broad sections 
of the middle class. The elections of Thatcher in 1979, Reagan 
in 1980, and Kohl in 1983 were the product of this right-wing 
development, which had a profound impact within the labor 
movements of all capitalist countries, especially Britain, 
where a large group of renegade right-wingers formed the 
Social Democratic Party and allied themselves openly with 
the Liberals against the working class. 

The growth of unemployment; the dismantling of the old 
welfare state systems; the general lowering of wage levels; 
the ineffectiveness of strikes; the apparent weakening of the 
unions; the movement of sections of the middle class, under 
the influence of Reagan-Thatcher "supply-side" economics, 
away from reformism toward the right, their abandonment 
of 1960s-style social activism for hedonistic consumerism and 
self-gratification: these developments had a profound impact 
on the WRP. The middle-class forces within it had come to 
believe what they read in the newspapers: that capitalism 
had overcome its crisis; that automation had all but sapped 
the strength of the working class; that the development of 
computer technology and the exchange of information had 
created a new economic base for capitalism; that the 
industrial working class had been rendered obsolete; and 
that Marxism had become irrelevant. For years they had 
repeated again and again, without making any serious 
analysis of the changes in the economic conjuncture or the 
concrete development of the class struggle, that the social 
revolution in Britain was imminent. Now — and this is the 
heart of their perspective — they no longer believe in the 
possibility of revolution either in this century or in the 
opening decades of the next one. 

Only people who no longer feel any responsibility toward 
the labor movement, who have broken with all the inner 
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discipline that is derived from a scientifically-grounded 
confidence in the revolutionary role of the working class, could 
speak, write and act in the manner of Banda, Slaughter and 
their supporters. Their social base is not the working class, 
but those sections of the middle class whose illusions in the 
historical viability of capitalism have been rekindled by the 
"supply-side" economics of Reagan and Thatcher. 

The real perspective of these liquidationists was spelled 
out in a document submitted by RM, a member of the 
Banda-Slaughter faction, to the WRP's internal bulletin: 

Realistically speaking in a capitalist society, to be an 
actual professional revolutionary, is an idealist position as 
it will only earn you a term of imprisonment, for terrorism 
or riot or conspiracy. The mass proletariat need a party 
based on socialist principles, but at this moment in time the 
party must work within the system, as if it doesn't, it denies 
the real potential of the bourgeoisie and the state, in 
England especially as we have a great task to break and 
smash the bourgeoisie as it is the oldest bourgeoisie in the 
world.2 

Far from representing a principled struggle against Healy, 
Banda's "27 Reasons" is the final outcome of the WRP's 
betrayal of the Fourth International. It is a twisted defense 
of the WRP's opportunism, inasmuch as he places the blame 
for the political crimes of the Workers Revolutionary Party 
upon Trotskyism itself. Banda's document makes no reference 
whatsoever to the political degeneration of the WRP since 
1976. His call for the burial of the IC proceeds from a 
denunciation of the ICFI decision to suspend the WRP as its 
British section in December 1985. Apparently, Banda became 
convinced that the IC must be destroyed as soon as it took 
action against the political betrayals of the Workers Revolu­
tionary Party. For Banda, whatever the WRP did was the 
outcome of the founding of the Fourth International and all 
responsibility for what has happened in Britain under his and 
Healy's leadership must be laid on its doorstep. To prove his 
point, Banda abandoned his post as general secretary, 
retreated to his ancestral plantation in Sri Lanka, where, as 
an absentee theoretician and in between friendly chats with 
Colvin De Silva of the LSSP, he set out to catalog all the 
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banana peels upon which the Fourth International has 
slipped over the last 48 years, and thereby to justify his own 
renegacy and betrayal of the working class. 



2 

The Banda School 
of Falsification 

The publication of the "Open Letter" by James P. Cannon, 
the founder and leader of the Socialist Workers Party, and 
the formation of the International Committee in November 
1953 mark the great historical watershed in the development 
of the Fourth International after the death of Leon Trotsky 
in 1940. 

Notwithstanding the inevitable limitations of all analogies, 
it can be safely written that the split with the Pabloites 
occupies in relation to the development of Trotskyism the 
same position as the 1903 split does in relation to the history 
of Bolshevism. In 1953, the Fourth International was 
confronted with a life-threatening opportunist tendency 
which called into question the essential theoretical, political 
and organizational principles of Trotskyism. All the ensuing 
divisions among the tendencies which claim to be Trotskyist 
stem from the issues which were first fought out in 1953. 

Jus t as the split at the Second Congress in 1903 did not 
resolve for all time and fully clarify the political issues which 
divided Bolshevism and Menshevism, the split within the 
Fourth International left many questions unresolved. The 
deeper implications of the division would continue to emerge 
over the years. However, all the subsequent developments 
confirm that the conflict in 1953 was between two irreconci­
lably opposed political tendencies representing different 
social forces. The proletarian wing of the Fourth Interna­
tional, that is, the "orthodox Trotskyists" led by James P. 
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Cannon, established the International Committee. The Interna­
tional Secretariat, led by Michel Pablo and Ernest Mandel, 
represented a petty-bourgeois revisionist tendency. 

The positions advanced by Pablo were a direct challenge 
to the fundamental programmatic conceptions upon which 
the founding of the Fourth International in 1938 had been 
based. With his opportunist proposals for the "integration" 
of the sections of the Fourth International "into the real mass 
movement," "the real fusion of the revolutionary vanguard 
with the natural movement of the class however it is formed 
and expressed in each country," and the elimination of "all 
doctrinal schematic barriers separating formalist thought 
from revolutionary action," Pablo was working, whether fully 
conscious of it or not, for the destruction of the Fourth 
International as an independent revolutionary tendency in 
the workers' movement. His program repudiated not only 
Trotsky's characterization of Stalinism as an agency of 
imperialism, but also called into question the revolutionary 
role of the working class and rejected the Lenin-Trotsky 
theory of the revolutionary party. In place of the conscious 
struggle for Marxism against the prevailing and spontaneously-
evolving forms of bourgeois consciousness as the basis for the 
building of the revolutionary party of the proletariat, 
Pabloism proceeded from a crude objectivism which assigned 
to the existing leaderships of the mass workers' movement 
— first and foremost, the Stalinist bureaucracies — a decisive 
historical role in the victory of socialism. 

Between 1949 and 1953, Pablo developed the position that 
under mass pressure, the Soviet bureaucracy would be 
compelled to lead revolutionary struggles against imperialism 
and that the world revolution would be completed under the 
aegis of Stalinism. Also, Pabloism extended the false claims 
made on behalf of the Stalinist bureaucracy to include 
bourgeois nationalist movements in the semi-colonial and 
underdeveloped countries. The essence of these revisions was 
the rejection of the struggle for the unconditional political 
independence of the working class from all petty-bourgeois 
tendencies. From this flowed the denial of the role of the 
Fourth International in the resolution of the crisis of 
revolutionary leadership. 
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The objective source of Pabloite revisionism was the 
capitulation of petty-bourgeois elements and, in the United 
States, sections of more conservative workers, to the immense 
pressure of imperialism, partially refracted through the 
Stalinist bureaucracy, upon the Fourth International in the 
aftermath of World War II. In spite of their subsequent 
degeneration, it is to the everlasting historical credit of 
Cannon as well as Gerry Healy in Britain and Pierre Lambert 
in France that they opposed Pabloite revisionism and 
preserved the historical continuity of Trotskyism. Contrary 
to the opinion of Mr. Banda, it is not just the evil men do that 
lives after them. The objective significance of the 1953 
struggle against Pabloism remains a decisive historical link 
in the development of Trotskyism. Banda has repudiated 
precisely this historical link. He maintains, "The IC was a 
grandiose illusion, a contemptible maneuver and a disgusting 
charade," that the publication of the "Open Letter" was an 
act of "political skullduggery" planned by Cannon and Healy, 
who were "tied organically to the pro-Western bureau­
cracies," in order "to protect their own base of operations." 

The supposed bankruptcy of Cannon and Healy was, 
according to Banda, proof of the underlying sickness of the 
Fourth International, an organization which was congenitally 
incapable of providing revolutionary leadership. Far from 
representing the continuity of Marxism, Banda declares that 
"by 1951 the FI was completely emasculated," nothing more 
than "a surrogate international, a historical accident and the 
misbegotten product of an unprincipled alliance shot through 
with opportunism and political double-talk." (Banda's empha­
sis.) The aim of all this hyperbole is to wipe out the political 
and historical significance of 1953, and to justify his own 
desertion. In order to cover up his capitulation to the method 
and outlook of Pabloite revisionism, Banda summons every 
adverb and adjective in his arsenal of invective to denounce 
those who fought it. 

There is a direct connection between this grotesque 
revision of the history of the Fourth International and 
Banda's activity in Sri Lanka in late 1985, where he entered 
into discussions with the LSSP during his extended "leave of 
absence" from his post as general secretary of the WRP. In 
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1953 the LSSP, while claiming to disagree with Pablo's 
political conclusions, opposed the issuing of the "Open 
Letter" and the founding of the International Committee. 
As events were soon to demonstrate, the struggle against 
revisionism within the Fourth International cut across the 
LSSP's adaptation to Stalinism and bourgeois nationalism, 
which culminated in 1964 with its entrance into a coalition 
government. Retracing the steps of the LSSP, Banda 
attempts a belated defense of its opportunism by denigrating 
and slandering those who formed the International Commit­
tee. He will stop at nothing to discredit the Fourth 
International and prove that Pabloism cannot be blamed for 
liquidating the Fourth International. Banda insists that there 
was nothing left to liquidate by 1953, that its political collapse 
occurred before the founding of the International Committee. 

His "27 Reasons" is characterized by a polemical reckless­
ness that is derived from this "anything goes" attitude. 
Banda even makes the incredible statement, "The murder of 
Trotsky and the war, far from solving the unfinished problems 
and accelerating the development of the FI, in fact had the 
opposite effect" — suggesting that Trotsky's assassination 
should have had a positive effect. One might dismiss this 
sentence as a misprint were it not that it is entirely in keeping 
with the essential thrust of Banda's arguments: that in 
founding the Fourth International, Trotsky committed a 
disastrous blunder and bequeathed to the workers' movement 
a political monstrosity. Banda's "reexamination" of the 
Fourth International's history amounts to a systematic 
vilification of its leaders, whom he describes as "petty 
bourgeois dilettantes, charlatans and fantasists masquerad­
ing as a 'world party'," "a self-perpetuating bureaucratic 
clique," "fleas," "reformist humbugs," and even "Jesuit 
missionaries." The principal devil figure in Banda's repulsive 
depiction of the Fourth International is not Healy, but rather 
James P. Cannon, whose unforgivable crimes, aside from 
being born in the United States, are almost too numerous to 
detail. Banda's indictment accuses Cannon of: 

(1) a "disgusting accommodation to Norman Thomas and 
the US Socialist Party in 1934-35"; (2) a "criminal betrayal" 
— indeed, the "greatest betrayal of Trotskyism" — in the 



22 The Banda School of Falsification 

Minneapolis sedition trial of 1941, where the "strategy and 
tactics of revolutionary defeatism were shamelessly abandon­
ed"; (3) "political cowardice and capitulation to the backward 
sections of the US working class"; (4) the transformation of 
Trotskyism into "a fetishistic dogma"; (5) a "national-
defensist orientation covered up in seemingly revolutionary 
terms"; (6) having "apotheosized American exceptionalism"; 
(7) "adapting to the left Democrats in the US and keeping a 
shameless and inscrutable silence on the Rosenberg ex­
ecutions"; (8) "an appalling indifference to the persecution 
of the US Communist Party"; (9) having "never considered 
the CP a legitimate part of the working class"; (10) "a 
pacifist-moral outrage" to the Korean War; (11) the deliber­
ate creation of "a Frankenstein Monster in the form of 
Pablo"; and (12) knowing "little about fascism and even less 
about class relations in the US." 

As we will later prove, Banda's attack on the SWP and 
Cannon is specifically aimed at discrediting the struggle 
waged in 1953 against Pabloism. His vilification of Cannon 
is essentially a repeat of the slanders of the American 
Pabloites, the most right-wing of all the revisionists. Accord­
ing to Banda, Cannon was not the only demon. The entire 
Fourth International, he tells us, was "bereft of Trotsky's 
dialectical ability and vision" and "did not even have the gift 
of hindsight." It "abstained from participating in the 
Resistance and played little or no part in the struggle to 
project a revolutionary defeatist line." Its "impressionistic 
eclecticism reached abnormal proportions" at the end of 
World War II. It was guilty of "shameless toadying to 
bourgeois democracy," bowed to "Mandel's Zionist procli­
vities," and its internal struggle against the right-wing 
Morrow-Goldman tendency was merely "an alibi and conven­
ient diversion which did nothing to stop the descent into 
pragmatism of the worst kind." 

In Banda's approach to the history of the Fourth Interna­
tional, one little thing is forgotten: the class struggle and its 
material foundations in the conflict between the development 
of the productive forces and the prevailing social relations. 
The historical development of the Fourth International is 
reduced to the petty conflicts between bad and generally 
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stupid people — of course, all the events referred to above 
occurred before Banda appeared on the scene — whose 
actions are to be explained from their personal and, as a rule, 
self-seeking motives. 

Except for the unexplained "miracle'' of Trotsky's genius, 
there has been absolutely no reason, except for the personal 
ambitions of a few individuals, representing nobody but 
themselves, for the existence of the Fourth International. Its 
history, according to Banda, is a "sorry and lugubrious tale" 
which culminated in "bureaucratic slander, political chica­
nery and moral depravity of the most sordid kind." Not since 
the days of the Moscow Trials, when Stalin's Vizhinsky 
delivered his final summations in the Hall of Columns and 
appealed for prearranged death sentences ("Shoot the dogs 
gone mad"), has the Trotskyist movement been described in 
such terms. 

Banda leaps from one isolated episode to another; and the 
transitions which he arbitrarily constructs between different 
events lack any internal logical connection. On the basis of 
his method, one can "demonstrate" not only the bankruptcy 
of the Fourth International, but also the entire development 
of the workers' movement and the history of mankind in 
general. Banda has taken us back to the historical subjecti­
vism of the old vulgar materialism which was analyzed long 
ago by Engels: "Its conception of history, in so far as it has 
one at all, is therefore essentially pragmatic; it judges 
everything according to the motives of the action; it divides 
men in their historical activity into noble and ignoble and 
then finds that as a rule the noble are defrauded and the 
ignoble are victorious. Hence it follows for the old materialism 
that nothing very edifying is to be got from the study of 
history...." This old materialism, Engels explained, never 
asked itself, "What driving forces in turn stand behind these 
motives? What are the historical causes which transform 
themselves into these motives in the brains of the actors?" 1 

The foundation of all political parties and their respective 
programs is the class struggle, through which the opposed 
and irreconcilable material interests of different social s trata 
associated with definite historically-formed relations of 
production are fought out. To disregard the mighty historical 
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processes out of which parties of different classes are formed, 
or to refer to the leaderships of different tendencies within 
the workers' movement as "self-perpetuating cliques" and 
"fantasists masquerading as a 'world party'," is to descend 
to the level of the capitalist police, who habitually attribute 
every articulation of the distinct class interests of the 
proletariat to the manipulations and intrigues of "self-
proclaimed leaders." Banda is incapable of even attempting 
to establish the connection between the historical develop­
ment of the international class struggle and the necessary 
forms of its reflection in the political and ideological struggles 
within the Fourth International. Rather, proceeding from his 
theoretically-bankrupt subjective method, his account of the 
work of the Fourth International is built upon malicious 
distortions, outright fabrications and cynical half-truths. In 
virtually every reference he makes to the history of the FI 
between 1940 and 1953, Banda exposes an almost unbeliev­
able ignorance of the actual facts. 

