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THE BARZMAN LETTER

14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
July 20, 1973

To National Committee Members

Dear Comrades,

Attached are copies of two items which have come into
our possession by accident.

The first item is a copy of a letter from Comrade John
Barzman to supporters of the original Massey-Shaffer-
Smith tendency in the United States. Comrade Barzman
was in Europe at the time it was written.

The second item is a copy of the original draft of the
Internationalist Tendency declaration. The changes sug-
gested by the Maitan-Mandel-Frank tendency leaders,
which Barzman refers to in his letter, are in the right-
hand column.

The originals were hand-written. All emphasis, spelling
and punctuation is as in the original. Three names have
been replaced by X, Y, and Z for obvious reasons.

We are placing this material in the next issue of the
SWP Discussion Bulletin for the information of the mem-
bership of the party.

Comradely,
s/Mary-Alice Waters
SWP National Office

Paris, May 15, 1973
Dear Comrades,

I'm sending this letter just in case I don't get a chance
to write again or phone in a while. I am due to leave
for Brussels tomorrow morning for the meeting of the
steering committee of the international majority tendency.
I am supposed to present a report on the American Ten-
dency but things are rather vague. After that, I am sup-
posed to take a tour of Sweden, Denmark, Germany and
maybe England, with Walter Davis, to agitate against
the SWP, and acquaint myself with the situation in these
countries. Then back to France for a few days before
returning on May [?). .

I stayed the first night at Alain Krivine's, who briefly
told me that they were in the process of forcing Livio
to put his name on a very self-critical document on Latin
America. Livio was resisting, taking it very personally
(. . .)! Alain encouraged me to emphasize the damage
done in the U.S. by Livio; unfortunately I will have
to improvise, as our tendency has not really discussed
in what way our criticisms differ from those of Jo Han-
sen and those of we heard from Krivine.

Then a talk with Vergeat, who explained the unwilling-
ness of Ernest, Pierre and Livio to be responsible or
see another split of the International, because it would
feed once again all the anti-Trotskyist gossip. He wanted
me to meet with a Basque comrade of the E.T.A. to
discuss the national question.

Then I had a meeting with Verla, she is heading up

women's work in France. The Ligue is in the leader-
ship of the M. L.A.C. (Movement for Free Abortion and
Contraception) a movement open to men and women
and calling for free abortion on demand. She explained
that thanks to their success in this field they were now
ready to take on the SWP, with a comparison with the
Ligue's experience:

.— attack the revision of the Marxist opposition to fem-
inism

— attack the "inter-class" approach of ‘the SWP

—stress working-class issues but no centrist socialist
women's groups.

Both Vergeat and Verla were sympathetic to a reeval-
uation of the SWP's position. on Black nationalism. They
favor stressing the class issues in this respect.

On the differences within the I. T., Verla seemed to favor
comrades going ahead to criticize Maitan without waiting
for an official statement from the international majority.
Krivine seemed to understand the possible risks of such
a procedure. They seem to consider the I. T. as a bonus
from heaven that they did not work to create. Vergeat
sees the international majority as the real place for dis-
cussion, the real international, is therefore not that con-
cerned about homogeneity. Vergeat wanted to arrange
careful preparation for an international majority team
to come to the U.S. A.

I then had a long talk with a young Chinese comrade
from Hong Kong who .is the leader of the youth move-
ment there, a member of the section, and a supporter
of the international majority. As the Maoists are totally
uninterested in fighting British colonialism, they have he-
gemony over the movement. There may be a similar
development among Chinese students in the U.S. He was
recruited by Wang, the person Chen Pi-lan attacks in
her article, and believes that he can transform the section
and align with the majority, given time. He doesn't char-
acterize Maoism as Stalinist, but says China became a
workers' state in 1949, and that political revolution was
immediately necessary.

Right now, I am wasting time. I should prepare a re-
port on U.S.A. and a clear list of criticisms on Latin
America. I think I will focus on the following points:

—the incorrectness of banking on a "breakthrough" in
one country

—the over-estimation of the strength of the sections in
Bolivia and Argentina and the need for political clar-
ification in the ranks

—that while various tactics of armed struggle are per-
fectly consistent with Trotskyism, to put them all together
(self-defense of  the party, expropriations for the party,
self-defense of mass movement, guerrilla bands) and to
add that they can create a crisis, is an illusion.

Thursday May 17, 1973, midnight

Two days of international majority steering committee
meetings and the U.S. are not even yet fully discussed.

On Latin America:
4 documents will be written —



1) a re-reading of the IX W. C. resolution which is con-
sidered ambiguous, and which failed to warn against
militarist deviation. The issue is seen as: should the party
set up a military wing completely subordinate to the po-
litical work of the party in the masses, to initiate and
participate in armed struggle when conditions call for
it? SWP says no. Int'al majority says yes! Then specific
actions must be reviewed country by country, according
to needs of class struggle and abilities of section.

2) a perspectives document for Argentina as the current
one is considered inadequate, as it fails to explain the
dynamic of how the PRT actions became dominated by
the need to make more military actions, and so on. PRT
is almost out of F.I. Five tendencies adding up to about
150 people are seeking the franchise. Possibility of getting
a tendency in the P. S. T. Will criticize Moreno's economism
in unions, and electoral opportunism. Will project no
support to Campora, but possible defense against army.

3) a balance sheet of Cuba-—critical but not political
revol. Dorticos invited to Argentina.

4) perspectives for Chile. The whole international ma-
jority is down on Livio, who seems to be brooding, but
there are many organizational details I don't know about
L. A. sections. Mexicans are split. Everybody sees need
to emphasize transitional program and method of party-
building but Mandel and Frank are hesitating on taking
on the SWP leadership in its own country.

Pierre Frank is writing an answer to Mary-Alice on
the European question and this naturally leads to a de-
bate over method. Frank & Mandel did not want to
add another one, more general, announcing Novack (they
have illusions about him). The French (Vergeant, Kri-
vine, Stern) Pat Jordan, Ken Lewis want to start attacking
SWP on its own ground. They want us to provide the
ammunition. Mandel realizes the SWP is not internation-
alist and would split over such interference, and he has
a psychological block against a new split.

