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FAH.URE OF A FUS!ON

ON MARCH 31 1984 the N;ﬁongi Commiitee of the new

-WStsuspcadedAlan'I’hme‘tmduofhis supporters

from membership in the WSL. The NC toid them that their
expulsion would be proposed after the twoe weeks’ notice

_required by .the constitution had elapsed. On April 14,

after the collapse of 2 Spariacist-ike, but fecbie, attempt
by 20 or so members of the Thomneit group to occupy the
room where the NC was due to méet, and after the NC had
heard a lengthy presentation from Thornett on behalf of
himself and his faction, they were duly expelied. X was 33
months after the fusion between the old WSL and the
1-CL.

Thus.whatwedesaibedmi%luthe ‘bold experi-’

ment’ of fusion between the I-CL and the old WSL has
ended in defeat. The ‘bold experiment’ has been a failure.

The Thomnett group had sarlier rejected & proposal that
. the best way to resclve the confiicis which were pargiysing

and disrupting the new WSL, and which in March threat-

ened to render us incapable of fuanctioning during the

miners’ strike, was for the two antagoristic groups within
the WSL to “divorce’ 2s amicably as possible, on the basis
of an agreed division of the otgmismons materis}
resources.,

But they felt it wonld best serve their factional interest
for them to eppear to resist & split and to present them-

selves as the champions of unity. They wanted to throw
ﬂ\ercsponsibﬂityforthespInenﬁrelyontooursldeofthe
organisation.

Now we did initiate the forma) separation of the two
groups. On March 10 we said to them, ‘Eacugh is
encugh’, and gave them the choice of agreeing to coexist
constructively with us (without renouncing the right to
argue their political criticisms), or of leaving the organisa-
tion. And when they replied to that, in effect: ‘It will.be
business as usual’, we expelled them.

But that is just the end of the story. For the previous 12
months at ieast, the split drive had come not from our side

-but from Thoraett’s self-designated ‘worker leadership’
_group.

THE FUSION EXPERIMENT

* The fusion was indeed a bold, perhaps ioolhardy, exper-
iment. The roots of the old WSL were in the SLL/WRP of
Gerry, Healy, from which Alan Thoreit snd s group
sround him had béen expelled in December 1974. Al
though they had moved some -disiance from Healyism

‘since then, this movement was piecemesl, not worked out
-_theoretically. and, as it turned out, unstable.

Some nine months after the fusion, in May 1982, they

" formed an opposition tendency within the new WSL. The
issue was the Falklands/Malvinas war: halfway through.

that war they had changed their position from the one they
shared with the new WSL majority, of opposing the war on
both sides.tomeofsuppot&nxhgenﬁna. They took the

. org maspechlconierenceonﬁutiasnein

Se ber 1982.
Immediately afterwards they opened up snother faction
fight, pressing for a sectarian turn on the Labour Party

and on women’s work, 'I'heydxdnotformﬂlydechzesnew'

faction until April 1983, bmitwucleard\attheyhadan
informal faction based on the core of the old WSL, mostly
in Oxford. : _

Two further WSL conferences, in February and April
1983, showed that Thornett and his allies were clearly ina

‘minority. AﬂettheApsill%smﬁmme:mnpofold‘
i ' Pagett

WSLers in- Leicester, who represented a more extreme
sectarian position than Thornett but had allied with him

.against the majority, split to form the ‘Workers Interna-

tional League’, which has since collapsed.

After April 1983 the Thornett group were thus c.e:rly in
a minority in the new WSL. This position was confirmed at
a further conference, in August 1983, whetethemain
issue in dispute was Ireland,

After August 1983 defined politics issues disappeared
almost entirely from the Thornett group’s factional agita-
tion, in favour of organisat.onal squsbbles. In fact, how-
ever, another issue lay behingd sll the previous disputes.
— Falklands/Malvinas, Labour Party, women, Ireland -~
and explained the fury with which they had been conduc-
ted. That:ssuewutheposiﬁonof'l‘hmettandhxsco—

_thinker Jones within the League.

The old WSL had been 2 pecullar organisation, buiit
much more around the prestige of & couple of individual
trade union militants then around definite politics. In
fact its politics had been developed largely through a
process of consensus and balsncing between different
inputs, with the ‘worker lesdership’ as arbiter.

" The ‘worker leadership’ wanted to continue as arbiter
in the new WSL. Behind each dispute, the real issue for
them was not so much their arguments on the Falkiands/
Malvinas, or the Labour Party, or whatever — these were
generally primitive and unstabie ~— but the impﬁuungs
for their own personal sthtus.

That is why they were umbbtompttbeponﬁonoh
mmersty — even & privileged minority., They became
extremely slienated and rebelled against the WSL. bhnd-
iy and incoherently.

. AVODDING A S?UT? . _
Even during and after March 1984 they did not actually

- deny that g split was inevitable. **Nor do we regard 2 split

as ipevitable — certsinly mot without g decision of the
memberskip®’, wrote Thornett in his appeal against the

" expulsion. In other words, they were not willing toliveasa
-minority in the new WSL, but they wanted e conference

rather than & National Commitiee mesting as the arens for

their sphit.
** & split could have been avoided — and still could be”’,

declared Thornett in the speech against the expulsions

" which he made to WSL area meetings across the country,

“‘but it woald require -3 inudsmental
change of attitude by Kinnell and Carolan to the old WSL
side of the fusion and to the fusion itself. They would have
to recognise us as revolutionsry Marxist...” This ‘change
of attitude’ was not o be expressed in definable minority
rights — they had had all those, and more — but in 2
warmer appreciation of them. It 'was an unenforceable
demand — ‘‘Kinnell and Carclan”’, ot, mere to the point,
the National Committee majority, could have had defin-
able rights for minorities imposed on them against their
wii] (if that were the issue), but they could not have their
political assessment of the Thomett group changed by
anyothetmeanﬁhanconvmangthem _

Infacttlmqmuonofwhcthermnotwaﬁedthem'
‘Marxists’ was entirely spurious. We never rested.any-
thing on such generalitics, We argued issues on their
merits, and poicted out where (in our opiniop) they
departed from Marxism as the discussion demanded it.

As a factional ploy during the spiit they tried to compsl

us to say thst they were "Marxist:" and when we said