The lies and internal contradictions in Banda's document 
express the absence of an integrated historical perspective, 
which is the consequence of his abandonment of the 
materialist conception of history. Banda employs the sub­
jective yardstick of a rationalist in his judgment of men and 
their actions. The historical necessity underlying the creation 
of the Fourth International is conveniently forgotten or 
explicitly denied: the transformation of both the Second and 
Third Internationals into the agencies of imperialism within 
the workers' movement and the organic inability of the 
national bourgeoisie of the backward countries to carry 
through the tasks of the democratic revolution and initiate 
the socialist reconstruction of society. Merciless in his 
criticisms of the various failings and foibles of the Trotskyists, 
Banda, like all renegades, passes over in silence the gigantic 
betrayals of social democracy and Stalinism that have 
resulted in the deaths of millions. 

That the Fourth International, in the course of its long 
history — and especially in the aftermath of the assassination 
of Trotsky — has made mistakes, passed through periods of 
political confusion, contended with unworthy leaders cannot 
be denied. There is no royal road to truth, let alone to the 
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liberation of man from capitalist exploitation. The Fourth 
International is not diminished because it may at certain 
times have made false or incomplete evaluations of the 
complex and original social phenomena that emerged after 
the conclusion of World War II. After all, it concerned itself 
with questions which simply could not arise within the 
Stalinist parties. While the latter were proclaiming Tito a 
fascist, the Trotskyists were striving to understand the class 
nature of Yugoslavia. 

This "difference" in the manner in which the problem of 
Titoism was tackled was not simply one of intellectual 
approach. It stemmed from the irreconcilable class antago­
nism between Trotskyism and Stalinism. There exists no 
other movement that represents the historic interests of the 
proletariat as the revolutionary class, bases itself consciously 
on the lessons of October 1917, embodies the historical 
development of Marxism, has set itself the task of smashing 
the bureaucratic agents of imperialism, and whose program 
is the world socialist revolution. This, for us, is the heart of 
the matter. 

We propose to systematically review Banda's indictment 
of Cannon and the Socialist Workers Party, which constitutes 
the core of his attack on the history of the Fourth 
International prior to the founding of the International 
Committee. Though this requires that we reproduce lengthy 
quotations, this is necessary to demonstrate the dishonesty 
and incompetence with which Banda deals with the historical 
record. This exposure is a revolutionary duty, for as Cannon 
once said, "To falsify party history means to poison the well 
from which the young party members have to drink." 2 

Our examination will show that Banda, in the formulation 
of his "27 Reasons," bases himself consistently upon all the 
old enemies of the Trotskyist movement. Banda's brain has 
become a sort of garbage dump where old revisionist t rash is 
gathered and recycled. He parrots allegations that were made 
and refuted years and even decades ago. He sides with Oehler 
and the ultralefts against Trotsky and Cannon. He accepts 
as bonafide the slanders peddled by Shachtman, Morrow 
and, above all, the Pabloite Bert Cochran against Cannon and 
the Fourth International. A large portion of Banda's attack 
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on the SWP draws its inspiration from the principal document 
written in 1953 by the American supporters of Pablo, which 
was called, "The Roots of the Party Crisis." First, however, 
we must deal with Banda's attempt to distort the history of 
the Trotskyist movement in the United States prior to the 
founding of the SWP. 

Banda alleges that Cannon was guilty of a "disgusting 
capitulation to Norman Thomas in 1934-35." He says nothing 
more about this unsavory episode in the history of American 
Trotskyism. But his brevity on the subject is understandable, 
as it is clear that Banda does not know what he is talking 
about. We suspect that Banda is referring to the entry of the 
American Trotskyists into the Socialist Party. We say 
"suspect" because in that case Banda has his dates wrong. 
In 1934-35 the Trotskyists carried out a fusion with the 
American Workers Party led by the noted radical, the Rev. 
A. J. Muste. The formation of the Workers Party of the United 
States, the product of this fusion, marked an important step 
forward in the development of a genuine Trotskyist party. 

Capitalizing on the radicalization of the working class and 
the growth of their own prestige following the Minneapolis 
General Strike of 1934, the fusion enabled the Trotskyists to 
broaden their base among an important section of militant 
workers and radicals. This initiative enjoyed the full support 
of Trotsky. 

In 1936, the question of entry into the Socialist Party 
became a burning issue for the Trotskyists. The real author 
of this "disgusting accommodation" was not James P. 
Cannon, but Leon Trotsky. As early as 1934, after the collapse 
of the Third International and the victory of fascism in 
Germany, Trotsky had noted the development of a left-wing 
tendency within a number of social democratic parties, 
especially in France. The "French turn" — tactical entry by 
the Trotskyists into the SFIO to influence and exploit this 
political ferment in order to win new forces — was proposed 
by Trotsky. It met furious opposition from sectarian elements 
who had grown thoroughly accustomed to a propagandist 
existence in small groups. 

Among the most embittered opponents of the "French 
turn" was Hugo Oehler, the leader of a sectarian tendency 
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within the Communist League of America (as the American 
section of the International Left Opposition was known until 
the fusion with the Musteites). He insisted, despite the 
obvious successes of the French Trotskyists, tha t their entry 
into a party affiliated with the Second International repre­
sented an impermissible betrayal of Marxism. The struggle 
waged by Trotsky against Oehler constituted an enormously 
important chapter in the theoretical preparation of the 
Fourth International. Describing Oehler, Trotsky wrote: 

Each sectarian wants to have his own labor movement. 
By the repetition of magic formulas he thinks to force an 
entire class to group itself around him. But instead of 
bewitching the proletariat, he always ends up by demoraliz­
ing and dispersing his own little sect.... 

Such a man can remain tranquil and friendly so long as 
the life of the organization continues to revolve in familiar 
circles. But woe be it if events bring about a radical change! 
The sectarian no longer recognizes his world. All reality 
stands marshaled against him and, since the facts flout 
him, he turns his back on them and comforts himself with 
rumors, suspicions, and fantasies. He thus becomes a source 
of slanders without being, by nature, a slanderer. He is not 
dishonest. He is simply in irreconcilable conflict with 
reality.3 

The application of the "French turn" in the United States 
came somewhat later and, of course, under different circum­
stances. Unlike the European sections of the Second Interna­
tional, the party of Norman Thomas did not have a mass base 
in the American working class. However, the peculiarities of 
the political development of the workers' movement in the 
United States did not invalidate the importance of a tactical 
orientation toward the Socialist Party. The development of a 
political crisis inside the Socialist Party in late 1935, 
involving a split by the right-wing faction, suddenly opened 
up enormous possibilities for the Trotskyists. 

Concerned that the Stalinists would exploit the split to 
their advantage, Trotsky instructed Cannon and Shachtman 
to enter the Socialist Party as quickly as possible. To 
underscore his anxiety, he cabled his instructions. On the 
same day, January 24, 1936, he amplified his instructions in 
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a letter to Cannon and Shachtman, the principal leaders of 
the Trotskyist movement in the United States at tha t time: 

When a tested and stable organization enters a centrist 
party, it may be a correct or an incorrect tactical step, i.e., 
it can bring great gains or it can bring none. (The latter is, 
in any case, under the present circumstances, unlikely.) 
But it is not a capitulation. The split in the Socialist Party 
is of the greatest importance as an objective symptom for 
the tendencies of its development. I am also in agreement 
with you that one should not give the centrist leadership 
any time to allow for the possibility of consolidation; this 
means: act quickly.4 

On February 6, 1936 Trotsky wrote again: 

It can be said: What do we care about the development 
in the SP? We go our own way. But this is precisely the way 
of the Oehlerites, which leads from nothing to nothing. But 
if we are of the opinion that the situation in the SP offers 
significant possibilities, we should promptly make a cour­
ageous turn, without losing time, enter the party, constitute 
ourselves as a faction, prevent the destructive work of the 
Stalinists, and thus take an important step forward.5 

Emphasizing the danger posed by the Stalinists, Trotsky 
warned: 

In the American milieu, the unhampered rapprochement 
of the Socialist and Communist parties would signify the 
greatest impediment to us for a whole period, to refuse to 
see this would really be blindness.... 

A political radicalization in America will, in the next 
months and perhaps also in the next few years, benefit 
primarily the Communists and the Socialists, especially if 
they form a firmly cohesive united front. The Workers Party 
in such a case would remain on the side, almost entirely as 
a purely propagandistic organization, with all the conse­
quences of the internal quarrel over missed opportunities. 
A speedy entry would prevent the demoralization of the 
Socialist left wing by the Stalinists, expose the incorrigible 
centrist leaders, promote clarification in the workers' 
vanguard, and precisely thereby strengthen our positions 
for the future.6 

If Banda wishes to denounce the "disgusting accommoda­
tion" to Norman Thomas, then he should at least have the 
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honesty to name the real target of his attack: Leon Trotsky. 
All the discussions on the "French turn" revealed Trotsky's 
mastery of the dialectical method and his capacity for abrupt 
turns. Sterile opposition to this tactical initiative on the basis 
of formal references to the historic crimes of the Second 
International evaded a concrete analysis of the contradictions 
in the old parties of the working class. Trotsky was not 
unmindful of the dangers which were associated with the 
"French turn": entryism, even under the most favorable 
circumstances, is always a double-edged sword. The precondi­
tion for the application of the entry tactic is always the 
political firmness of the Trotskyist cadre and its capacity to 
resist the class pressures which are intensified when working 
within a hostile milieu. 

During the year in which the American Trotskyists worked 
within the Socialist Party, Trotsky carefully looked for traces 
of accommodation to the centrist milieu, which he found and 
subjected to sharp criticism. In his History of American 
Trotskyism, Cannon admitted: 

There is no doubt at all that the leaders of our movement 
adapted themselves a little too much to the centrist 
officialdom of the Socialist Party. A certain amount of 
formal adaptation was absolutely necessary in order to gain 
the possibilities of normal work in the organization. But 
this adaptation undoubtedly was carried too far in some 
cases and led to illusions and fostered deviations on the 
part of some members of our movement.7 

This type of straightforward self-criticism, which was never 
practiced by Healy or Banda, was a frank admission that the 
Trotskyists made mistakes in the course of the new 
experience. Cannon, to his credit, never claimed infallibility. 
At any rate, his deviations on this question were far smaller 
than those of Shachtman and Burnham, who made them­
selves at home inside the New York branch of the Socialist 
Party. If Cannon, who spent a good part of that year in 
California, is to be criticized, it must be for becoming 
somewhat too immersed in his trade union activity. However, 
tha t tendency, which was part of his political makeup as a 
"genuine workers' leader" (as Trotsky described him), was 
not without its redeeming features! 
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The application of the "French turn" in the United States 
was a great political success, and it led directly to the 
formation of the Socialist Workers Party. When the right-
centrists in the SP began a crackdown against the Trots­
kyists, Cannon effectively organized the counterattack and 
under the guidance of Trotsky prepared conscientiously for 
the necessary split. By the time the break came, the 
Trotskyists had won the overwhelming majority of the 
Socialist Party youth and important forces within the trade 
unions. This made possible the organization of the founding 
conference of the SWP in Chicago on the last day of December 
1937 and New Year's Day 1938. 

The work within the Socialist Party had enormous 
international significance for the world Trotskyist movement. 
The application of the "French turn" in the United States 
coincided with the organization of the Moscow Trials. As 
Cannon recalled in his History: 

It was required for us historically, at that crucial 
moment, to be members of the Socialist Party and by that 
to have closer access to elements — liberals, intellectuals 
and half-radical political people — who were necessary for 
the great political task of the Trotsky Defense Committee. 
I don't think Stalin could have arranged those trials as well 
at any other time to insure their complete discreditment as 
in the summer of 1936. We were then in the most favorable 
situation as members of the Socialist Party — and, 
therefore, surrounded to a certain extent with the protective 
coloration of a half-way respectable party — and we couldn't 
be isolated as a small group of Trotskyists, mobbed and 
lynched, as they planned to do. We conducted a terrific 
campaign to expose the trials and defend Trotsky. The 
Stalinists, for all their vast resources of apparatus, press, 
stooge organizations and money, were put on the defensive 
from the start. Our comrades in New York, assisted by those 
throughout the country, were able to initiate the organiza­
tion of a rather formidable-appearing committee, with John 
Dewey as chairman and an imposing list of writers, artists, 
newspapermen and professional people of various kinds 
who sanctioned and sponsored the movement to organize 
an inquiry into the Moscow trials. 

This inquiry, as you know, was eventually held at Mexico 
City in the spring of 1937. The case was thoroughly sifted; 
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out of it came two great books which are and will remain 
forever classics of the world labor movement, The Case of 
Leon Trotsky, and the second one, the report of the 
Commission, Not Guilty.... The exposure and discreditment 
of the Moscow Trials was one of the great achievements 
which has to be accredited to our political move of joining 
the Socialist Party in 1936.8 

In addition to the struggle against the Moscow Trials, 
which included the publication of Shachtman's brilliant 
Behind the Moscow Trials, the period of entryism also 
strengthened the intervention made by the Trotskyists 
against the betrayal of the Spanish revolution. The Marxist 
classic, Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Spain, by Felix 
Morrow, was another achievement of the fight waged by the 
Trotskyists for political clarification inside the Socialist 
Party. 

Rather than providing a careful and critical analysis of the 
"French turn," and examining the application of this tactic 
in different countries over a period of approximately three 
years, Banda imposes a label, "disgusting accommodation to 
Norman Thomas," over the entire experience. This is 
characteristic of Banda's formal method of dealing with the 
history of the Fourth International. In evaluating the complex 
development of the Trotskyist movement, his mind operates 
only with the most elementary and vulgar categories: good 
or bad, right or wrong, success or failure. But revolutionary 
practice does not lend itself to such facile definitions. The 
class struggle is a realm of paradox and contradiction, and 
those who wish to comprehend it must think dialectically; 
that is, it is necessary to to grasp all phenomena, including 
the results of human practice, as "a unity of opposed 
definitions." That is why Marxists have always placed high 
value on the maxim of Spinoza, which, by the way, Banda, 
too, was once fond of quoting: "Not to weep, not to laugh, but 
to understand." 
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The SWP and 
the 1940 Elections 

The assertion tha t the SWP capitulated to "Left-
Rooseveltianism" and refused to recognize the Stalinist 
movement as part of the working class forms a prime 
component of Banda's indictment of the American Trotsky­
ists. He goes so far as to claim that Cannon, in the course of 
adapting to the "left Democrats," maintained "a shameless 
and inscrutable silence on the Rosenberg executions." 
Moreover, according to Banda, "Cannon's articles on Stalin­
ism reveal an appalling political indifference to the perse­
cution of the US Communist Party and confirm the charge 
that he never considered the CP a legitimate part of the 
working class." 

To understand the political significance of this allegation 
against Cannon and the SWP, which is a combination of 
distortion and fabrication, it is necessary to trace the 
historical origins of this charge. The leaders of the Pabloite 
faction in the SWP, Bert Cochran and George Clarke, first 
raised it in 1953 in "The Roots of the Party Crisis." 
Supporting Pablo and fighting for the liquidation of the 
Socialist Workers Party, the Cochranites — as if anticipating 
Banda and his renegade associates in the Workers Revolu­
tionary Party — sought to pour as much scorn and ridicule 
upon the Trotskyist movement as possible. They mocked the 
"Old Guard" of the SWP as "museum pieces" and derided 
the Fourth International's claim to represent the revolution­
ary vanguard of the working class. 