There is a possible "third force" developing in some
European sections, especially Germany, of comrades who
reject the L. A, line. Ross is applying for int'al majority,
has been hesitating, but will be let in. India i8 in a mess.

So far we were promised a team made of X, a French
woman comrade in charge of int'al work and the abor-
tion campaign, has been to YSA Minneapolis convention,
very orthodox, will attack feminism, sisterhood, mini-
malism and failure to stress issues relevant to working-
class women; Y you know him, and Z. They all have
agreed to consult with us first. We must raise about $1,200
for the trips and organize a tour of branches for mid-
July.

The following was resolved for U. S, A.:

1) The I M. will accept three signers from our tendency
in U.S.A., provided should be ready to accept discipline.

2) They look with favor upon the formation of our
tendency — will collaborate with us on writing document,
defend our democratic rights, and probably, if we make
an adequate showing, will use it for world congress and
a world document.

P.F. was upset by no representation of P.O. on N.C.
At the U. Sec. meeting, Barnes promised a special "con-
ference” (?) for mid-November, which would follow an
oral discussion, and send delegates to world congress
on the basis of membership votes for resolutions.

The French comrades strongly believe in full-scale of-
fensive against SWP and have no illusions on the results
of it. Mandel pins his hopes on a working-class radi-
calization in U.S. A., which would change SWP. Vergeat
pointed out, even if a crisis in the SWP did develop then,
they could not spontaneously develop an analysis; the
American tendency must be supported and built. Swedish,
Canadians, British agree. Livio, Swiss and German are
in the middle.

Right now Mandel is reading our outline and half-draft.
We are scheduled to discuss it tomorrow. This may bring
some good ideas but I expect pretty heavy discussion.

The following were the suggestions after I read our
tendency declaration: Pat J. said to take out the call to
"all revolutionaries" as it implies we are calling on people
outside the SWP. Ernest said to remove all references
to SWP ties to F. I as this would lead to the impression
that SWP was violdting Voorhis Act, and as majority
would attack us for security risk. He said we had too
much emphasis on armed struggle, should reduce that,
and stress transitional program. He thought our style
was too violent on the organizational questions, but rec-
ognized that was the American way of doing things. He
said he preferred the irony of Massey letter to Sheppard.
I have made the corrections and am sending you the copy.
We should leave all the names that agree with the call.

I was told, but am unable to check, that the addendum
to declaration of 19 I E.C. members only includes the
Bolivian balance sheet, and not Argentina, or just the
general line of Argentina. If there are comrades who do
not agree with Germain document's formulations, then
they have a serious problem as they are probably Kaut-
skyites. We cannot continue to entertain our vague crit-
icisms that the document was vague, or had a guerrilla
warfare line (which in fact it did not on the whole) and
that this is a cover-up, but must express exactly what
we disagree with. I was very embarrassed at the absence
of any elaboration of our criticisms by ourselves. But I
think most comrades will agree with Germain, and with
the need for a military wing of the party (in the Com-
intern tradition) (and not just a defense guard against
ultra-lefts) which is as much as we need to say.

I am due to go to Switzerland and IMG. The European
comrades desperately need ammunition against the SWP.
IMG situation seems wild, but Ross is being handled
basically correctly as far as I can see. It would be good
if you discussed with Canadian comrades. We have to
put together a credible counter-political line and develop
a stable internationally-oriented leadership. This is the
first priority and will enable us to face any eventuality.

Vietnam, so far, is not part of tendency declaration,
but there is increasing desire by Sterne to launch offensive
on :
—that treaty was modest advance and left dual power.
. —that solidarity with NLF is key task, and SWP fails
to do it.

—that NLF-DRV are fighting for a socialist revolution,
&

—that NLF-DRV are not Stalinists.
ment under his own name coming out.

He has a docu-

Comradely,
" JB



Chicago, Il

The United Secretariat
10 Impasse Guemenee
Paris, France

and

The Political Committee
Socialist Workers Party
14 Charles Lane

New York, N.Y. 10014

Dear Comrades:

We submit this Declaration of the Internationalist Ten-
dency for publication in both the International Discussion
BRulletins and the Discussion Bulletin of the Socialist Work-
ers Party.

The below listed comrades announce the formation of
the Internationalist Tendency in the Socialist Workers
Party. This Tendency reflects the political and organi-
zational evolution, growth and maturing of the Tendency
formed by Massey-Shaffer and Smith on January 19,
1973.

a "Leninist-Trotskyist” Fourth International not only in
words but in deeds expresses its basic agreement with
the general line of: the December 3, 1972 Statement of
the 19 IEC Members; the Draft Thesis "The Building
of Revolutionary Parties in Capitalist Europe" adopted
by the IEC; and the further elaboration and clarification
of this line contained in the document "In Defense of Lenin-
ism: In Defense of the Fourth International.

In addition the Internationalist Tendency will submit
a counterresolution on the International Questions in op-
position to the line of the present leadership of the So-
cialist Workers Party —as well as a political resolution
extending the method of the Draft Thesis "The Building
of Revolutionary Parties in Capitalist Europe" to the United
States.

The Internationalist Tendency in the interest of 4@9 the building of

We call on all (revolutionariesSto support the general
line of the International Majority Tendency and to reject
the counterline of the SWP{Jed JInternational Minority Ten-
dency. This Minority Tendency reflecting a right oppor-
tunist danger to the development of the Fourth Inter-
national because of its abandonment of the methodology
of the Transitional Program in Practice and its abstention
from involvement in the struggles of the working class
counterposes an_abstract and sterile conception of Par
.fIn addition this Minority Tendency fails to ed
ucate the vanguard to the necessity of armed struggl
as the only means of carrying out the revolutionary over-|
throw of the bourgeois state in the establishment of
the dictatorship of the proletariat. Even in pre-revo-
lutionary situations the International Minority Tendency
resists the implementation of or preparation for armed
struggle counterposing instead "Par

arate or apart from the needs of the living class struggle
including the methods of armed struggle under specific
{o_repudiatefthe Leninist strategy for
the seizure of state power and the smashing of the bour-

@WP members)