32 



The SWP and the 1940 Elections 33 

Pointing to the strength of the Stalinist-led parties in 
Europe, the overturn of capitalism in Eastern Europe and the 
victory of the Chinese revolution under Mao, the Cochranites 
denounced the "barren sectarianism" of the SWP "that 
makes a doctrinaire panacea of 'independence' and attempts 
to meet all problems of the movement and perspectives by the 
mysticism of faith and hope and making a mystique of the 
party." 

The source of the SWP's refusal to break with "outlived 
formulas" and acknowledge the progressive and even 
revolutionary role of the Communist parties was the terrible 
disease of "Stalinophobia" and, the Cochranites declared, the 
sickest of the sick was Cannon. To prove their case, the 
Cochranites attempted to demonstrate that pathological 
anti-Stalinism — i.e., a form of anticommunism — had existed 
within the SWP for years, and that the presence of the disease 
had been detected by Trotsky as far back as 1940. They made 
a huge ballyhoo about the discussion — to which Banda now 
makes reference — between Trotsky, Cannon and other SWP 
leaders on the question of the party's presidential election 
policy, shamelessly exaggerating and distorting its signif­
icance. From there, they proceeded to concoct the outrageous 
charge, which Banda now parrots, that the SWP all but 
endorsed the persecution of the American Stalinists by the 
US government. The Cochranites wrote: 

Most of the time our propaganda about Stalinism is 
practically incoherent, lacking in the most elementary 
pedagogical qualities so necessary in these days of unabated 
witch-hunt and threatening war when the entire press and 
all organs of bourgeois public opinion are screaming about 
Stalinism at the top of their lungs. Our only concern seems 
to be to attack the Stalinists wherever possible without 
second thought as to the new circumstances under which 
this attack has to be made and to the consequent methods 
to be employed. Our purpose seems to be to distinguish 
ourselves from the Stalinists — period. The trouble with 
this method is that very often either the distinction cannot 
be understood, or the distinction between us and the 
bourgeois anti-Stalinists gets lost in a flood of invective, 
epithet, and incomprehensible characterizations.1 
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Cannon's pamphlet The Road to Peace, a devastating 
exposure of the Stalinist line of "peaceful coexistence" with 
imperialism, was denounced by Cochran and Clarke: 

The attitude is so fierce and unfriendly to people who 
mistakenly consider their movement to be genuinely 
fighting imperialism, and being persecuted by it, as to cause 
them to drop the pamphlet before reading the second 
paragraph. The only conclusion one can come to is that it 
was written for the party membership — another case of 
excessive preoccupation with mythical Stalinist "dangers" 
in our ranks. 2 

Within just six months, those who were baiting Cannon for 
his preoccupation with "mythical Stalinist dangers" split 
from the Socialist Workers Party as part of an international 
pro-Stalinist and liquidationist tendency. In England, the 
leader of the Pabloite faction, John Lawrence, had secretly 
joined the Communist Party while working to disrupt the 
Trotskyist movement from within. The fact that Banda 
revives the old Cochranite lie that Cannon and the SWP were 
guilty of "Stalinophobia" — a term used by Trotskyists to 
connote a politically-uncontrolled and theoretically-
uneducated hatred of Stalinism that becomes transformed 
into crude anticommunism — exposes his own capitulation 
to Pabloism. Banda's political skepticism and complete loss 
of confidence in Trotskyism is expressed in his claim that the 
Fourth International was unable to appreciate "the world-
historical significance" of either the Chinese, Yugoslav and 
Indochinese revolutions or the defeat of fascism by the Red 
Army. From this political standpoint, which concedes to 
Stalinism a revolutionary role, Banda is easily attracted to 
the old slanders of the Pabloites. Even if he did not set out 
to falsify history, his political conceptions condition him for 
that role. Banda's degeneration has proceeded so far that he 
does, indeed, identify Trotskyism as a variety of Stalinophobic 
anticommunism, or, as the Stalinists themselves might say, 
"Left in form, right in essence!" 

Now that we have established the source of Banda's 
allegation, let us examine its content. 

In June 1940, approximately three weeks after the 
May 24 attempt on Trotsky's life by a Stalinist GPU assassination 
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squad led by painter David Siqueiros, Cannon and several 
other leaders of the SWP traveled to Coyoacan in Mexico to 
consider what measures should be taken to strengthen the 
security arrangements. From June 12 to 15, discussions also 
took place on questions of political perspective, specifically, 
the military policy of the SWP and the party's position in the 
1940 presidential election. The discussion on June 13 revealed 
that the SWP, having failed to nominate its own candidate 
for president, had not worked out an effective means of 
intervening in the elections. The only alternative within the 
workers' movement to Roosevelt's campaign for a third term 
was the Stalinist candidate, Earl Browder, the general 
secretary of the Communist Party. Trotsky proposed that the 
SWP critically endorse Browder as a means of making a 
tactical approach to the sincere rank and file workers inside 
the CP. He pointed out that the momentary opposition of the 
Communist Party to the war plans of Roosevelt, based solely 
on the fact that Stalin had signed the "nonaggression" pact 
with Hitler, provided the SWP with an opportunity to make 
inroads among the Stalinist workers. 

Trotsky's proposal was opposed by Cannon and others, who 
argued that such a drastic shift in tactics, after years of 
unrelenting opposition to the Stalinists, would not be 
understood within their ranks nor among their progressive 
allies within the trade unions. Trotsky made a subtle and 
telling critique of the trade union work of the Socialist 
Workers Party, which went to the heart of the objective 
problems confronting the Trotskyist movement in the United 
States. Since the great Minneapolis General Strike of 1934 
which they had led, the Trotskyists had fought to establish a 
foothold in the labor movement in the face of violent 
opposition from the Stalinists, whose gangster methods in the 
trade unions rivaled those of the most corrupt bureaucrats 
of the right-wing American Federation of Labor. Of necessity, 
the Trotskyists had been obliged to form tactical alliances 
with non-Stalinist forces within the unions who were 
somewhat casually defined as "progressives." Generally, this 
meant that these forces were prepared to conduct trade union 
struggles on a militant basis. The best representative of this 
element was the Teamster leader Patrick Corcoran, who 
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broke with the reactionary craft-unionism of Tobin and 
collaborated with the Minneapolis Trotskyists in the building 
of Local 544 until his assassination in 1937. Within the 
limited sphere of trade union struggles, there was a principled 
basis for the alliance of the SWP and the "progressives" 
against the Stalinists, who would not hesitate to sabotage the 
struggles of the rank and file on the basis of sudden shifts in 
the Kremlin line. However, this alliance was fraught with 
political dangers. As Trotsky caustically observed, once 
election year rolled around, these progressives functioned as 
political agents of Roosevelt. 

Trotsky expressed the correct and perceptive concern that 
the SWP's reluctance to make a sharp tactical turn toward 
the Stalinists in the 1940 elections stemmed at least in part 
from a fear that this would lead to a break with the 
progressive "left-Rooseveltians" within the trade unions. 
Stressing the importance of a political orientation toward the 
Stalinist workers, Trotsky warned the SWP not to make the 
mistake of placing too much value on its alliance with the 
progressives. Thus, Trotsky translated his analysis of the 
contradictions within the American labor movement into a 
concrete proposal for practical action, understanding the very 
real difficulties confronting the cadre: 

If the results of our conversation were nothing more than 
more precise investigation in relation to the Stalinists it 
would be very fruitful. 

Our party is not bound to the Stalinist maneuver any 
more than it was to the SP maneuver. Nevertheless we 
undertook such a maneuver. We must add up the pluses 
and the minuses. The Stalinists gained their influence 
during the past ten years. There was the Depression and 
then the tremendous trade union movement culminating 
in the CIO. Only the craft unionists could remain indiffer­
ent. 

The Stalinists tried to exploit this movement, to build 
up their own bureaucracy. The progressives are afraid of 
this. The politics of these so-called progressives is deter­
mined by their need to meet the needs of the workers in 
this movement, on the other hand it comes from fear of the 
Stalinists. They can't have the same policy as Green because 
otherwise the Stalinists would occupy their posts. Their 
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existence is a reflex of this new movement, but it is not a 
direct reflection of the rank and file. It is an adaptation of 
the conservative bureaucrats to this situation. There are 
two competitors, the progressive bureaucrats and the 
Stalinists. We are a third competitor trying to capture this 
sentiment. These progressive bureaucrats can lean on us 
for advisors in the fight against the Stalinists. But the role 
of an advisor to a progressive bureaucrat doesn't promise 
much in the long run. Our real role is that of third 
competitor. 

Then the question of our attitude toward these bureau­
crats — do we have an absolutely clear position toward 
these competitors? These bureaucrats are Rooseveltians, 
militarists. We tried to penetrate the trade unions with 
their help. This was a correct maneuver, I believe. We can 
say that the question of the Stalinists would be resolved in 
passing insofar as we succeed in our main maneuver. But 
before the presidential campaign and the war question we 
have time for a small maneuver. We can say (to the Stalinist 
ranks), your leaders betray you, but we support you without 
any confidence in your leaders in order to show that we can 
go with you and to show that your leaders will betray you. 

It is a short maneuver, not hinging on the main question 
of the war. But it is necessary to know incomparably better 
the Stalinists and their place in the trade unions, their 
reaction to our party. It would be fatal to pay too much 
attention to the impression that we can make on the 
pacifists and on our "progressive" bureaucrat friends. In 
this case we become the squeezed lemon of the bureaucrats. 
They use us against the Stalinists but as the war nears call 
us unpatriotic and expel us. These Stalinist workers can 
become revolutionary, especially if Moscow changes its line 
and becomes patriotic. At the time of Finland, Moscow 
made a difficult turn; a new turn is still more painful. 

But we must have contact and information. I don't insist 
on this plan, understand, but we must have a plan. What 
plan do you propose? The progressive bureaucrats and 
dishonest centrists of the trade union movement reflect 
important changes in the base, but the question is how to 
approach the base? We encounter between us and the base, 
the Stalinists.3 

Anticipating the immense political pressures that would 
be generated by the outbreak of war, Trotsky hammered 
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away at t h e danger of an adaptation to conservative layers 
within the trade unions. 

You propose a trade union policy, not a Bolshevik policy. 
... You are afraid to become compromised in the eyes of the 
Rooseveltian trade unionists. They on the other hand are 
not worried in the slightest about being compromised by 
voting for Roosevelt against you. We are afraid of being 
compromised. If you are afraid, you lose your independence 
and become half-Rooseveltian. In peacetimes this is not 
catastrophic. In wartimes it will compromise us. They can 
smash us. Our policy is too much for pro-Rooseveltian trade 
unionists. I notice that in the Northwest Organizer this is 
true. We discussed it before, but not a word was changed; 
not a single word. The danger — a terrible danger — is 
adaptation to the pro-Rooseveltian trade unionists.4 

Trotsky was asked directly if he sensed tha t there was an 
element of adaptation to the bureaucracy in the work of the 
SWP. 

To a certain degree I believe it is so. I cannot observe 
closely enough to be completely certain. This phase is not 
reflected in the Socialist Appeal well enough.... It would be 
very good to have such a bulletin and to publish controver­
sial articles on our trade union work. In observing the 
Northwest Organizer I have observed not the slightest 
change during a whole period. It remains apolitical. This is 
a dangerous symptom. The complete neglect of work in 
relation to the Stalinist party is another dangerous 
symptom. 

Turning to the Stalinists does not mean that we should 
turn away from the progressives. It means only that we 
should tell the truth to the Stalinists, that we should catch 
the Stalinists beforehand in their new turn. 

It seems to me that a kind of passive adaptation to our 
trade union work can be recognized. There is not an 
immediate danger, but a serious warning indicating a 
change in direction is necessary. Many comrades are more 
interested in trade union work than in party work. More 
party cohesion is needed, more sharp maneuvering, a more 
serious systematic theoretical training; otherwise the trade 
unions can absorb our comrades. 

It is a historic law that the trade union functionaries form 
the right wing of the party. There is no exception to this. It 
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was true of the Social Democracy; it was true of the 
Bolsheviks too. Tomsky was with the right wing, you know. 
This is absolutely natural. They deal with the class, the 
backward elements; they are the party vanguard in the 
working class. The necessary field of adaptation is among 
the trade unions. The people who have this adaptation as 
their job are those in the trade unions. That is why the 
pressure of the backward elements is always reflected 
through the trade union comrades. It is a healthy pressure; 
but it can also break them from the historic class interests 
— they can become opportunists. 

The party has made serious gains. These gains were 
possible only through a certain degree of adaptation; but 
on the other hand we must take measures to circumvent 
dangers that are inevitable.5 

An attempt to present Trotsky's intervention as a con­
demnation of the SWP and Cannon is a travesty of historical 
objectivity. Through a discussion of the party's policy for the 
1940 elections, Trotsky elucidated the fundamental contradic­
tions which arose inevitably out of the actual development 
and political gains of the SWP. These gains, as Trotsky 
explained, could not have been made without an alliance with 
the "progressives" and a degree of adaptation. But this 
necessary adaptation, positive in one period, was now under 
conditions of approaching war revealing negative features 
that required a change in tactics. 

Trotsky did not convince Cannon of the correctness of the 
proposal on Browder. That was a tactical question of 
secondary importance and Trotsky never made an issue of it. 
There is no doubt, however, tha t the warnings on the 
potential danger of an adaptation to the "progressives" was 
seriously heeded. In fact, just hours before the fatal attack 
by the GPU agent Ramon Mercader, Trotsky wrote a letter 
to an SWP member in Minneapolis welcoming changes in the 
Northwest Organizer, the party-controlled organ of Local 
544. "The Northwest Organizer becomes more precise — more 
aggressive — more political. We enjoyed it very much." 6 

One month after Trotsky's death, at a conference of the 
SWP, Cannon informed the membership of the differences 
which had arisen during the June discussions. While 
reiterating his disagreement with the Browder proposal, 
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Cannon acknowledged the necessity for a more aggressive 
campaign to penetrate the ranks of the Stalinists. Taking up 
the main point of Trotsky's argument, he reviewed the 
problem of the "progressives." 

While defending the correctness of the bloc with these 
forces against the Stalinists, Cannon conceded, 

Our work in the trade unions up till now has been largely 
a day-to-day affair based upon the daily problems and has 
lacked a general political orientation and perspective. This 
has tended to blur the distinction between us and 
pure-and-simple trade unionists. In many cases, at times, 
they appeared to be one with us. It was fair weather and 
good fellows were together. The great issues raised by the 
war are rudely disrupting this idyl. Some of our comrades 
have already had revealing experiences of how a war 
situation puts an end to ambiguity and makes men show 
their real colors. Some people went hand in hand with us 
on almost every proposition we made to improve the union, 
get better contracts from the bosses, etc. Then all of a 
sudden, this whole peaceful routine of the trade union 
movement is disrupted by overpowering issues of war, 
patriotism, the national elections, etc. And these trade 
unionists, who looked so good in ordinary times, are all 
turning up as patriots and Rooseveltians. We now have a 
much narrower basis of cooperation with them.... 

Politically we have no ground for collaboration with the 
labor "progressives." We will have less and less as we go 
along, as the pressure of the war machine grows heavier.7 

Later developments — the Smith Act prosecution of 1941 
and the outbreak of war — demonstrated that the SWP was 
indeed prepared to fight and break with the "progressives" 
on matters of political principle. On the other hand, the 
reversion of the CP to a patriotic position following the Nazi 
invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941 did not produce a 
serious crisis within the Stalinist ranks. But the fact that the 
SWP did not evince the weaknesses of which Trotsky had 
warned and that the ranks of the American Stalinists 
demonstrated even less revolutionary consciousness than he 
had thought possible did not invalidate, retroactively, the 
significance of his intervention. Trotsky was a Marxist 
dialectician, not an astrologer. He was fighting to educate a 
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revolutionary leadership and to provide it with the benefit of 
his vast and incomparable experience. 

It amounts to a farcical caricature of Trotsky's method for 
Banda to portray the June 1940 discussion with the SWP as 
a horrific confrontation, in which the existence of a difference 
proved irrevocably, unmistakably, for once and for all, the 
worthlessness of the SWP and, for that matter, all those with 
whom Trotsky worked. In reality, this discussion was a great 
pedagogic exercise. It was one illustration of the enormously 
positive role played by Trotsky as the theoretical leader of the 
international movement. Had stenographers been present 
on such occasions, there can be no doubt that the transcripts 
of similar discussions would be found in the archives of Marx, 
Engels and Lenin. On a few occasions, as their correspon­
dence shows, Marx found it necessary to correct the views of 
his "Dear Fred," especially on the latter's evaluation of the 
North's prospects in the American Civil War. Banda happens 
to be familiar with this correspondence. (So far, but who 
knows for how long, we have been spared a denunciation of 
Engels's "infamous capitulation" to Stonewall Jackson.) If 
Banda cannot comprehend the political context within which 
these discussions unfolded and conceive of them as anything 
else but the harbingers of an imminent split, it is because 
serious discussion of political differences was, for more than 
a decade, impossible inside the WRP. 
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The SWP and 
American Stalinism 

Banda's attempt to portray the 1940 controversy as an 
early symptom of the virus of "Stalinophobic" anticom­
munism amounts to an impudent libel. At no time in the 
discussion was there even the vaguest suggestion that the 
Socialist Workers Party did not understand its class duty to 
defend the Stalinists against the capitalist state. 

The SWP had just concluded a protracted faction fight in 
which Cannon had collaborated with Trotsky in a bitter 
struggle against the Shachtman-Burnham petty-bourgeois 
minority, which rejected the defense of the Soviet Union on 
the grounds that it was led by a Stalinist totalitarian 
bureaucracy. At the September 1940 party conference, 
Cannon reviewed the central lessons of struggle against 
Burnham and Shachtman: 

It is important to remember in this connection that our 
fight with the petty-bourgeois ideologist Burnham began 
over the question of the characterization of the Stalinists. 

It will be recalled that almost two years ago, at the time 
of the auto crisis, the first real clash with Burnham and his 
satellites was precipitated by their attitude toward the split 
in the auto union. Despite the fact that the great mass of 
the auto workers were going with the CIO — and thereby 
at that time with the Stalinists — Burnham wanted to 
divert our support to Martin, even in the direction of the 
AFL, on the theory that the Stalinists were not really a 
part of the labor movement. 

42 
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The thing came to a head again over the invasion of 
Poland when Burnham wanted the party to take an outright 
stand against the Red Army on the theory that the Soviet 
Union is "imperialist." The issue grew sharper with the 
Finnish invasion. 

Then, when Browder was indicted by the government on 
an obviously trumped-up passport charge, Burnham opposed 
any defense of Browder on the ground that he did not 
represent any legitimate labor tendency. He overlooked the 
fact that as an agent of the Soviet bureaucracy, Browder 
indirectly represented the biggest labor organization in the 
world, that of the Soviet state. 

Burnham in this case was fundamentally motivated by 
the pressure of democratic imperialism in the United 
States. The Stalinists were for the moment at loggerheads 
with the Roosevelt administration, and the "intransigence" 
of the Burnham faction against the Stalinists simply 
represented a cheap and easy form of adaptation to the 
clamor of the bourgeois democrats. Their opinions were 
shaped against any kind of recognition of the CP as a 
tendency in the labor movement. We haven't heard such 
an expression here today from anybody.1 

As this quotation proves, Banda deceitfully attributes to 
Cannon and the SWP the very position, refusal to recognize 
Stalinism as a legitimate tendency in the workers' movement, 
that was held by Burnham and against which the SWP fought 
to the point of split. 

But perhaps the stand taken by the SWP in 1939-40 and 
the statement made by Cannon in 1940 represented only a 
temporary change in the "Stalinophobic" attitude of Cannon, 
to which the SWP soon reverted? 

In August 1946, in the midst of the struggle against the 
right-wing Morrow-Goldman faction — about which we will 
have more to say later — the SWP Political Committee 
produced a major theoretical analysis of the Shachtmanites 
entitled "Revolutionary Marxism or Petty-Bourgeois Revi­
sionism." This document was a systematic elaboration of the 
programmatic differences which separated the Socialist 
Workers Party from the Workers Party of Shachtman, with 
which Morrow and Goldman were proposing reunification. 
In the section entitled "Our Divergent Evaluations of the 
Stalinist Parties," the SWP Political Committee stated: 
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The break on the part of the Workers Party with our 
program on the Russian question has produced the sharpest 
differences between us in evaluating the Stalinist parties 
and determining our tactical approach to them. Here, as in 
other spheres, Burnham pioneered when in 1937, in the 
Political Committee of the SWP, he proposed that we read 
the Stalinist parties out of the working class movement and 
treat them as we would the Nazi or Fascist parties. The 
Workers Party, cautiously nibbling away at our evaluation 
of the Stalinist parties, has finally arrived at Burnham's 
1939 position, or at any rate one that resembles it very 
closely.... 

We evaluate the Stalinist parties in capitalist countries 
as working class parties led by treacherous leaders, similar 
to the Social-Democratic traitors. We understand, of course, 
that the Social-Democratic bureaucrats are agents of their 
respective native capitalisms, whereas the Stalinist bureau­
crats are agents of the Kremlin oligarchy. But they have 
this in common: they cannot fight for workers' power, nor 
do they wish to take power except as agencies of capitalism 
and usually in coalition with its direct representatives.2 

In April-May 1947, Cannon wrote a series of articles in the 
Militant that appeared under the title, "American Stalinism 
and Anti-Stalinism," which was later published in pamphlet 
form. It was written in the aftermath of a polemic with Ruth 
Fischer, a former leader of the German Communist Party 
who agreed to testify before the House Un-American Activ­
ities Committee. Cannon defined the attitude of the SWP 
toward the struggle against Stalinism. 

It is known that we are and have been for a long time 
opposed to Stalinism, or to any conciliation with it 
whatever. We started on this theme more than 18 years ago 
and have been hammering away at it ever since. We 
welcome cooperation with other opponents of Stalinism, but 
we believe that such cooperation can be fruitful only if there 
is some basic agreement as to the nature of Stalinism, and 
agreement also that the fight against Stalinism is part of 
the general anticapitalist struggle, not separate from it nor 
in contradiction to it. 

So that there may be no misunderstanding, let us make 
our position clear at the outset. We believe that the greatest 
and most menacing enemy of the human race is the 
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bipartisan imperialist cabal at Washington. We consider 
the fight against war and reaction in the United States to 
be the first and main duty of American revolutionists. This 
is the necessary premise for cooperation in the fight against 
Stalinism. Those who disagree with us on this point do not 
understand the reality of the present day, and do not talk 
our language. 

An understanding of the perfidious character of Stalinism 
is the beginning of wisdom for every serious, class-conscious 
worker; and all anti-Stalinists who are also anticapitalist 
should try to work together. But anti-Stalinism, by itself, 
is no program for common struggle. It is too broad a term, 
and it means different things to different people. There are 
more anti-Stalinists now than there were when we started 
our struggle 18 years ago, especially in this country where 
Stalinism is weak and Trumanism is strong, and they are 
especially numerous in New York and not all of them are 
phonies. But very few of the current crop of vociferous 
anti-Stalinists have anything to do with us, or we with 
them. That is not because of exclusiveness or quarrelsome­
ness, either on their part or ours, but because we start out 
from different premises, conduct the struggle by different 
methods, and aim at different goals.... 

Stalinism is, first of all, a political influence in the labor 
movement in the capitalist countries. And it exerts this 
influence, primarily, not as a police force or a terrorist gang, 
but as a political party. The fight against Stalinism is first 
of all, and above all, a political fight. This political fight will 
never make any serious headway with the radicalized 
workers — and they are the ones who are decisive — unless 
it is clearly and unambiguously anticapitalist from begin­
ning to end. No propaganda that bears, or even appears to 
bear, the slightest taint of Trumanism will get a hearing 
from the anticapitalist workers of Europe. That kind of 
"anti-Stalinism" which is currently popular in the United 
States is absolutely no good for export.3 

In the sixth article of the series, entitled "Is the Communist 
Party a Working Class Organization," Cannon wrote: 

Stalinism is a new phenomenon of the last quarter of a 
century, and is unique in many ways. But this does not 
change the essential fact that it is a tendency in the labor 
movement. It is rooted in the trade unions and wields 
influence over a section of the progressive workers. That is 
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precisely the reason that it is such a great problem and such 
a great obstacle to the emancipation struggle of the workers. 
In our opinion, it is impossible to wage an effective struggle 
against Stalinism without proceeding from this premise. 
Stalinism is an internal problem of the labor movement 
which, like every other internal problem, only the workers 
can solve.4 

In 1953, the American Pabloites inside the SWP denounced 
"the outlived 'anti-Stalinist' line of Cannon's pamphlet" and 
charged, "It became part of the vulgar 'anti-Stalinism' which 
was to plague us repeatedly in one field after another." 

We have now reviewed the line of the SWP in 1940, 1946 
and 1947 on the question of Stalinism, and have proven on 
the basis of the documentary record that the allegation that 
the SWP never considered the Communist Party to be a 
legitimate part of the working class is a fabrication. Cannon 
insisted that the fight against Stalinism requires recognition 
of the fact that it is part of the workers' movement, and that 
its representatives must be defended unconditionally against 
attacks by the capitalists and their state. 

We could rest our case at this point, confident that any 
impartial jury would find, on the basis of the evidence 
presented so far, tha t Banda is either a bad historian or a 
rotten liar. But we have promised to be as thorough as 
possible in our exposure of Banda's falsifications. So, begging 
the reader's patience, allow us to plough on. 

Banda's allegation that Cannon maintained a "shameless 
and inscrutable silence on the Rosenberg executions" and 
reacted with "appalling political indifference to the perse­
cution of the US Communist Party" is a smear. But Banda 
does not stop there. He even invents a fictional motive to 
explain the behavior he attributes to Cannon. The SWP 
leader, he claims, was adapting to the "left Democrats." 
Unfortunately, Banda does not explain what he means by 
"left Democrats." In general, these are rare birds, but during 
the early 1950s, the period of the McCarthyite witch-hunt, 
they were a nonexistent species. The charge that Cannon 
adapted to such "left Democrats" — assuming for a moment 
that he was able to find them — has been made up by Banda 
out of the whole cloth. 
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Throughout the late 1940s and into the 1950s, the SWP 
consistently defended the Communist Party against the 
witch-hunts and frame-ups which began with t h e launching 
of the Cold War, a position which the CP refused to adopt in 
relation to the SWP. Even as its leaders were being framed 
up by the US government, the Communist Pa r ty continued 
to support the use of the witch-hunt against members of the 
SWP, such as the "legless veteran," James Kutcher. 

The SWP's attitude toward the defense of the Communist 
Party was spelled out publicly following the 1948 indictment 
of 12 Stalinist leaders under the provisions of the Smith Act, 
whose use against Cannon and other SWP leaders seven 
years earlier had been enthusiastically supported by the CP. 
In a letter dated July 28, 1948, Farrell Dobbs, writing on 
behalf of the SWP Political Committee, proposed to the 
Communist Party's Central Committee the formation of a 
united front to fight the prosecutions. 

The indictment of 12 leaders of your party under the 
Smith Act is another sharp reminder that in this gag law 
the rulers in Washington have a diabolical weapon whose 
barb is aimed at the working class political and trade union 
movement.... 

Now that you are under attack, we, the first victims of 
the Smith Act offer you our aid. We are convinced that only 
a united struggle by the whole labor movement — by all the 
tendencies within it — can defeat this conspiracy to deprive 
you of your democratic rights.... 

We ask you not to permit the profound political 
differences between your party and ours to stand in the way 
of a broad united front of the working class in defense of 
Civil Rights. While you did not come to the defense of the 
Trotskyists when we were persecuted under the Smith Act, 
we have already made public our opposition to your 
indictment and are fully prepared to further assist in your 
defense.5 

This appeal, which the Stalinists never answered, was in 
line with the SWP's policy of defending all working class 
organizations against state attack. Banda then refers to the 
Rosenbergs, whose executions were supposedly ignored while 
Cannon was "adapting" to the "left Democrats." Let us 
again check the record. 
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Julius and Ethel Rosenberg were executed on June 19, 
1953. In the issue of the Militant dated June 1, 1953, the 
front-page headline read, "Witch Hunters Push Doomed 
Couple Toward Death Chair." Denouncing the "cowardly 
silence of the labor officials," the SWP called upon "trade 
unionists throughout the nation to demand action from their 
union organizations and officials." 

"It is not too late to save the Rosenbergs," the Militant 
declared, "Everything must be done to stop the hand of the 
executioner." 

In the next issue, dated June 8, 1953, the headline of the 
Militant read "Demand Witch-Burners Halt Legal Murder of 
Rosenbergs." The front page also carried an editorial 
entitled, "Labor Must Fight This Injustice." 

One week later, in the issue of June 15, 1953, the front-page 
headline read, "Last Ditch Clemency Fight in Rosenberg 
Case — World Protest Rises In Effort To Save Couple." The 
front page also carried an official appeal from the SWP for 
clemency, signed by its national secretary, Farrell Dobbs. 

In its next issue, dated June 22, 1953 and printed hours 
before the execution, the Militant front-page headline read, 
"Government Demands Blood, Court Dooms the Rosen­
bergs." The front page also carried an article reporting an 
SWP rally in defense of the Rosenbergs. 

Finally, in its issue of June 29, 1953, the front-page article 
is headlined, "Revulsion Sweeps World At Murder of 
Rosenbergs." 

Clearly, the SWP defended the Stalinists against state 
persecution. What, then, is to be made of Banda's claim, 
"Cannon's articles on Stalinism reveal an appalling political 
indifference to the persecution of the US Communist Party 
and confirm the charge tha t he never considered the CP a 
legitimate part of the working class"? 

Political indifference to the persecution of the Stalinists 
can mean nothing else except a refusal to defend the 
Communist Party, which is precisely what Banda claims 
when he refers in the next paragraph to Cannon's "cowardly 
abstention." This, we have already shown, is a lie. As for the 
attack on Cannon's writings on Stalinism, Banda is only 
parroting the old Pabloite line of Cochran and Clarke, who 
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opposed Cannon's refusal to equate political defense of the 
Communist Party against the capitalist witch-hunt with the 
granting of a political amnesty to the Stalinists. 

The Pabloites sought to exploit sympathy generated by the 
persecution of the Stalinists to foment a mood of political 
conciliationism toward these traitors. Cannon rejected this 
deceitful attempt to use the witch-hunt as a means of injecting 
revisionism, in the form of pro-Stalinist conciliationism, into 
the SWP. For this reason, the Pabloites branded him as a 
"Stalinophobe." 

The final "proof presented by Banda of the "Stalino-
phobia" of Cannon and the SWP relates to the party's 
reaction to the US intervention in Korea. "It wasn't accidental 
either that in the early stage of the Korean war the Militant 
carried a third camp position and that Cannon's intervention 
in this episode was more in the nature of a pacifist-moral 
outrage against the war than a revolutionary-defeatist 
opposition — not unlike North's opposition to the Grenada 
invasion." 