This conception sees a growth of the party taking place
as a result of socialist propaganda for recruitment on
the one hand, and calls to action on a minimal basis,
on the other. It fails to advance a transitional approach
and tactical solutions for the more advanced layers in
st le. —

It presents Party building as separate or apart from th
needs of the living class struggle including the methods
of armed struggle under specific circumstances. This is

a repudiation of f

, which requires the party leading the masses in the mil-)

€018 518 t Qymumm———

itary as well as the political arena /"




The failure of the Socialist Workers Party leadership,
up to this time, to project a special convention dedicated
solely to the International questions is not only out of
step with the majority of sections of the Fourth Inter-
national but seriously limits the discussion on these all _ pm.o. | _
important questions. (It_is a)further evidence of a “lack &hls delayjs\i
of a serious-attitude toward the International and calls
into question again this leadership's ability to understand
internationalism. It was at the request of the[SWP led YMi- —2_
nority Tendency that the International Movement decided
to postpone the date of the 10th World Congress and
allow for even further discussion in the world movement.
Yet the leadership of the Socialist Workers Party refuses
to provide for this extended time for its own ranks in
its own Party. This can only be a reflection of a cynical
attitude toward democracy in both the SWP and the Inter-
national—a cynicism reflected in the SWP leaderships

attitude toward, centralism in its own Party and the Inter-
A v o~

national. —

It is necessary to state at this time that the policy of
the SWP leadership reflected in Comrade Sheppard's letter
to Massey-Shaffer and Smith dated February 12, 1973
and.the actions of the leaderships i )branches(such)
as Washington D.C.—that is_ of demanding that com-
rades in the Party line-up NOW on the issues involved
in a discussion that only is being opened up to the ranks
is completely undemocratic and in opposition to the norms
of a Leninist Trotskyist movement. It is in fact an effort
to cheat the Party of a genuine and democratic discussion.
While this is certainly consistent with the past policies
of this present leadership it is at odds with the image
they attempt to project in the International arena —that
is as the pious defenders of the democratic norms. No
comrades should be forced to line-up on one side or the
other until the close of the discussion after all the po-
sitions have been given an adequate opportunity to be
heard and debated. We therefore call on the SWP leader-
ship to call a halt to this practice and we support the
ranks of the Party in refusing to be forced into positions
before they have heard the contending views. For the
practice of internationalist proletarian democracy in action
not simply in words!

Comradely,
The Internationalist Tendency
Bill Massey — National Coordinator

(Chicago)

for:

John Montello— Boston Robin Block — Philadelphia
Don Smith — Chicago Peter Graumann — Portland

John Barzman — Chicago John Shaffer — Houston

Hedda Garza — New York Cheryl Clark — Houston

Patrick Quinn — Madison Ted Stacy — Houston

Judi Shane— Los Angeles Chris Marat— Washington D. C.

Ron Warren — Los Angeles

Jeff Meissner — Minneapolis

Garth Chojnowski— San Francisco

Ralph Levitt— Oakland-Berkeley

L(ielia Stodola — Oakland-Berkeley
A

lan Wald — Oakland-Berkeley

:u decide who should sign. No problefwith many
Enémgg,

6 ‘ !

Copy to: The International Majority Tendency



THE MEANING OF THE BARZMAN LETTER:

A SECRET FACTION

IN THE FOURTH INTERNA- E
TIONAL o

by Jack Barnes

From the very beginning, the preconvention discussion
has been marked by perplexing behavior on the part
of Bill Massey-Ralph Levitt, and their supporters in the
Internationalist Tendency and the West Coast Tendency.
In normal political struggles, minority tendencies usually
attempt to create the best possible impression on the party
membership in order to maximize their possibilities for
gaining a hearing. But many of the followers of Massey
and Levitt have from the very beginning curtailed their
party activity, cut their financial support of the party to
the bone, engaged in a series of transfers from one party
branch to another, conducted their polemics in the most
unrestrained tone, and flooded the national office with
spurious organizational grievances and demands, accom-
panied finally by the threat of appeals to "higher bodies"
should they receive no satisfaction here.

This is hardly the course calculated to appeal to SWP
members, who know what our organizational norms are,
who know how to conduct a principled political discus-
sion, and who know how democratic our party is.

Comrade John Barzman's epistle from Paris [see page
3 of this bulletin] sheds new light on the character and
behavior of the Massey and Levitt groupings. It also
makes it clear that we are at a new stage in the unfold-
ing crisis of leadership in the Fourth International. Barz-
man's letter shows that a secret faction, led in part by
elected members of the United Secretariat, exists in the
Fourth International, a secret faction that includes an
American component holding a split perspective.

Evincing not one iota of Mandel's "psychological block
against a new split,” Barzman and his colleagues have
made themselves available to "agitate against the SWP."
This assignment is called for because "the European com-
rades desperately need ammunition against the SWP."

Now that they are organized, we learn, they will also
have to "put together a credible counter-political line,"
and "accept discipline” from an undeclared International
faction while they do so. But, as Vergeat is reported to
have frankly explained, they don't have to be "that con-
cerned about homogeneity" because the IEC Majority "ten-
dency" (or its steering committee?) is "the real place for
discussion, the real international." Meanwhile, we learn,
the American wing of this faction will have to "impro-
vise" a few criticisms of Livio,the absence of which "em-
barrassed" Barzman.

Barzman's initial assignments from the unrestrained be-
lievers in a "full scale offensive against SWP" include help-
ing to twist Livio's arm for the requisite scapegoat mea
culpa; straightening out any American "Kautskyites," who,
even if willing to accept discipline, have the temerity to
"not agree with Germain"; and loyally accepting a $1,200
injtial quota to pay for a "tour of [the SWP] branches for
mid-July,” by three "very orthodox" British and French
allies.

Barzman reports that Vergeat, Krivine, Sterne, Pat Jor-
dan, Ken Lewis and others are enthused over the pros-
pect of "attacking SWP on its own ground” and unlike

3

some of the more experienced leaders of the European
Trotskyist movement have no encumbering hang-ups such
as "a psychological block against a new split" in the So-
cialist Workers Party and the Fourth International.