Once again, Banda relies entirely on allegations which 
appeared in the Pabloite document, "The Roots of the Party 
Crisis." Cochran and Clarke were trying to prove, in order 
to support their liquidationist line, that the SWP's position 
on Stalinism was leading them into the camp of US 
imperialism. The SWP's reaction to Korea supposedly proved 
this. According to Cochran and Clarke: 

The first reaction of the weekly paper, operating under 
the immediate direction of the PC, to the Korean War was 
a Third Camp position calling down a plague on both 
houses, the Kremlin and American imperialism. Our 
position was not dissimilar from that of the POUM and the 
Yugoslav CP, and not too far from that of the Shachtma-
nites. Now, the Korean War was the first big postwar crisis, 
testing all prior conceptions. It proved forthwith the 
complete fallacy of Cannon's basic contention that the main 
danger came from tendencies toward "conciliation with 
Stalinism." On the contrary, under the great pressures of 
the moment, the first inclination of the PC was a position 
that yielded in the opposite direction, toward Third 
Campism. It is true that the PC corrected its position in a 
relatively brief time under pressure of protests from leading 
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comrades. But the fact remains that a semi-Shachtmanite 
position was taken. 6 

There were weaknesses in the political line of the Militant 
in the first three issues after the war erupted in late June 
1950, but they were not of a "Third Camp" Shachtmanite 
character. Shachtman supported US imperialism. As for the 
Yugoslav CP, the inability of Tito to break politically with and 
conduct a principled struggle against Stalinism was exposed 
in the support which he gave to the United Nations' "police 
action" in Korea. (We cannot comment on the position of the 
POUM because we lack documents on this matter.) 

From the first issue, the SWP opposed the US intervention, 
denouncing both the Truman administration and the United 
Nations. The headline of the July 3, 1950 issue read, "Hands 
Off Korean People's Right To Decide Own Fate." 

The major weakness in the initial position of the SWP was 
that it failed to recognize in the struggle of the masses of 
North Korea a great revolutionary movement of the oppressed 
against imperialism. Rather, the outbreak of the war was 
seen through the narrow prism of the political conflict 
between US imperialism and the Soviet Stalinists. 

The decisive intervention in changing this position came 
from Cannon, who was in California when the war broke out 
and expressed dissatisfaction with the political line of the 
SWP. He flew to New York for a special enlarged meeting of 
the political committee on July 22, 1950 and made the 
following remarks: 

The Korean affair is a part of the colonial struggle against 
American imperialism. We ought to have the same attitude 
as to China. Even more sharply in this case because the 
US intervened directly. 

It seems to us this is one of the most important factors 
in the development of the world situation. Tremendous 
strength is demonstrated by this movement of the Asian 
people. They are by no means pulled on a string back and 
forth from Moscow. It is a real peoples' movement and, at 
present, the most revolutionary factor in the world. We 
have to have an unambiguous attitude toward it. As things 
are shaping up now, it will manifest itself more and more, 
as a movement of the Asians against American military 
force. 
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The correct demands are all stated in the paper here and 
there. But it is diffused too much and buried beneath 
balancing of blame. These demands must stand out as the 
main center of our campaign: Get out of Korea; Get out of 
the Orient; Withdraw the troops; Let the Koreans settle 
their own affairs. 

One thing is becoming clearer by the facts and we are 
gradually learning and assimilating it — after the Chinese 
experience. These are genuine revolutionary movements of 
great masses, of millions of people. The one misfortune is 
that they begin under Stalinist leadership everywhere. But 
if we make that a condition for withdrawing our support or 
blunting it with reservations, we will be doing in effect 
what the Shachtmanites do formally and in an extreme 
sense. They always find reasons to abstain from real 
struggles. 

Not only are these genuinely revolutionary movements, 
which offer the greatest revolutionary potentialities in the 
whole world; they are developing a tendency toward 
independence. We learned something from the Yugoslavia 
development. I doubt very much whether the Kremlin, by 
remote control, can manipulate these vast movements in 
Asia in a puppet sense. 

As American imperialism shapes up its blundering 
military program for the domination of the Orient, we will 
have to get away entirely from anything remotely suggest­
ing the policy of "a plague on both your houses." There are 
tens and hundreds of millions of people involved in the 
colonial revolt. They may well be the decisive force which 
will upset the whole balance. We have to support all these 
movements regardless of the fact that they are led by 
Stalinism at the present stage — insurrectionary move­
ments in the Philippines, Indonesia, Indochina, China itself, 
Korea. 

We think it is necessary now, in the concrete case of Korea 
to adopt a policy, not merely as an incidental one for a day, 
but as a pattern of our reaction to any further American 
adventures. Just how we will do that, with what specific 
slogans in each case — we can discuss separately. But we 
ought to be clear on the main point. That should be the axis 
of our line in the paper. A sharper anti-imperialist line. And 
sharper defense of the colonial movement.7 
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This intervention placed the SWP at the center of the 
struggle to defend the Korean revolution against US imperial­
ism. Based on the discussion at the enlarged political 
committee, Cannon drafted a public statement condemning 
the US intervention. This well-known article, written in the 
form of a public letter to the president and Congress, is 
crudely denigrated by Banda as simply an expression of 
"pacifist-moral outrage ... not unlike North's opposition to the 
Grenada invasion." 

Cannon was not without his weaknesses, he made serious 
mistakes, and in the closing decade of his long career in the 
revolutionary movement he succumbed to the intense class 
pressures that had been bearing down upon the SWP. But in 
his response to the Korean War, Cannon's strengths came to 
the fore. Among them were his gifts as an agitator, which he 
had developed during a half-century of struggle in the labor 
movement. He had a "feel" for the American working class, 
and that was appreciated by Trotsky, who had described 
Cannon's contribution to the struggle against Burnham and 
Shachtman, The Struggle for a Proletarian Party, as the work 
of a "genuine workers' leader." 

In his public denunciation of the Korean War, written in 
the midst of the McCarthyite anticommunist frenzy and 
prepared as a personal statement for legal reasons (i.e., the 
protection of the party organization), Cannon sought to cut a 
path to the consciousness of the American workers by 
appealing to their sense of class solidarity and distrust of the 
capitalists, giving voice to their instinctive hatred of milita­
rism and oppression and explaining the central issues raised 
by the US invasion. Perhaps Banda does not like Cannon's 
literary style, but that does not justify the absurd claim that 
the SWP leader's intervention was merely "pacifist-moral 
outrage." We will quote the most important passages from 
the public letter of July 31,1950: 

Gentlemen: 
I disagree with your actions in Korea, and in my capacity 

as a private citizen I petition you to change your policy 
fundamentally, as follows: 

Withdraw the American troops and let the Korean people 
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I am setting forth the reasons for this demand in detail 
in the following paragraphs. But before opening the 
argument, I beg your permission, gentlemen, to tell you 
what I think of you. You are a pack of scoundrels. You are 
traitors to the human race. I hate your rudeness and your 
brutality. You make me ashamed of my country, which I 
have always loved, and ashamed of my race, which I used 
to think was as good as any. 

The American intervention in Korea is a brutal imperial­
ist invasion, no different from the French war on Indo-China 
or the Dutch assault on Indonesia. American boys are being 
sent 10,000 miles away to kill and be killed, not in order to 
liberate the Korean people, but to conquer and subjugate 
them. It is outrageous. It is monstrous. 

The whole of the Korean people — save for the few 
bought-and-paid-for agents of the Rhee puppet regime — 
are fighting the imperialist invaders. That is why the press 
dispatches from Korea complain more and more about 
"infiltration" tactics, increasing activities of "guerrillas," 
the "fluid" fighting front, the "sullenness" and "unreliabi­
lity" of the "natives." 

The Korean people have a mortal hatred of the Wall 
Street "liberator." They despise unto death the bestial, 
corrupt, US-sponsored Syngman Rhee dictatorship that 
made South Korea a prison camp of misery, torture and 
exploitation.... 

The explosion in Korea on June 25, as events have proved, 
express the profound desire of the Koreans themselves to 
unify their country, to rid themselves of foreign domination 
and to win their complete national independence. It is true 
that the Kremlin seeks to take advantage of this struggle 
for its own reactionary ends and would sell it tomorrow if 
it could get another deal with Washington. 

But the struggle itself has the overwhelming and 
whole-hearted support of the Korean people. It is part of the 
mighty uprising of the hundreds of millions of colonial 
people throughout Asia against western imperialism. This 
is the real truth, the real issue. The colonial slaves don't 
want to be slaves any longer.8 

This statement was used by the sections of the Fourth 
International throughout the world to mobilize the working 
class against the US invasion of Korea. 
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As for Banda's comparison of Cannon's statement to 
"North's opposition to the Grenada invasion," this author 
would, under different circumstances, be flattered. 

In 1983, the Workers League was denounced by Banda and 
Slaughter for its response to the US invasion of Grenada in 
October 1983. They claimed that the Workers League did not 
adopt a revolutionary defeatist position. The factual basis for 
this attack was disagreement with a headline in the Bulletin 
which, hitting the streets the morning after Reagan's 
televised statement on the invasion, denounced the president 
as a liar. This, we were told, was a "propagandist" response! 

Slaughter and Banda especially opposed the stress placed 
by the Workers League statement on the need to politically 
unite the working class against the capitalists through the 
formation of a labor party. They strongly objected to this 
"heavy emphasis" on the political independence of the 
working class. 

Not only was this criticism an attack from the right, it was 
factionally motivated and false. In the autumn of 1985, 
following the explosion of the crisis inside the WRP, Slaughter 
and Banda admitted that they had conspired with Healy to 
get back at the Workers League for criticisms which it had 
made of the political and theoretical work of the WRP in 1982. 
The allegation that the Workers League had failed to oppose 
the Grenada invasion on the basis of Trotskyist principles 
was deliberately fabricated to undermine the Workers League 
within the International Committee. The fact that such 
measures were employed by Healy, Banda and Slaughter is 
a measure of the political degeneration of the WRP leader­
ship. 

Banda's criticisms of the SWP's response to the Korean 
War is mild compared to what he has to say about its position 
on World War II. That we will deal with in the next chapter. 
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Revolutionary Defeatism 
in World War II 

In the spring and early summer of 1941, on the eve of the 
entry of the United States into World War II, the Roosevelt 
administration, working closely with the right-wing bureau­
cracy of the Teamsters union, prepared and launched a 
massive state attack on the Socialist Workers Party and its 
most important base inside the trade union movement, 
Teamsters Local 544 in the Twin Cities of Minnesota. 

On June 27, 1941, FBI agents raided the St. Paul-
Minneapolis offices of the SWP and seized large quantities of 
literature and party documents. A little more than two weeks 
later, on July 15, 1941, a federal grand jury indicted 28 
members of the SWP, including National Secretary James P. 
Cannon and virtually all the party leaders in Minneapolis, 
on two counts of sedition. 

The first count of the indictment accused the SWP of 
organizing a "conspiracy to overthrow the government by 
force and violence." The second count, based on the Smith 
Act enacted into law the previous year, charged the SWP with 
fomenting insubordination in the armed forces and advocat­
ing the violent overthrow of the US government. 

The government prosecution, enthusiastically supported 
by the Stalinists, threatened the legal decapitation of the 
Socialist Workers Party. Cannon and his codefendants faced 
the possibility of years of imprisonment. 

The trial began on October 27, 1941 and ended nearly six 
weeks later, on December 8, 1941, one day after the attack 
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on Pearl Harbor and the day Roosevelt declared war on 
J a p a n . The climax of the t r i a l occurred be tween 
November 18 and November 21, when Cannon took the stand. 
Under questioning from defense attorney Albert Goldman — 
who was also an SWP leader and a codefendant in the 
Minneapolis trial — and government prosecutor Schwein-
haut, Cannon defended the party's program of revolutionary 
opposition to the imperialist war. His testimony represented 
a concise summary of the theoretical and political foundations 
of Marxism and its revolutionary perspective. 

Denying the government's charges, which threatened the 
illegalization of the Socialist Workers Party, Cannon upheld 
the party's opposition to the imperialist war and defended its 
program for socialist revolution. His testimony, published in 
the pamphlet Socialism on Trial, became a basic text of the 
Fourth International, read by its cadre all over the world. 

Eighteen of the defendants were found guilty on the second 
count of the indictment and were sentenced to prison terms 
of up to a year and a half. The appeals of the defendants were 
eventually denied. Cannon entered prison on January 1, 1944 
and was released a little more than a year later. 

The Socialist Workers Party was the only working-class 
party that rejected the prowar and pro-Roosevelt "anti­
fascist" popular front led by the Stalinists, and for this reason 
was the sole tendency in the workers' movement in the United 
States whose leaders were imprisoned during World War II. 

Forty-five years after the Minneapolis trial, the stand 
taken by the SWP is condemned by M. Banda as "the greatest 
betrayal of Trotskyism," in which 

The strategy and tactics of revolutionary defeatism were 
shamelessly abandoned by Cannon ... in favour of a 
semi-defencist policy, and this act of criminal betrayal was 
endorsed by the International Executive Committee (IEC) 
and International Secretariat (IS) and challenged only by 
G. Munis. 

Cannon's political cowardice and capitulation to the 
backward sections of the US working class became the 
pattern for the WIL-Revolutionary Communist Party in 
Britain and his book 'Socialism on Trial' became the gospel 
for world Trotskyists and the basis for further revisions of 
Trotskyism after the war. 
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With this savage condemnation of the SWP's position in 
the Minneapolis trials, Banda seeks to legitimize his call for 
the burial of the International Committee. According to 
Banda, this "greatest betrayal of Trotskyism" — for which 
there were no "extenuating factors" — set into motion an 
unstoppable train of further catastrophic errors by the Fourth 
International. As Banda writes: 

The enormous influence of the SWP in the FI proved fatal 
in more ways than one. It encouraged during the war the 
adoption of centrist policies by many sections paralleling 
that of the SWP and with it — an adaptation to centrist 
parties and groups in Europe. Healy, a close adherent and 
admirer of Cannon actually left the WIL and proposed unity 
with Fenner (now Lord) Brockway. In Europe the sections 
abstained from participating in the Resistance and played 
little or no part in the struggle to project a revolutionary 
defeatist line. 

After reading Banda's denunciation of the SWP's "criminal 
betrayal" in Minneapolis, the uninformed reader could not 
be blamed for assuming that Cannon arrived in the courtroom 
waving the Stars and Stripes, disavowed socialism, called 
upon the American labor movement to observe the no-strike 
pledge for the duration of the war, and offered to sell victory 
bonds to help to the war effort. The reader would be at a loss 
to explain why "the greatest betrayal of Trotskyism" resulted 
in the jailing of Cannon and 17 other leaders and members 
of the Socialist Workers Party by American imperialism. 

To allege that the SWP was guilty of a "criminal betrayal" 
can have no other political meaning, if words are taken 
seriously, than that it capitulated to social-chauvinism and 
supported the imperialist war. In the case of the SWP during 
World War II, this charge is manifestly untrue. 

Most of Banda's falsifications are derived from old allega­
tions made by long-departed political enemies of the Fourth 
International. Like pieces of rotting shrapnel that lie beneath 
the skin and slowly ooze to the surface, the fragments of old 
revisionist and sectarian polemics that have festered for years 
in Banda's brain are now being spewed out in fantastic and 
grotesque forms. 
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The source of Banda's denunciation of the Minneapolis trial 
is a document written in 1942 by Grandizo Munis — a Spanish 
Trotskyist who emigrated to Mexico after the defeat of the 
revolution — to which Cannon replied in detail, exposing the 
content of the criticism to be ultraleft and sectarian. Both 
Munis's criticism and Cannon's response were circulated 
throughout the Fourth International. 