One of the real gains for Barzman and his friends was
the "pretty heavy discussion" granted him to help work
out the various aspects of this operation. Barzman duti-
fully reports to his coleaders in the U.S.A. that Ernest
Mandel was downright helpful in making their opposi-
tion platform sound more loyal and orthodox. While
Mandel is reported to have felt that the Barzman-Massey-
Levitt "style was too violent on the organizational ques-
tions,” he accepted that this "was the American way of
doing things."

Meanwhile, Barzman reminds his associates that they
not only have to "put together a credible counter-poli-
tical line," but they must develop a "stable internation-
ally-oriented leadership." This, Barzman believes, will help
prepare his clique to "face any eventuality,” maybe even
shouldering the awesome responsibilities of leading the
American section of the "real" Fourth International, "mili-
tary wing" included.

Barzman, like some of his European colleagues, has "no
illusions on the results” of the planned "full-scale offensive
against SWP." But in exchange for carrying out this un-
declared factional operation in adisciplined manner, behind
the backs of the Socialist Workers Party membership and
its elected leadership, Barzman reports that the leaders of
the IEC Majority Tendency will not only "collaborate with
us on writing document,” but will righteously and with a
straight face, before the cadres of the entire Fourth Inter-
national, "defend our democratic rights."

But one possibility occurred which Barzman and his
colleagues did not anticipate. They were caught in the act.
Their secret operation isn't so secret any more.

And, I am afraid, Comrade Barzman is a little mistaken
about the "American way of doing things." There is ano-
ther American way somewhat different from the Barzman-
Massey-Levitt school of politics. That is the school of
Trotsky and Cannon, the school of principled politics,
which is jealously maintained by the ranks of the Socialist
Workers Party.

The membership of the Socialist Workers Party has a
few democratic rights also, and these include the right to
deal appropriately with disloyal, secret factional opera-
tions.

The Ammunition Carriers

What does Barzman mean when he says that he and
his associates must provide the desperately needed "ammu-
nition against the SWP"? What can this "ammunition” be?
Certainly not political arguments. The views of the SWP
on American and international questions are openly stated,
published, and distributed, and presumably arewell-known
to those leaders of the International who can read English.
The issues are clear, and those who disagree have plenty
of information about where we stand for material in draft-



ing their counterarguments.

The Barzman letter makes it easier to understand some
of the behavior of the American supporters of the IEC
Majority Tendency. The main purpose of the flood of
grievances, complaints and demands in letters and tele-
phone calls to the national office was not to influence the
Socialist Workers Party. No, the purpose was to provide
the necessary "ammunition" — the organizational scandals,
and complaints —without our replies—to be circulated
around the world, to be used to close comrades' minds
to our political views. Thus, Barzman and Co. modestly
call themselves the "bonus from heaven.”

There is another purpose to the scandal campaign, too.
They are intended to help pave the way for the real Ameri-
can Trotskyists (who are already the only ones partici-
pating in the real International) to be recognized at the
next world congress.

Now we can better understand why Jeff Meisner so clear-
ly warned the Political Committee on June 24, "It would be
a pity, wouldn't it, if the SWP goes through all the trouble
of electing fraternal delegates to the world congress, only
for them to receive a very cold welcome by the credentials
committee when they arrive there." [See Meisner letter,
in this bulletin.] Meisner also seems to have "no illusions"
about where things are heading.

The job of providing the "desperately” needed ammuni-
tion  to make it easier to "agitate against the SWP," has led
to some peculiar innovations —for instance, Massey and
Levitt's rewriting the history and results of the elections
to our current National Committee; Massey's proposal to
fly to Los Angeles as a character witness for Mike Bartell
in the latter's ill-fated application for membership; and the
institution of "open" letters as opposed to plain contribu-
tions to the discussion bulletin.

The most serious act by the American supporters of
the IEC Majority Tendency has been the financial sabo-
tage of the party oragnized by members of both the
Massey and Levitt groupings. Several of them openly
justified cutting down their sustainers as political acts
motivated by disagreement with the party's policies in the
world movement. It was hard for us to understand this
action. But as the Barzman letter shows, we had serious-
ly underestimated the financial burdens the disciplined
American supporters of the secret international faction
had been asked to shoulder out of loyalty to the "real”
International.

The purpose of the last-minute frenzied shuffling from
branch to branch by various cothinkers of Barzman (in-
cluding Barzman himself) also becomes clear. Their key
assignment is not to build the branches where they are
located, but to make sure that their delegates "make an
adequate showing” so they can "use it for world con-
gress."

The greatest blunder made by Massey et al. is to believe
that they are representatives of the "majority” of the Inter-
national, and that, as they put it in their June 20, 1973
statement to the Chicago branch, they no longer plan to
go through normal party branch channels. Rather, "high-
er bodies" will straighten outthe SWP after hearing Massey's
accusations.

There are several interrelated errors.

L It remains to be seen what political positions the
world Trotskyist movement will approve. It will be shown
only by a democratic and authoritative world congress

that reflects a full discussion on a world scale.

2. The majority at that congress will adopt the posi-
tions to be defended by the Fourth International on the
big political questions on a world scale, and will decide
on the affiliation of new sections, but it will not lay down
orientations or choose leaderships for sections.

3. Being a member or supporter of any minority or ma-
jority tendency on an international scale has nothing what-
soever to do with the rights or duties of party membership.
All SWPers have the same rights and the same duties as
outlined by the constitution and the organizational prin-
ciples of the party. There are neither second-class citizens
as far as rights are considered, nor any dispensations for
members of international tendencies as far as the loyal
implementation of all duties are concerned.

There are no higher bodies than the democratically
convened conventions of the Socialist Workers Party that
can alter these facts. And there is nothing in the consti-
tution and organizational principles of the Socialist Work-
ers Party or, for that matter, the statutes of the Fourth
International giving substance to any contrary notion.

The Splits in Canada

We are reprinting for the information of the party the
report on the splits in the Canadian section drafted by
the Political Bureau of the LSA/LSO. [See Appendix I
of this bulletin]

In Canada, growing numbers of the supporters of the
IEC Majority Tendency are not even willing to wait for
"higher bodies" to act. Evincing no "psychological block"
whatsoever against splits, they just walk out of the par-
ty and youth organization. Apparently, they are confi-
dent that "higher bodies" will retroactively ratify their
actions. Walter Davis, Comrade Barzman's partner in
the tour to "agitate against the SWP" (and against the
LSA/LSO, we assume), should have spent less time agi-
tating and more timie educating his cothinkers in prin-
cipled politics. Unfortunately, bleeding splits are one of
the fruits of the secret faction's method of operation.

The Barzman letter may shed a little more light for
the members of the LSA/LSO and the YS/LJS on the
background of the splits the Canadian section of the Four-
th International has suffered.

A New Low in Unprincipledness

There is one aspect of the Levitt-Massey evolution that
should not go unnoticed, because it represents a new low
in unprincipled politics in the SWP—that is two separate
tendencies, both of which stand on the general line of the
same political resolution and the same international plat-
form of the IEC Majority Tendency. The party has yet
to hear a single principled word of explanation for their
separate and counterposed existence.

The Barzman letter alludes to differences among the
19 proposed signers of the draft tendency statement, and
to his discussions with the leaders of the secret faction
about this problem

But not even a recent ambassadorial peacekeeping mis-
sion to California and Illinois by one of the steering
committee members whom Barzman describes as one of
the most desirous "to start attacking SWP on its own
ground" was able to bring the two sectors of the faction
back together again. It was certainly a hurried tour.
The comrade had no time to accept our invitation to speak



before the party branches on the political issues.

In the absence of direct knowledge, one can only spec-
ulate about the factional infighting that keeps the Na-
tional Co-ordinator and his West Coast allies from unit-
ing. But that is all part of the overhead of a secret fac-
tion, especially on an international scale. Since the "real"
International is "not that concerned about homogeneity,"
the "real" differences quickly become fights over pecking
order in the factional hierarchy. A "franchise" is antici-
pated from higher bodies.

In secret factions the main "psychological block" is not
against splits, but against principled politics, even with-
in the faction itself. And Livio's "brooding," Ernest's "psy-
chological block," the combinations seeking the "franchise”
in Argentina, the inside dope of how John Ross "is being
handled" become the little tidbits that represent real poli-
tics. Misrepresentation, gossip, slanders, personal quotes
and little hatchet jobs that are not rebuttable gain the
upper hand. "Ammunition” collecting becomes a way of
life.

Faction Before Party

The way factional blindness leads to warping the most
elementary organizational norms of a Leninist party can
be seen in many of Massey and Levitt's organizational
proposals and grievances. Take two examples.

Massey and Levitt object to the delegate-election ratio
for the convention.

Massey and Levitt object to a "gerrymandering” of the
branch vote that limits their delegates.

In both these cases, the American supporters of the
IEC Majority Tendency place the needs of their faction
first, not the needs of the party as a whole, and in the
process subordinate the rights of the party as a whole
to the desires of their faction.

In its deliberations on the ratio for delegate represen-
tation, the National Committee did not begin with the
existence or size of any factions, tendencies or cliques.
It began with the fact that at the last convention the num-
ber of delegates was so large that the time for speakers
was cut down several times during the convention, and
fewer than one-half the elected delegates were able to take
the floor a single time to express their point of view. The
purpose of the convention is to allow the delegates elect-
ed after thorough political discussion in the branches,
to discuss the points before the convention and to make
decisions in the light of the discussion.

The ratio the National Committee chose would have
been the same whether there were ten tendencies or zero
tendencies in the party. The decision had nothing to do
with the existence of tendencies. Instead, it was based
on the responsibility of the National Committee to draft
a convention call that would structure a convention at
which the delegates elected by the branches can speak
with adequate time to express their views and then de-
cide on all the important issues before the party.

As is often the case, not only is Comrade Massey's
method wrong, but his facts jare too. The 1969 delega-
tion ratio was one to seven, not one to five; the number
of delegates at the coming convention will be larger than
at any convention in the last 25 years except for the
1971 convention; and minorities will find it mathemati-
cally easier, not harder, to gain representation than at
several of the conventions of the past decade. The facts

did not fit, so Massey tried to fix the facts to fit.

The complaint about "gerrymandering" is mystifying.
The basic unit of the party is the branch, not the fac-
tion or clique. Each branch has equal rights in the elec-
tion of delegates. The delegates are democratically elect-
ed following political discussion and vote, and the branch
delegations have the final say in all questions before
the Socialist Workers Party.

Nor has the party assigned Levitt-Massey supporters
to any branches. In fact, the only new assignments in
the preconvention period have been the transfer of major-
ity supporters out of branches where debate is occurring
to St. Louis and Pittsburgh to build new branches.

The only thing approaching "gerrymandering" which
I can discover, is the recent frenzied rushing of some
of Barzman's cothinkers to different branches just before
the vote is taken. We assume the National Co-ordinator,
slide rule in hand, attempts to maximize what is impor-
tant for him: the number of delegates he can point to in
international councils. The needs of the branches are
scarcely a factor in his considerations. :

Once again, Comrade Massey forgets about the rights
of the party as he hunts for privileges for his faction.
He and Levitt made the same mistake before the 1971
convention. [See Appendix IL]

Factional Blindness and the World Congress

Like their international cothinkers, we assume that
Massey-Levitt et al. will vigorously oppose any further
postponement of the world congress. Once again we have
an example of factional blindness where the desire of a
secret faction to settle accounts with the SWP leads it to
adopt positions that are not in the interests of the Inter-
national as a whole.

The statement included in this bulletin which defines
the preconditions for an authoritative and democratic
world congress was adopted unanimously on April 9,
1973, by the United Secretariat of the Fourth Interna-
tional. [See Appendix IIL.] The Socialist Workers Party
supports this statement and will continue to do every-
thing possible to ensure its implementation.

It represented a step forward on two counts. One, it
explicitly recognized the fact that a world congress not
preceded by a full and democratic discussion could have
no statutory authority whatsoever and it recognized that
Joe Hansen's estimation at the December 1972 IEC plen-
um of the difficulties and time necessary to assure French
translations, was fundamentally correct. Second, it agreed
to poll the International Executive Committee recommend-
ing cancellation of the August date for the Fourth World
Congress Since Reunification, originally set by a major-
ity at the IEC meeting.