The SWP leadership's position was overwhelmingly sup­
ported by the cadre of the Fourth International. Cannon's 
reply was so effective that not even the Cochranites 
attempted to make use of Munis's arguments, though this is 
perhaps to be explained by the fact that by 1953 Munis had 
already adopted a state capitalist position and left the Fourth 
International. As an eclectic, Banda simply skims along the 
surface of all the historical episodes to which he refers and 
upon which he bases his conclusions. He assumes that no one 
will bother to examine the historical record and study the 
political origins and context of each particular dispute. 

Banda's shoddy work will not pass muster with workers 
who are seeking the road to revolutionary struggle. But he is 
not writing for the purpose of convincing workers and 
educating them. The audience he craves are demoralized and 
declassed petty-bourgeois radicals and lumpen-intellectuals 
who are shopping for arguments to justify their desertion 
from the Fourth International and who do not really care 
whether Banda is telling the t ruth or not. As far as these 
elements are concerned, all arguments directed against the 
International Committee of the Fourth International are 
"legitimate" items for "discussion." Of course, their idea of 
"discussion" is rather odd, since they are not at all interested 
in and cannot be convinced by arguments based on the 
historical record and indisputable facts. 

Banda's indictment of the SWP for a "criminal betrayal" 
is not only an attack on Cannon, but also on Trotsky. The 
defense tactics employed by the SWP in the Minneapolis trial 
were based on the military policy which Trotsky developed 
during discussions with the SWP in the summer of 1940. 

Munis's criticism, which he claimed to have written "with 
extreme rush," was published in early January 1942. He 
charged that Cannon and his codefendants 
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shrink themselves, minimize the revolutionary significance 
of their ideas, try to make an honorable impression on the 
jury without taking into consideration that they should talk 
for the masses. For moments they border on a renunciation 
of principles. A few good words by Goldman in his closing 
speech cannot negate the lamentable, negative impression 
of his first speech and of the interrogation of Cannon.1 

The gist of Munis's objections to the SWP's trial strategy 
was that Cannon and Goldman denied the government's 
charges and attempted to defend the party's legality. Munis 
criticized the SWP's disavowal of sabotage and its failure to 
call for the violent overthrow of the government. His 
arguments were irresponsible and expressed a political 
instability rooted in Munis's class position. Striking the 
exaggerated pose of a petty-bourgeois intellectual who seeks 
to mask his personal dejection with demagogy, Munis rejected 
all the defensive formulations which Marxists have employed 
in bourgeois courtrooms for nearly a century. 

Throughout the trial, the SWP insisted that its activities 
consisted of preparing the working class for revolutionary 
struggle through propaganda and agitation. It denied that 
the SWP artificially fomented discontent or created disorder. 
Cannon testified: 

The real revolutionary factors, the real powers that are 
driving for socialism, are the contradictions within the 
capitalist system itself. All that our agitation can do is to 
try to foresee theoretically what is possible and what is 
probable in the line of social revolution, to prepare people's 
minds for it, to convince them of the desirability of it, to try 
to organize them to accelerate it and to bring it about in the 
most economical and effective way. That is all agitation can 
do.2 

Such statements enraged Munis, who firmly believed that 
the first duty of a revolutionist on trial is to make the walls 
of the courtroom reverberate with blood-curdling rhetoric. 
He cited the following exchange between Goldman and 
Cannon: 

Goldman: Now, until such time as the workers and 
farmers in the United States establish their own govern­
ment and use their own methods to defeat Hitler, the 
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Socialist Workers Party must submit to the majority of the 
people — is that right? 

Cannon: That is all we can do. That is all we propose to 
do.3 

To which Munis replied, "All of which is the equivalent of 
folding one's arms after some lectures about the marvels of 
the workers' and farmers' government, in the hope that this 
will be formed by itself, or by God knows what sleight of 
hand." 4 

Munis's semihysterical attitude toward the trial was 
ludicrously depicted in his claim that Cannon "rejected" 
Lenin when he declined to unconditionally endorse a sentence 
from the Collected Works that was read aloud in the 
courtroom by prosecutor Schweinhaut: 

" 'It is our duty in time of an uprising to exterminate 
ruthlessly all the chiefs of the civil and military author­
ities'.... You disagree with that? 

"Cannon: Yes, I don't know that that is in any way a 
statement of our party policy.... We do not agree with the 
extermination of anybody unless it is in case of an actual 
armed struggle, when the rules of war apply."5 

Cannon's agile deflection — "unless it is in case of an actual 
armed struggle, when the rules of war apply" — was not 
sufficiently r-r-r-revolutionary for Munis, whose petty-
bourgeois penchant for the dramatic would have been more 
satisfied had Cannon warned prosecutor Schweinhaut that 
the SWP Political Committee had already drawn up the list 
of government officials destined for the firing squad and that 
those responsible for the trial would be among the first to be 
lined up against a wall! 

Munis considered it impermissible for Cannon and Gold­
man to have merely predicted that the socialist revolution 
would, in all likelihood, assume a violent form. "Why not ask 
forgiveness," Munis wrote sarcastically, "for seeing ourselves 
painfully obliged to employ violence against the bour­
geoisie."6 

In response to Munis, Cannon quoted Lenin's writings in 
1917, proving that the line pursued by the SWP at trial was 
based on the Bolshevik policy of "patiently explaining" the 
party's program to the working class. He also pointed out, in 
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case Munis had failed to notice, tha t the position of the SWP 
within the American labor movement in 1941 was very 
different from that occupied by the Bolsheviks on the eve of 
the seizure of power. 

A party which lacks a mass base, which has yet to become 
widely known to the workers, must approach them along 
the lines of propaganda, of patient explanations, and pay 
no attention to impatient demands for "action" which it is 
unable to organize and for exaggerated emphasis on 
"violence" which, in the given conditions, can only react to 
its disadvantage. When one considers how persistently 
careful and even cautious, was Lenin's party to avoid 
provocation and cling to its formula of peaceful propaganda 
while it remained a minority, the merest suggestion that 
our party, at the present time, with its present strength, 
take a "bolder" course appears utterly fantastic, like a 
nightmare separated from living reality. Lenin wrote: 

"The government would like to see us make the first 
reckless step towards decisive action, as this would be to its 
advantage. It is exasperated because our party has 
advanced the slogan of peaceful demonstration. We must 
not cede one iota of our principles to the watchfully waiting 
petty bourgeoisie. The proletarian party would be guilty of 
the most grievous error if it shaped its policy on the basis 
of subjective desires where organization is required. We 
cannot assert that the majority is with us; in this case our 
motto should be: caution, caution, caution" (Lenin, Col­
lected Works, vol. XX, book I, p. 279). 

From the foregoing it should be clear that our disavowal 
of "responsibility" for violence in the testimony before the 
court at Minneapolis was not a special device invented by 
us "to reconcile the jury," as has been alleged; our 
formulation of the question, taken from Lenin, was designed 
to serve the political aims of our movement in the given 
situation. We did not, and had no need to, disregard legality 
and "advocate" violence as charged in the indictment.... 

We are not pacifists. The world knows, and the prosecutor 
in our trial had no difficulty in proving once again, that the 
great Minneapolis strikes, led by the Trotskyists, were not 
free from violence and that the workers were not the only 
victims. We did not disavow the record or apologize for it. 

When the prosecutor, referring to one of the strike battles 
in which the workers came out victorious, demanded: "Is 
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that Trotskyism demonstrating itself?" he received a 
forthright answer. The court record states: 

"A: Well, I can give you my own opinion, that I am mighty 
proud of the fact that Trotskyism had some part in 
influencing the workers to protect themselves against that 
sort of violence. 

"Q: Well, what kind of violence do you mean? 
"A: This is what the deputies were organized for, to drive 

the workers off the street. They got a dose of their own 
medicine. I think the workers have a right to defend 
themselves. If that is treason, you can make the most of 
it."7 

Munis repeatedly attacked Cannon for insisting that the 
party would not attempt, beyond the limits of propaganda 
and agitation, to obstruct the war effort. He found the 
following statement by Cannon particularly objectionable: 

Well, as long as we are a minority, we have no choice but 
to submit to the decision that has been made. A decision 
has been made, and is accepted by the majority of the 
people, to go to war. Our comrades have to comply with 
that. Insofar as they are eligible for the draft, they must 
accept that, along with the rest of their generation, and go 
and perform the duty imposed on them, until such time as 
they convince the majority for a different policy.8 

After first misquoting Cannon to suggest that the SWP 
leader claimed that the decision to go to war had "been made" 
by the people ("Cannon endorses Roosevelt's decision as if it 
really corresponds to the majority of the people"), Munis 
argued: 

Yes, we submit to the war and our militants go to war, 
but not because it is a decision of the majority, but rather 
because it is imposed upon us by the violence of the 
bourgeois society just as wage exploitation is imposed. As 
in the factory, we should take advantage of all the 
opportunities to fight against the war and against the 
system that produces it, just as we fight against the boss 
in a factory, as a function of the general struggle against 
the capitalist system.9 

This is all petty-bourgeois anarchist rubbish. The argument 
that revolutionists "submit" to war because of violence is, in 
fact, a cowardly position. Revolutionists do not submit to war 
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out of fear of ruling class violence, but because their 
opposition to imperialist war is expressed through the 
struggle to mobilize the working class along revolutionary 
lines against capitalism. Marxists oppose individual out­
bursts against war in favor of genuine mass revolutionary 
struggle. For this reason, Marxists must go to war with their 
generation — until the interaction of objective conditions and 
party agitation convert the imperialist war into a civil war. 
This is the political basis of its opposition to sabotage, which 
is a special form of the general opposition of Marxists to 
individual terrorism. 

In response to Munis's declaration that the SWP leaders 
should have proclaimed in Minneapolis, "We submit to your 
war, American bourgeois, because the violence of your society 
imposes it on us, the material violence of arms," Cannon 
answered: 

That is not correct. If that were so we would have no right 
to condemn acts of individual resistance. When militant 
workers are put in fascist prisons and concentration camps 
because of their socialist opinions and activities they 
submit, but only through compulsion, to "the material 
violence of arms." Consequently, individuals or small 
groups are encouraged and aided to "desert," to make their 
escape whenever a favorable opportunity presents itself, 
without waiting for and without even consulting the 
majority of the other prisoners in regard to the action. The 
revolutionary movement gains by such individual "deser­
tions" because they can restore the prisoner to revolution­
ary effectiveness which is largely shut off in prison. Trotsky, 
for example, twice "deserted" from Siberia without incur­
ring any criticism from the revolutionists. 

Compulsory military service in war is an entirely 
different matter. In this case we submit primarily to the 
majority of the workers who accept and support the war 
either actively or passively. Since we cannot achieve our 
socialist aims without the majority we must go with them, 
share their hardships and hazards, and win them over to 
our side by propaganda on the basis of common experiences, 
To accept military service under such circumstances is a 
revolutionary necessity.10 

Munis also objected vehemently to the SWP's rejection of 
sabotage: "Sabotage and defeatism will unite at a certain 
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moment as the two main elements in the reactions of the 
masses against the imperialist war. The party should not and 
cannot renounce defeatism without condemning itself to a 
perpetual sterile chat against the war." 1 1 

Note carefully how suddenly, in the second sentence, Munis 
identified sabotage, a specific tactic, with defeatism, the 
general policy, thus suggesting that defeatism minus sabo­
tage equals "a perpetual sterile chat against the war." He 
continued: 

What seems even more lamentable to me is that one can 
intuit from the trial that it is not only a question of 
something said especially for the jury. For moments there 
is evidence that the defendants really consider sabotage a 
crime. If I am not mistaken — and I hope I am — this is a 
dangerous moral predisposition. Sabotage will be the 
reaction of the masses against the imperialist war. Why be 
ashamed of it? Why be ashamed that the masses react, as 
they can, against the monstrous crime of the present war? 
It would have been easy to defend it as a principle and throw 
the responsibility on the leaders of the present war. Can 
we condemn the future sabotage of the masses when the 
war is a gigantic sabotage of the bourgeoisie against the 
masses, against civilization and humanity? Instead of 
receiving this idea, the workers who heard our comrades 
will have left, burdened with a prejudice against sabotage.12 

Here was the authentic voice of the frustrated petty-
bourgeois radical who did not understand what mass 
revolutionary action really consists of. The issue raised at the 
trial was individual sabotage, and to glorify this tactic as 
"the reaction of the masses against imperialist war" simply 
exposed the fact that Munis had never completed his 
theoretical and political break with anarchism. In response 
to his assertion that the SWP defendants should have 
proclaimed from the dock that "we will fight against your war 
with all means," Cannon explained: 

While we are in the minority we fight with the Marxist 
weapons of political opposition, criticism and propaganda 
for a workers' program and a workers' government. We 
reject the pacifist "means" of abstention, the anarchist 
"means" of individual sabotage and the Blanquist "means" 
of minority insurrection, the putsch. 
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It would appear that Munis' erroneous explanation of the 
primary reason why a minority revolutionary party "sub­
mits" to the war, his tendency to skip a stage in the 
workers' development and his lack of precision in speaking 
of the struggle against the war by "all means" — these 
errors lead him to slide over to equally loose and 
ill-considered formulations as to those means of struggle 
which are open, and advantageous, to the minority party 
of revolutionary socialism. 

The everlasting talk about "action," as if a small 
minority party has at its disposal, besides its propaganda 
— its "explanations" — some other weapons vaguely 
described as "actions" but not explicitly defined, can only 
confuse and becloud the question and leave the door open 
for sentiments of an anarchistic and Blanquist nature. We, 
following all the Marxist teachers, thought it necessary to 
exclude such conceptions to safeguard the party from the 
danger of condemning itself to futility and destruction 
before it gets a good start on its real task at this time: to 
explain to the masses and win over the majority. 

That is why we utilized the forum of the trial to speak so 
explicitly about our rejection of sabotage. That is why we 
denied all accusations in this respect so emphatically. Not 
— with Munis' permission — for lack of "valor," but 
because, as Marxists, we do not believe in sabotage, 
terrorism, or any other device which substitutes the actions 
of individuals or small groups for the action of the masses. 

There can be no two positions on this question. Marxist 
authorities are universal on one side — against sabotage 
as an independent means of revolutionary struggle. This 
"weapon" belongs in the arsenal of anarchism.1 3 

These lines are not only a refutation of Munis. Cannon's 
argument is directed against all forms of opportunism, which 
habitually belittles the historic work of developing the 
revolutionary class consciousness of the working class. 

Munis's criticisms reflected the disorientation and demoraliza­
tion of the isolated intellectual, weighed down by the defeats 
of the working class and utterly without confidence in the 
revolutionary capacities of the masses. His conception of 
revolutionary defeatism had more in common with romanti­
cism than Marxism. The very notion that the SWP should 
take the question of its legality seriously and not willingly 
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surrender its right to function openly struck Munis as a 
concession to US imperialism! 

Before continuing with our analysis of Munis's criticism of 
the SWP's defense strategy, let us examine how Michael 
Banda and Gerry Healy defended the program of socialist 
revolution when the Workers Revolutionary Party was inside 
a bourgeois court. 

In September 1975, the educational center of the WRP was 
raided by police after a defamatory article appeared in a 
capitalist newspaper, the Observer, suggesting that caches 
of arms were hidden on the grounds of the school. The WRP 
correctly sued for libel and the case finally went to trial in 
October-November 1978. 

Neither Banda nor Healy testified on behalf of the WRP. 
Instead, they left the elaboration of the party's principles to 
three other members of the central committee — Corin 
Redgrave, Vanessa Redgrave and Roy Battersby — and the 
WRP's attorney. Given the nature of the allegations made by 
the Observer, the key question at the trial was the attitude 
of the WRP toward violence. In violation of all revolutionary 
principles, the WRP allowed the tone of the trial to be set by 
their defense attorney, Mr. John Wilmers, QC, who carefully 
tailored his presentation to appease the court and the jurors. 
The News Line of October 25, 1978 reported his opening 
statement. 