But at the same time, the leaders of the IEC Majority
Tendency on the United Secretariat repeated the identical
mistake they had made at the IEC. By proposing late
December as the new world congress date, against Com-
rade Hansen's proposals for late spring 1974, they again
misestimated:

1. The pace of clarification of the disputed issues within
the International, and their depth. The future of the Fourth
International hinges on this.

2. The length of time it would take the two major ten-
dencies to prepare drafts of and organize initial United
Secretariat discussions on draft resolutions for the re-



maining points that had been unanimously placed on the
agenda of the world congress—the Chinese question,
women's liberation, the youth question, a major political
resolution, and even the United Secretariat majority's
new resolution on Argentina.

3. The growing problem of translating the contribu-
tions to the discussion into French, the mounting evidence
that the United Secretariat would not be able to assure
the rapid translation of the entire discussion into French,
as well as English and Spanish, and thereby assure a
real discussion among the thousands of French-speaking
members of the International.

By the mid-July 1973 meeting of the United Secretariat,
the situation the Fourth International faced was the follow-
ing: The IEC Majority Tendency had no drafts of any
further resolutions—on Argentina, China, women's lib-
eration, the youth radicalization, or draft political theses.
They asked to postpone discussion and vote on drafts
prepared by the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency members
on the United Secretariat. None of these questions will
even be discussed in the United Secretariat until mid-
September.

The French translation situation is shown by the list
in Appendix IV. With some 62 contributions to the In-
ternational Internal Discussion Bulletin not yet available
in French, the translation schedule is even further behind
than it was in early April when there were only 49 items
not available in French, a situation thought seriousenough
to require postponement of the congress.

Items such as Hugo Blanco's letter to Joseph Hansen
in January of 1970 (available in English for more than
three years) and the International Report to the Ninth
National Convention of the YSA by Caroline Lund, in
December 1969, have not yet been translated.

El Unico Camino, "The Only Road to Workers' Power
and Socialism," submitted by the comrades of the PRT
(Combatiente) almost a year and a half ago, has not
been translated. And even Mary-Alice Waters' criticism
of the IEC majority European document, available in
English for more than four months, has yet to appear
in French.

The most striking example of the bearing of the trans-
lation situation on democracy in the discussion is the
fact that more than four months after its submission,
the two-page "Declaration of the Leninist-Trotskyist Ten-
dency” has not been made available to the French-speak-
ing cadres of the Fourth International !

This fact alone makes it impossible to hold a demo-
cratic world congress in the late fall of 1973.

In addition, no consideration was given to the new
situation facing the comrades of the former Ligue Com-
muniste, a situation that will at least temporarily further
impede the process of translation, and postpone even
longer the beginning of any preworld-congress discus-
sion in the ranks of the biggest section of the Fourth
International.

A Grave Danger

The Barzman letter puts the crisis of the Fourth In-
ternational and the responsibilities of Trotskyists around
the world in a new light. It reveals the existence of a
secret faction, and one that is now hell-bent on holding
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an undemocratic world congress. Some of the leaders
of that faction are determined to apply a caricature of
democratic centralism, on the basis of a congress with
no authority, and equally determined to organize and
operate behind the backs of the elected leadership bodies
of the International and the sections. This is a grave
threat to the Fourth International.

Ever since the discovery of the Domingo letter more
than two years ago, the SWP leadership has repeatedly
expressed its deep concern about the danger of the de-
velopment of a secret faction in the Fourth International.
It has expressed this, and urged caution, time and time
again, in the International Internal Discussion Bulletin.
In a frank and comradely manner we have raised this
danger time and time again with the mostexperienced lead-
ers of the IEC Majority Tendency.

Far from being opposed to the organization of tendencies
or, if necessary, factions, the SWP leadership has pointed
out that at certain stages in the evolution of the discussion
over important political differences, open and loyal or-
ganization of tendencies or factions is a fundamental clari-
fying and stabilizing factor in the life of a Trotskyist
party or international.

But secret factions — disguised as ideological tendencies —
with their concomitant underground discipline, financing,
private internal bulletins, power struggles, unprincipled
combinations, and the destruction of normal leadership
relations and party loyalty — this always brings to the fore
the most unrestrained factionalists, fostering the logic and
perspective of a split.

It is this danger that we have repeatedly warned the
International leadership against. It is this danger that
we must now call to the attention of the entire world
movement for emergency action. Not only to the support-
ers of the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency, butto every member
and supporter of the Fourth International, including ideo-
logical supporters and leaders of the IEC Majority Ten-
dency who are willing to curb the would-be splitters, and
organize a democratic discussion in the International lead-
ing up to an authoritative world congress.

No "Stupor”

Barzman-Massey-Levitt et al. will discover that the mem-
bership of the Socialist Workers Party is in less of a "stu-
por" than the political resolution they support so arro-
gantly states. Elected after a discussion that not only
jealously guarded all the democratic rights due minority
points of view, but that extended privileges and ignored
provocations, the convention delegates will accurately re-
flect the rank-and-file opinion of the Socialist Workers
Party.

Following the debate and vote on the disputed inter-
national and national political question, the convention,
I'm sure, will:

1. Find the appropriate means to unambiguously re-
affirm the fundamental organizational principles of the
Socialist Workers Party and their application to every
single member.

2. Empower and instruct the incoming National Com-
mittee, which the convention will elect, to take whatever
steps are necessary, in collaboration with our cothinkers,
to warn and mobilize the ranks of the Fourth Interna-
tional against the danger posed by the secret faction.

July 20, 1973



CENTRAL OFFICE
334 Queen St. West
Toronto 133, Ontario

July 8, 1973

To all branches and members at large

Dear Comrades;

Enclosed is a copy of a "Report on the Splits" prepared by
the Political Bureau. It is for the information of all members.
Branches may wish to present the material it contains during one
of their regular meetings.

Comradely,

;/ /,(, " ‘.mf.ﬂ,//zwwz g

Phil Courneyeur
Acting Executive Secretary
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REPORT ON THE SPLITS

Recent weeks have seen a growing split extend across the
Canadian Trotskyist movement. In rapid succession, five groups
of members have split from the League for Socialist Action/
Ligue Socialiste Ouvriere (LSA/LSO?, and fron its youth organi-
zation, the Young Socialists/Ligue des Jeunes Socialistes %YS/LJS).

On June 3, 1973, the five Toronto members of the "Internation-
alist Communist Tendency" (ICT) split from the YS/LJS. The five
constituted the leadership and the majority of the membership of
the ICT, a minority grouping within the YS/LJS. They were joined
by a sixth ICT supporter in Toronto.

Three days later, the "Revolutionary Marxist Tendency" (RMT)
split in turn from the YS/LJS. 1Its fourteen members were from
the Peterborough Young Socialists local.

On June 11, the split reached the LSA/LSO. Bob Mills, Dorothy
Knight and Arnie Mintz; three members of the "Revolutionary
Communist Tendency" in the LSA/LSO, split from the organization.
Mills was a member of the LSA/LSO Central Committee.

On June 19, two additional members of the Revolutionary Com=-
munist Tendency, Peter Horbatiuk and Michael Thoma, announced
their split from the LSA/LSO.

The nmost recent split is that of Bob Lyons, the Regina member
of the ICT, who walked out on July 3.

Although the splitters belonged to three different tendencies,
the RCT, ICT and RMT, they had the same political views. Together
these three nminority groupings constituted the supporters in the
Canadian Trotskyist movemecnt of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank Tendency
in the Fourth International. They also shared a common basic
outlook on the tasks of Canadian Trotskyism.

The RCT functions within the section, while the ICT and RMT
are tendencies in the YS/LJS. VYrior to the formation of the ICT,
its members had belonged to the KCY. When the ICT was established
in the YS/LJS, it declared its full agrecment with the political
positions of the RCT. The RMT, on the other hand, did not document
its differences with the iinc of the organization until cight days
before it split,

Each group of splitters cited, as the main justification of
their split, what they termecd the LSA/LSO's policy of "factional
recruitment.” As evidence, they pointed to the refusal of the
LSA/LSO to agree to immediate unity with the Revolutionary Marxist
Group, a Tcronto-based organization of 30-0dd menbers. Each group
of gsplitters indicated they were leaving the LS4/LSO and the YS/LJS
to join the Revolutionary Marxist Group (RMG).

The LSA/LSO Political Committee discussed this growing split
in its June 11 and 19 neetings. Two counterposed positions were
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gut forward, The position of the majority of the Political Commi-
tee was expresged in the motion on the wll s-Knight-Mintz split,

adopted at its June 1l meeting:.

The Political Comnittec condemns the action of Bub
Mills, Dorothy Knight and Arnie Mintz, in splitting from
the Lpague for Socialist Action/Ligue Socialiste Ouvriere.
Their split has struck a blow against the LSA/LSO, the

. Canadian section of the Fourth Iaternational, and against
the unity of the world Trotskyist movenent.

This motion, and a parallel notion on the splits in the youth
organization, were adopted by the Votes of all members present,
except for Walter Davis, the one member of the Political Committee
adhering to the RCT. Davis abstained on both motions,

At the June 19 mceting of the Political Committee, Davis intro-
duced his own motion on the splits:

. "MOTION: We¢ have now had 2 full discussion of the
resignation of a number of ¥YS comrades and a handful of
LSA comrades who were nembers of the RCT. We deeply
regret that comrades who are supporters of the majority
of the Fourth International should feel the need to
separate themselves from the Canadian section.

"We understand the feelings and motivations of
conrades who have witnessed a year of factional recruit-
ment which casts in doubt the future of the LSA. 1If
the course of the LSA on factional recruitment is not
reversed, we can.only fear that further attrition and
resignations will take place, and the ability to fuse
Trotskylst forces in Canada will become more difficult
to bring about,"

"For: Davis
Against: all others
Defeated.”

0f the forces in the LSA/LSO and the ¥YS/LJS who supported the
RCT, and the Maitan-Mandel-~Frank Téndency -t the time of the
LSA/LSO’s convention in April 1973, almost half have now left the
two organizations. The notion of the RCT member of the Political
Comnittee foreseces that this process will continue, unless the
LSA accepts the minority'skdemands with respect to the section!s
recruitnment policy forthwith. The notion clearly poses the danger
that the split will continue to extend among the Canadian suppor-
ters of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank Tendency.

The Pglitical Meaning of a Split .

Our insistcnce on the necessity for unity of the Trotskyist
novenent flows from the nature of our task, and the neasures rc=-
quired to achieve it. We ain to gather the forces to build a
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revolutionary conbat party, capable of leading the worklng class

and its allies to victory in the struggle for power in this country.
This demands the conscious subordination of personal and factional
considerations to the neeéd to unite the revolutionary cadres in this
historic task. The party'!s strength is founded on the loyalty,
discipline, and unity of its members. The pressuresof capitalisn,
and the difficulties of the struggle tend to disperse and divide
our forces; we strive consciously to unite them, and look on attacks
on the unity of our movement as 2 betrayal of our party-building
task.

We are not for unity with everyone, or unity at all costs.
Revolutionary Marxists broke from the Stalinist International in
1933, because the tcst of experience proved the organization: to
be degenerate, and incapable of correctlng their errors. The
revolutionary movenent nucst also on occasion defend itself through
disciplinary action against disloyal elements who prove themsclves
unwilling to work with the framework of party discipline. And just
as we are against unprincipled splits, we are equally against un-
principled or unprepared unifications, which would endanger the
integrity of the revolutionary organization or its progran.

Our movement is built on the foundat ions of the historically
established Trotskyist prinicples and program. This is tke guar=-
antee of the unity of our organization. For when differences arisec,
as they do in any living organization confronting the necw tasks
posed by the class struggle, we resolve them on the basis of our
fundamental concepts, through a process of democratic discussion
and decision by the membership. While the party can commit errors,
it is united by confidence in its capacity to correct them -- a
capacity based on the fact that errors will be revealed by the test
of experience, and corrected through applying or basic program and
principles.