The plaintiffs "believe most fervently in Marxism," Mr. 
Wilmers continued. 

"They want to bring about a revolution in this country, 
but a revolution in the sense of a fundamental change, not 
in the sense of shooting it out on the streets. 

"They speak of mobilizing the working classes for the 
overthrow of capitalism and for the building of a socialist 
society. 

"But they are fundamentally opposed to violence and 
force. They think they can achieve their aims by educating 
people in their beliefs and by propaganda." 

This opening statement, which went unchallenged and 
uncorrected by the WRP witnesses in the weeks that followed, 
amounted to a repudiation of Marxism. This categorical 
declaration of opposition to violence and force has nothing in 



Revolutionary Defeatism in World War II 67 

common with the defensive formulations used by Cannon and 
Goldman in 1941. Let us cite the following testimony from the 
Minneapolis trial. 

Q: Now, what is the opinion of Marxists with reference 
to the change in the social order, as far as its being 
accompanied or not accompanied by violence? 

A: It is the opinion of all Marxists that it will be 
accompanied by violence.14 

The WRP took a very different line. On Thursday, October 
26, 1978, the News Line reported on the previous day's 
testimony of Corin Redgrave. It was a travesty of Trotskyist 
principles: 

During the afternoon, Mr. Redgrave was cross-examined 
by Mr. Colin Ross-Munro, QC for the defendants, about the 
political policies of the Workers Revolutionary Party. 

Asked about the struggle for workers' power, Mr. 
Redgrave said it was being pursued by peaceful, legal and 
constitutional methods. 

"No armed uprising led by the WRP?" asked counsel. 
"Not so far as our aims are concerned" replied Mr. 

Redgrave. 
Mr. Redgrave told the court that the party may consider 

the possibility of resorting to arms — "to meet force with 
force" — in the event of a fascist state in Britain. 

This would be a situation in which all forms of democracy 
had been abolished and the majority of people had lost their 
democratic rights. 

This testimony amounted to a repudiation of all the 
fundamental teachings of Marxism on the class nature of 
bourgeois democracy. The possibility of resorting to arms was 
limited to a struggle against a fascist state. The testimony 
which followed was even worse: "Asked where the working 
class would obtain arms for an uprising, Mr. Redgrave said 
that it was possible it could come from sections of the army 
who themselves might wish to defend democratic rights. 

" 'That has been the history of such democratic rights in 
the past, and that was what happened in Portugal. '" 

When pressed to explain the WRP's official programmatic 
call for workers' defense guards, the News Line reported the 
following opportunist testimony: "Mr. Redgrave said that the 
party called for workers' defense guards to protect immigrant 
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areas where fascist attacks occurred and the police on the 
ground were unable to give protection. The police themselves 
admit they cannot cope with the situation, he said." 

In other words, Redgrave's testimony presented the 
workers' defense guards not as organs of defensive struggle 
against the violence of the capitalist state and its agents, but 
as an auxiliary force to supplement an inadequate police 
force! 

On Saturday, October 28, 1978, the News Line reported 
more testimony from Corin Redgrave, who was functioning 
as the chief spokesman of the WRP: "I have not taught 
violence, I have never practiced violence, and I oppose 
violence, and tha t is the course my party has always taken." 

The next witness was Vanessa Redgrave. According to the 
News Line report of October 31, 1978: 

Asked about party references to the armed uprising of 
the working class, she said that this referred to specific 
conditions. 

It concerned possible dangers in a situation, when a 
socialist government, elected on a socialist programme, 
might be attacked by minority groups. She gave the example 
of the overthrow of Dr. Allende's government in Chile by the 
fascists. 

The next witness was Roy Battersby. According to the News 
Line report of November 1, 1978: "Asked about the party's 
call for 'armed insurrection', Mr. Battersby said: 'All the 
probabilities are in Britain that it is possible for the working 
class to make the transition to socialism.' But, in the event 
of a fascist takeover, 'it might be necessary to consider an 
armed uprising. '" 

Banda was the general secretary of the WRP when this trial 
took place. Alongside of Healy, he determined the political 
line that the party spokesmen would take inside the court 
room. Unlike Cannon and his codefendants, the WRP was not 
even confronted with criminal proceedings. It had voluntarily 
initiated a law suit against a capitalist newspaper. But in the 
hope of making a favorable impression upon the jury, gaining 
petty advantages, and perhaps winning a fat monetary 
settlement, the WRP did not defend revolutionary socialist 
principles. 
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What is most striking about this trial is not simply the 
pathetic watering down of its attitude toward revolutionary 
violence, but that the testimony does not indicate that even 
the slightest consideration was given toward politically 
educating the working class. Unlike the trial in Minneapolis, 
the Observer lawsuit contributed absolutely nothing toward 
the theoretical and political enrichment of the workers' 
movement. Rather, the testimony of the WRP leaders only 
served to reinforce illusions in bourgeois democracy among 
workers and to cultivate within the party itself an opportunist 
attitude toward the capitalist state. 

Banda's vitriolic condemnation of the Minneapolis testi­
mony in 1941 and the position adopted by the WRP in a legal 
proceeding in 1978 vindicates the observation made by 
Cannon: "In real life the difference between careful defensive 
formulation and light-minded 'calls for action' is usually, in 
the end result, the difference between real action and mere 
talk about i t ." 1 5 



6 
Trotsky's Proletarian 
Military Policy 

In his critique of the SWP's conduct of the Minneapolis 
sedition trial, Grandizo Munis also objected to the following 
statement made by Cannon: 

"We consider Hitler and Hitlerism the greatest enemy of 
mankind. We want to wipe it off the face of the earth. The 
reason we do not support a declaration of war by American 
arms is because we do not believe the American capitalists 
can defeat Hitler and fascism. We think Hitlerism can be 
destroyed only by way of conducting a war under the 
leadership of workers."1 

Munis replied: 
lb say that "we do not support a declaration of war 

because we do not believe the American capitalists can 
defeat Hitler and fascism" is to give the understanding 
that we would support it if we believed in that defeat; this 
induces those who believe in the victory of the United States 
to support it. Our rejection of the war is based on the 
character of the social regime that produces it, not on this 
or that belief about the defeat of fascism.2 

Munis's objection to Cannon's formulation was a piece of 
puerile sophistry. The position of the SWP, upheld by Cannon 
during the trial, was that the Trotskyists did not support a 
war against Hitler waged by American imperialism. However, 
were a workers' government established in the United States, 
the SWP would support a military struggle against Hitler — 
just as it supported the war waged by the Soviet Union 

70 
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against Nazi Germany. In response to the questions of the 
government prosecutor, Cannon defended the antiwar line of 
the SWP: 

Q: And you will seek to utilize war, during the war, to 
destroy the present form of government, will you not? 

A: Well, that is no secret, that we want to change this 
form of government. 

Q: And you look forward, do you not, to the forthcoming 
war as the time when you may be able to accomplish that? 

A: Yes, I think the forthcoming war will unquestionably 
weaken the imperialist governments in all countries. 

Q: You said, I believe, that you will not support the war? 
You do not believe in national defense at all, do you? 

A: Not in imperialist countries, no. 
Q: I am speaking of this country. 
A: I believe 100% in defending this country by our own 

means, but I do not believe in defending the imperialist 
governments of the world — 

Q: I am speaking about the government of the United 
States as it is now constitutionally constituted. You do not 
believe in defending that, do you? 

A: Not in a political sense, no. 
Q: You do not believe in defending it in any sense, do you? 
A: I explained the other day, that if the majority of the 

people decide on war, and participate in the war, our people 
and the people under our influence will also participate in 
the war. We do not sabotage the war, we do not obstruct it, 
but we continue to propagate our ideas, calling for a 
cessation of the war and calling for a change in govern­
ment.3 

If these formulations constitute a betrayal of the strategy 
and tactics of revolutionary defeatism, the blame must be 
attributed to Leon Trotsky. Cannon based himself on the 
"military policy" which had been worked out by Trotsky 
during the final months of his life. 

On June 12, 1940, Trotsky initiated a discussion with the 
leaders of the SWP on its political line in relation to the 
imminent entry of the United States into World War II. (This 
is the same discussion which eventually dealt with the 
problem of the SWP's attitude toward the Stalinists in the 
1940 elections. Banda cites this part of the discussion, as we 
have already shown, to counterpose Trotsky, falsely, to the 
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SWP. But on the question of capitalist militarism, he finds it 
convenient to ignore what Trotsky said.) 

Trotsky advocated a crucial development in the political 
agitation of the SWP — away from abstract condemnation of 
imperialist war toward a concrete program for the prepara­
tion of the proletariat, on the basis of the inevitable war, for 
socialist revolution. 

Militarization now goes on on a tremendous scale. We 
cannot oppose it with pacifist phrases. This militarization 
has wide support among the workers. They bear a 
sentimental hatred against Hitler mixed with confused 
class sentiments. (They have a hatred against the victorious 
brigands.) The bureaucracy utilizes this to say help the 
defeated gangster. Our conclusions are completely different. 
But this sentiment is the inevitable base for the last period 
of preparation. We must find a new realistic base for this 
preparation. We must oppose sending untrained boys into 
battle. The trade unions not only must protect the workers 
in peaceful times and protect their industrial skill, but they 
must now demand the possibility of learning the military 
art from the state. 

For instance in the trade union we can argue like this: I 
am a socialist and you are a patriot. Good. We will discuss 
this difference between us. But we should agree that the 
workers be trained at government expense to become 
military experts. Schools should be set up in connection 
with the trade unions — at government expense but under 
the control of the trade unions. This kind of approach would 
give us access to the workers, who are 95 to 98 percent 
patriotic even at the present time. 

Only with this perspective, not abstract opposition to 
militarism, can we have success in the trade unions and the 
military organizations. We can find in this way new routes 
and sympathies for illegal situations. Of course the 
technical side of underground activity is important but it 
is only a small part of illegal activity.4 

If Cannon is to be accused of political capitulation "to the 
backward sections of the US working class," the responsibil­
ity for this act of "political cowardice" must lie with Trotsky, 
who counseled the SWP leader to take into consideration the 
patriotic sentiments of 9.8 out of every 10 workers in the 
America of 1940. 
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As far as Trotsky was concerned, the chief danger facing 
the SWP was not that its opposition to imperialist war would 
weaken, but that this opposition would become transformed 
into pacifism, and thus politically disarm the SWP in the face 
of its revolutionary tasks, which did not consist in radical 
phrasemongering but in preparing the overthrow of US 
imperialism. "Any confusion with the pacifists," he declared, 
"is a hundred times more dangerous than temporary 
confusion with the bourgeois militarists." 5 

Trotsky's argument was based on the conception that the 
Fourth International must utilize the imperialist war for the 
purpose of preparing the socialist revolution. Thus, in reply 
to Cannon's question, "Can we be called militarists?" Trotsky 
said, "Yes — in a certain sense — we are proletarian socialist 
revolutionary militarists." 6 

On August 7, 1940, Trotsky conducted a discussion with 
members of the SWP in which he analyzed the political 
situation on the eve of the United States's entry into World 
War II and the tasks which would confront the party once the 
war began. Proceeding from the inevitability of American 
involvement in the conflict, Trotsky sought to develop a series 
of transitional demands through which the SWP could find 
an approach to the American working class under conditions 
of war. 

For Trotsky — though not for Munis — the policy of 
"revolutionary defeatism" was not merely a phrase. To work 
politically for the defeat of "one's own" ruling class in time 
of war required the concrete elaboration of specific policies 
and tactical initiatives aimed at accelerating the break of the 
working class with all forms of chauvinism. 

Trotsky drew a highly significant distinction between the 
general formula, "Turn the imperialist war into a civil war" 
— which expressed the objective logic of historic development 
and indicated the essential revolutionary tasks confronting 
the proletariat — and the specific and transitional formula­
tions and slogans employed by the party in its struggle to 
mobilize the masses against the bourgeoisie. 

Trotsky poured scorn on pacifism precisely because it 
amounted to nothing more than a "personal" rejection of 
capitalist militarism which leaves the mobilized masses to 
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their fate. He insisted that party members eligible for military 
service accept the draft and participate in the war with their 
generation. 

We should understand that the life of this society, politics, 
everything, will be based upon war, therefore the revolu­
tionary program must also be based on war. We cannot 
oppose the fact of the war with wishful thinking; with pious 
pacifism. We must place ourselves upon the arena created 
by this society. The arena is terrible — it is war — but 
inasmuch as we are weak and incapable of taking the fate 
of society into our hands; inasmuch as the ruling class is 
strong enough to impose upon us this war, we are obliged 
to accept this basis for our activity.7 

Trotsky turned to the specific problem of the political 
consciousness of the American working class under conditions 
of war. 

Now the capitalists wish to create this tremendous army 
of millions, to create officers, to create a new military spirit, 
and they have begun with full success to change the public 
opinion of the nation toward militarism. At the time that 
Roosevelt made his campaign speech, there was an outburst 
of public opinion for isolationism, but now all this sentiment 
belongs to the past — to the childhood of the nation — in 
spite of the fact that it took place only a few months ago. 

Now the national feeling is for a tremendous army, navy 
and air force. This is the psychological atmosphere for the 
creation of a military machine, and you will see it become 
stronger and stronger every day and every week. You will 
have military schools, etc., and a Prussianization of the 
United States will take place. The sons of the bourgeois 
families will become imbued with Prussian feelings and 
ideals, and their parents will be proud that their sons look 
like Prussian lieutenants. To some extent this will also be 
true of the workers. 

That is why we must try to separate the workers from 
the others by a program of education, of workers' schools, 
of workers' officers, devoted to the welfare of the worker 
army, etc. We cannot escape from the militarization but 
inside the machine we can observe the class line. The 
American workers do not want to be conquered by Hitler, 
and to those who say "Let us have a peace program," the 
worker will reply, "But Hitler does not want a peace 
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program." Therefore we say: We will defend the United 
States with a workers' army, with workers' officers, with a 
workers' government, etc. If we are not pacifists, who wait 
for a better future, and if we are active revolutionists, our 
job is to penetrate into the whole military machine.... 

Furthermore, our comrades should be the best soldiers 
and the best officers and at the same time the best class 
militants. They should provoke in the workers a mistrust 
of the old tradition, the military plans of the bourgeois class 
and officers, and should insist upon the necessity of 
educating workers' officers, who will be absolutely loyal to 
the proletariat.... 

It is absolutely correct that in the first period we will 
have an explosion of chauvinistic patriotism, and that we 
will be isolated even more than now, and that this period 
of activity will inevitably be limited by repressions, but we 
must adapt ourselves to the situation. That is why it would 
be doubly stupid to present a purely abstract pacifist 
position today; the feeling the masses have is that it is 
necessary to defend themselves. We must say: "Roosevelt 
(or Willkie) says it is necessary to defend the country; good! 
only it must be our country, not that of the Sixty Families 
and their Wall Street. The army must be under our own 
command; we must have our own officers, who will be loyal 
to us." In this way we can find an approach to the masses 
that will not push them away from us, and thus to prepare 
for the second step — a more revolutionary one. 

We must use the example of France to the very end. We 
must say, "I warn you, workers, that they (the bourgeoisie) 
will betray you! Look at Petain, who is a friend of Hitler. 
Shall we have the same thing happen in this country? We 
must create our own machine, under workers' control." 
We must be careful not to identify ourselves with the 
chauvinists, nor with the confused sentiments of self-
preservation, but we must understand their feelings and 
adapt ourselves to these feelings critically, and prepare the 
masses for a better understanding of the situation, 
otherwise we will remain a sect, of which the pacifist variety 
is the most miserable.8 

Trotsky returned to these issues repeatedly during the 
closing days of his life, suggesting various ways the SWP 
could develop its anti-imperialist propaganda while, at the 
same time, striving to preserve as long as possible its ability 
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to conduct its work legally. On August 12, 1940, he wrote to 
an SWP member: 

We, of course, cannot imitate the Stalinists who proclaim 
their absolute devotion to the bourgeois democracy. How­
ever, we do not wish to furnish any pretexts for persecu­
tions. 

In this case, as in any others, we should speak the truth 
as it is; namely, the best, the most economical and favorable 
method for the masses would be to achieve the transforma­
tion of this society by democratic means. The democracy is 
also necessary for the organization and education of the 
masses. That is why we are always ready to defend the 
democratic rights of the people by our own means. However, 
we know on the basis of tremendous historical experience 
that the Sixty Families will never permit the democratic 
realization of socialist principles. At a given moment the 
Sixty Families will inevitably overthrow, or try to over­
throw, the democratic institutions and replace them by a 
reactionary dictatorship. This is what happened in Italy, 
in Germany, and in the last days in France — not to mention 
the lesser countries. We say in advance that we are ready 
to reject such an attempt with arms in hands.... 

This position corresponds to the historical reality and is 
juridically unattackable.9 

One day later, on August 13, 1940, Trotsky wrote another 
letter, in which he again stressed the significance of the 
events in France, where the bourgeoisie had established a 
pro-Nazi dictatorship under the leadership of Marshal Petain 
in Vichy. 

The Fourth International, he explained, should call on 
workers to 

categorically refuse to defend civil liberties and democracy 
in the French manner; the workers and farmers to give their 
flesh and blood while the capitalists concentrate in their 
hands the command. The Petain experiment should now 
form the center of our war propaganda. It is important, of 
course, to explain to the advanced workers that the genuine 
fight against fascism is the socialist revolution. But it is 
more urgent, more imperative, to explain to the millions of 
American workers that the defense of their "democracy" 
cannot be delivered over to an American Marshal Petain 
— and there are many candidates for such a role. 1 0 
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Still another letter on this subject followed. On August 17, 
1940 he commented on the "advantages" of the anti-pacifist 
position of the SWP: "First, it is revolutionary in its essence 
and based upon the whole character of our epoch, when all 
questions will be decided not only by arms of critics, but by 
critiques of arms; second, it is completely free of sectarianism. 
We do not oppose to events and to the feelings of the masses 
an abstract affirmation of our sanctity." 1 1 

Clearly, Trotsky's perspective for the development of 
revolutionary work under conditions of war was the basis for 
the military policy adopted by the Socialist Workers Party. 
Without making any compromises to social-chauvinism, 
Trotsky repeatedly urged the SWP to find a way to appeal to 
the American workers' genuine and justified hatred of 
Hitlerite fascism. 

Involved here were not merely tactical considerations. 
Precisely because the imperialist war expressed the greatest 
intensification of all the contradictions of world capitalism, 
and these contradictions were the objective ground of future 
revolutionary explosions, Trotsky was above all concerned 
with the preparation of the party for the sharp changes in 
class relations to which the war would give rise. 

He was grappling with this problem on the very day of his 
assassination on August 20, 1940. In an unfinished article 
upon which he was working when the GPU killer Ramon 
Mercader arrived at the villa in Coyoacan, Trotsky made the 
following observations: 

The present war, as we have stated on more than one 
occasion, is a continuation of the last war. But a continua­
tion does not signify a repetition. As a general rule, a 
continuation signifies a development, a deepening, a 
sharpening. Our policy, the policy of the revolutionary 
proletariat toward the second imperialist war, is a continua­
tion of the policy elaborated during the last imperialist 
war, primarily under Lenin's leadership. But a continuation 
does not signify a repetition. In this case too, a continuation 
signifies a development, a deepening and a sharpening.1 2 

Trotsky analyzed the historical context within which Lenin 
developed his conception of revolutionary defeatism. He 
pointed out that even on the eve of the February revolution 
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of 1917, Lenin did not anticipate a socialist revolution in the 
foreseeable future. The formulations adopted by Lenin, 
Trotsky explained, reflected the view that the Bolsheviks 
constituted the "extreme left opposition" to imperialist war, 
not "contenders for power." 

Between the eruption of the first imperialist war in August 
1914 and the outbreak of the February revolution, the 
struggle for workers' power was seen as "a question of an 
indefinite historical perspective and not of tomorrow's task." 
This outlook necessarily affected the exposition of Bolshevik 
policy toward the war. 

The attention of the revolutionary wing was centered on the 
defense of the capitalist fatherland. The revolutionists 
naturally replied to this question in the negative. This was 
entirely correct. But while this purely negative answer 
served as the basis for propaganda and for training the 
cadres, it could not win the masses, who did not want a 
foreign conqueror. 

In Russia prior to the war the Bolsheviks constituted 
four-fifths of the proletarian vanguard, that is, of the 
workers participating in political life (newspapers, elec­
tions, etc.). Following the February revolution the unlimited 
rule passed into the hands of defensists, the Mensheviks 
and the SRs. True enough, the Bolsheviks in the space of 
eight months conquered the overwhelming majority of the 
workers. But the decisive role in this conquest was played 
not by the refusal to defend the bourgeois fatherland but 
by the slogan "All Power to the Soviets!" And only by this 
revolutionary slogan! The criticism of imperialism, its 
militarism, the renunciation of the defense of bourgeois 
democracy and so on could have never conquered the 
overwhelming majority of the people to the side of the 
Bolsheviks....13 

Trotsky reviewed the prospects for revolutionary struggle 
within the United States: 

It is quite self-evident that the radicalization of the 
working class in the United States has passed only through 
its initial phases, almost exclusively in the sphere of the 
trade union movement (the CIO). The prewar period, and 
then the war itself, may temporarily interrupt this process 
of radicalization, especially if a considerable number of 
workers are absorbed into war industry. But this inter-
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ruption of the process of radicalization cannot be of a long 
duration. The second stage of radicalization will assume a 
more sharply expressive character. The problem of forming 
an independent labor party will be put on the order of the 
day. Our transitional demands will gain great popularity. 
On the other hand, the fascist, reactionary tendencies will 
withdraw to the background, assuming a defensive position, 
awaiting a more favorable moment. This is the nearest 
perspective. No occupation is more completely unworthy 
than that of speculating whether or not we shall succeed in 
creating a powerful revolutionary leader-party. Ahead lies 
a favorable perspective, providing all the justification for 
revolutionary activism. It is necessary to utilize the 
opportunities which are opening up and to build the 
revolutionary party. 

The Second World War poses the question of change of 
regimes more imperiously, more urgently than did the first 
war. It is first and foremost a question of the political 
regime. The workers are aware that democracy is suffering 
shipwreck everywhere, and that they are threatened by 
fascism even in those countries where fascism is as yet 
nonexistent. The bourgeoisie of the democratic countries 
will naturally utilize this dread of fascism on the part of the 
workers, but, on the other hand, the bankruptcy of 
democracies, their collapse, their painless transformation 
into reactionary dictatorships, compel the workers to pose 
before themselves the problem of power, and render them 
responsive to the posing of the problem of power. 1 4 

Trotsky, clearly, was attempting to infuse the principle of 
revolutionary defeatism with the most active, concrete and 
dynamic content; to establish a living and practical con­
nection between the struggle against imperialist war and the 
actual winning of the leadership of the working class and the 
conquest of power. 

The American working class is still without a mass labor 
party even today. But the objective situation and the 
experience accumulated by the American workers can pose 
within a very brief period of time on the order of the day the 
question of the conquest of power. This perspective must 
be made the basis of our agitation. It is not merely a 
question of a position on capitalist militarism and of 
renouncing the defense of the bourgeois state but of directly 
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preparing for the conquest of power and the defense of the 
proletarian fatherland.1 5 

The subtlety of Trotsky's dialectical reasoning was cer­
tainly lost on Munis, who simply saw in the slogan of 
"revolutionary defeatism" an occasion for petty-bourgeois 
radical histrionics. In reality, Munis, despite his left-sounding 
denunciation of Cannon, did not really believe in the viability 
of "revolutionary defeatism" as a concrete program of action 
around which the masses could be rallied. 

The defensive formulations which he attacked were aimed 
at penetrating the consciousness of the American workers 
and transforming their hatred of fascism into a lever for 
revolutionary struggle against American imperialism. 

The Minneapolis trial, which the renegade Banda de­
nounces as a "criminal betrayal," is part of the revolutionary 
heritage defended by the International Committee of the 
Fourth International. The Socialist Workers Party was the 
only tendency in the workers' movement in the United States 
which opposed the imperialist war while unconditionally 
defending and supporting the Soviet Union in its struggle 
against German fascism. 

Aside from Munis, the only criticism of the SWP's military 
policy came from Max Shachtman's petty-bourgeois "Workers 
Party," tha t misbegotten product of the 1940 split. It 
proclaimed that the SWP's policy was "a concession to social 
patriotism" and an "abandonment of the revolutionary 
internationalist position" (New International, January 1941). 

For all its bombastic "leftist" rhetoric, the real class 
content of Shachtman's denunciation of the SWP's military 
policy was middle-class pacifism. This was exposed in the 
famous August 12, 1940 issue of Labor Action, in which 
Shachtman enthusiastically endorsed the opposition of John 
L. Lewis to the draft. "In the fight against conscription we 
are with Lewis 100%." 

Trotsky penned a scathing reply: "We are not with Lewis 
for even a single per cent, because Lewis tries to defend the 
Capitalist Fatherland with completely outdated means. The 
great majority of the workers understand or feel that these 
means (professional voluntary armament) are outdated from 
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a military point of view and extremely dangerous from a class 
point of view." 1 6 

As history would eventually prove, Shachtman's petty-
bourgeois ultraleftism was merely one point on a political 
trajectory which would eventually place him in the orbit of 
American imperialism. This was instinctively recognized by 
the American bourgeoisie, which did not view his sectarian 
rhetoric with undue alarm and never moved to initiate state 
proceedings against the Workers Party during World War II. 

Following the trial, the SWP maintained and developed its 
defeatist line. James P. Cannon issued a statement on the 
US entry into World War II that was published in the 
February 7, 1942 issue of the Militant. 

The considerations which determined our attitude toward 
the war up to the outbreak of hostilities between the United 
States and the Axis powers retain their validity in the new 
situation. 

We considered the war upon the part of all the capitalist 
powers involved — Germany and France, Italy and Great 
Britain — as an imperialist war. 

This characterization of the war was determined for us 
by the character of the state powers involved in it. They 
were all capitalist states in the epoch of imperialism; 
themselves imperialist — oppressing other nations or 
peoples — or satellites of imperialist powers. The extension 
of the war to the Pacific and the formal entry of the United 
States and Japan change nothing in this basic analysis. 

Following Lenin, it made no difference to us which 
imperialist bandit fired the first shot; every imperialist 
power has for a quarter of a century been "attacking" every 
other imperialist power by economic and political means; 
the resort to arms is but the culmination of this process, 
which will continue as long as capitalism endures. 

After explaining that the SWP did support the struggle of 
the USSR against German imperialism and the struggle of 
the Chinese masses — despite Chiang K'ai-shek — against 
Japanese imperialism, Cannon wrote: 

None of the reasons which oblige us to support the Soviet 
Union and China against their enemies can be said to apply 
to France or Britain. These imperialist "democracies" 
entered the war to maintain their lordship over the 



82 Trotsky's Proletarian Military Policy 

hundreds of millions of subject peoples in the British and 
French empires; to defend these "democracies" means to 
defend the oppression of the masses of Africa and Asia. 
Above all it means to defend the decaying capitalist social 
order. We do not defend that, either in Italy and Germany, 
or in France and Britain — or in the United States. 

Banda's claim that the SWP adopted a semidefensist policy 
— an allegation upon which he bases a whole series of 
subsequent attacks aimed at discrediting the Fourth Interna­
tional — is an out-and-out lie. 

The SWP waged an indefatigable campaign to expose 
American imperialism and its allies. A review of the Militant 
during the war period provides a model example of how 
Marxists conduct anti-imperialist propaganda and agitation 
within the working class. 

Among the most persistent themes to be found in the 
SWP's press was its unrelenting exposure of the war-time 
persecution and lynch-law violence directed against American 
blacks, the brutal increase in exploitation by the capitalists 
in pursuit of military superprofits, and the violent sup­
pression by British imperialism of the struggles by the Asian 
masses for self-determination. The Militant gave banner 
headline coverage to the crimes of the British governor, Sir 
Andrew Caldecott, in Ceylon, and publicized the suppression 
of the Lanka Sama Samaja Party. 

At the same time, it continuously upheld the struggle by 
the Indian masses against British imperialism. A statement 
by the SWP National Committee in 1942 declared: 

On its first anniversary the "Atlantic Charter" stands 
exposed as a threadbare curtain behind which the British 
Empire hides its tyrannical rule over the colonial masses. 
The Indian masses are getting their first taste of the "four 
freedoms" of Churchill-Roosevelt in the form of tear gas 
and bullets. We demand that the terror and violence against 
the Indian people be halted immediately! 

The self-styled "democrats" who yesterday pleaded with 
the rulers of Britain that some small concession be thrown 
to the Indian masses today are denouncing the movement 
and justifying repressions against it in the name of the war 
of "democracy against fascism." They merely expose their 
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so-called slogan as counterfeit and themselves as prosti­
tuted tools of imperialism.17 

The SWP fought all those within the workers' movement 
who sought to legitimize US intervention in the war by 
claiming that it was the only way fascism could be stopped. 
When social democrat Norman Thomas dropped his pacifism 
immediately after the attack on Pearl Harbor, as Cannon had 
predicted, and declared in January 1942, "I can see no 
practical alternative today to the war as a means of stopping 
the worldwide triumph of fascist totalitarianism," the SWP 
issued a caustic reply: 

Victory in this war for the Anglo-American allies would 
halt the slide into hell even less them their victory in the 
last war. The root-cause of all political, social and economic 
reaction today lies in the decomposition of world capitalism. 
The war is causing so much destruction that the capitalist 
system can only go from bad to worse, from one degree of 
reaction to a deeper one, whichever capitalist coalition 
comes out on top. Hitlerism is not necessarily the most 
frightful phenomenon capitalist degeneration can produce! 
Nor is a victory for Britain and the US any kind of guarantee 
against the establishment of fascism in these countries!... 

In this statement Thomas strips himself not only of 
socialism, but also of the pacifist phrases with which he 
duped his followers before the war.... He now stands forth 
for what he really is: a mealy-mouthed hypocrite, who drags 
in the rear of the social-patriotic procession headed by the 
Stalinists, Social-Democrats and official labor leaders. 1 8 

The stand of the Trotskyists infuriated the Stalinists of the 
American Communist Party, who were then functioning as 
Roosevelt's political police within the labor movement. They 
sought to organize lynch mobs to murder members of the 
SWP. A typical example of the Communist Party's war-time 
activity against the Trotskyists was a factory leaflet which 
was headlined "Hitler's Agents At Your Gates!" 

The leaflet declared: "The Militant is a Nazi propaganda 
organ. No patriotic American worker will dirty his hands by 
accepting a copy of this Fifth Column sheet." 1 9 

Despite innumerable provocations of this kind, the Stalin­
ists were unable to stop the sale of the Militant outside the 
big factories. Once the Roosevelt administration realized that 