We strive to reinforce the unity of the organization on the
basis of our program and principles. This is the necessaryroad
to building the party that can rect the greatest challenge of his-
tory -- leading a socialist revnlntion to victory. To rupture this
party-building process thmugh split is one of the gravest crines
against the Trotksyist movement.

The Political Context of the Split

The split in the Canadian Trotskyist movement began only six
weeks after the convention of the LSA/LSO, which concluded a wide-
ranging and rich internal discussion. The convention, originally
scheduled for September 1972, had Been twice postponed to facili-
tate clarification of disputed questions, The Revolutionary Con-
munist Tendency was one of two nminority groupings which advanced
positions in this debate counterposed to those of the majority
of the Political Committece.

Fifty-cight English-language editions of the pre-convention
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bulletin printed over ninety separate submissions to the discussion.
All contending points of viev were discussed in the branches, and
organized tendencies were invited to tour all branches to present
their pos1tlons. Each ol the three contending platforms was put

to a vote in the branches, and delegates were elected by proportlonal
‘representation.

In the convention itself, equal time was granted gfor the pre-
sentation of minority points of view, and convention rules were
several times reclaxed to ensure that every dissident point of view
received adequate opportunlty to be heard.

The LSA/LSO convention was a nodel of 1nterna1 democracy in a
Bolshevik movement. The issues at stake were clarified, and the
nenbership were able to speak with a decisive voice.

The Political Committee platform received 72 percent of the votes
cast in the branches, and 75 percent of the delegates at the con-
vention; its resolutiowns were passed by a majority of three-fourths
or better. The Revolutionary Communist Tendency received 15 percent
of the delegates; none of its rcsolutions received more than 15
percent of the votes. The convention elected a Central Committee,
by unanimous vote, 1nc1ud1ng five members of the RCT.

In a parallel process in the YS/LJS, after a sevendmonth inter=-
nal discussion, a convention of the youth movement in December 1972
defeated RCT positions by a three-qurters majority.

The organizational report adopted by the LSA/LSO convention de=
scribed how the League’s organizational norms had been deliberately
relaxed during the preconventicvn period, to ensure clarification
of the political issues. Many violations ¢f organizational norms
had occurred, but there had been no recourse to discipIlinary action.
In fact, the only disciplinary action ever taken against RCT members,
a censure of two LSA/LSO nembers in the Maritimes in Octcober 1971,
was withdrawn by the convention, in an attempt to do everythlng
possible to cemernt party unity.

The Revolutionary Communist Tendency'!s Position at the Convention

The RCT!s documentation for the convention, and reports at the
convention, drew sweeping anclusions that the Canadian section was
in an advanced state of political degeneration. According to the
RCT, "the cancer of reformism has assumed mallgnant proportions"
in the Canadian section -- a malignant cancer is one that brings
death to the organism it attacks. The RCT claimed that the LSA
was being transformed into a "utopian reformist sect," and that
it was undergoing "the beginning of the final phase of the abandon-
nent of Leninism." The leadership of the LSA/LSO, the RCT claimed,
was bankrupt and beyond reform. The Engllsh-Canadlan wing of
the organization was "degenerating", according to the RCT. The
Quebec wing was "degenerate," beydnd reform, and should be dissolved.
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The organizational secretary, Art Young, made a special appeal
for unity on the last day of the convention. He exprcssed concern
over the implications of the RCT!s sharp characterizations. When
such teriis have been used before, Young said, it is normally by
persons who are in the process of writing off our organization, con=
cluding that it was a barrier to the revolution. Whatever the in-
tentions of the RCT, this created a situation in which minority
conrades would begin to consider a split. And in fact irresponsible
talk of split had already been heard in the movenent.

Young called on the RCT to repudiate any talk of splits, to
affirm its acceptance of the convention's cuthority, and to join
with the majority in common cffort to build the organization.

Young'!s appeal was sharply rebuffed by Brett Smiley on behalf
of the RCT. He reaffirmed in full the RCT!s political characteri-
zation of the "deseneration!" of the LSA/LSO. The leddership of the
LSA/LSC was bankrupt and beyond reform. The Quebec wing of the
novement (the LSO) was degenerate -- having failed in May 1972, an
historic test in the same manner as German Stalinism!s capitulation
to Hitler in 1933. 1In the English-Canadian portion of the LSA/LSO,
the process of degeneration was not yet past the point of no re-
turn; it could still be reversed. While the leadership was bank-
rupt, many nembers had been won to the positions of the RCT. There
were others who still could be won. This perspective justified the
RCT!s decision to "stay and fight."

(*Stay and fight" is a well-known slogan in the Canadian left.
It was popularized by Canadian Trotskyists conducting fraction work
in the social-democratic New Democratic Party, to explain why they
remain menbers of the NDP, in order to combat the class collabora-
tionism of social-denmocracy, and win new forces for the building
of the revolutionary party.j

"Je don't need to split," Smiley stated, "because welre meeting
with success -~ growing success in our struggle in defensc of
Leninism.” On behalf of the RCT, Smiley had earlier delivered an
éxtended eulogy of the Groupe Marxiste Revolutionnaire which had
split from the section theé previous sunnar.

Only after the convention reacted with indignation to the Smiley
tirade did the RCT affirm its "willingness to accept the discipline
of the elected leadership... to abide by the decisions that this
novment makes... (and to) build the section,” in a contribution
by RCT reporter Marv Gandall. Gandall also said that "Conrade
Smiley has indicated that he is willing to retract the contentious
(sic) statement about the Quebec section and its parallel to the
situation in Germany in 1933. The RCT, however maintains its
position that the LSO is a degenerated sect and should be dis-
solved.” The RCT also nmaintained its characterizations of the
LSA/LSO leadership and its progran.

Yet only six wecks after the RCT!s recognition of the authority
of the convention, the process of split had also begun, as a growing
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nunber of RCT memb ers and youth supporters found themselves unable
to work within the framework of the convention decisions of their
rescpective organizations. ‘

The Justifications Proposed for the Splits

The five . plitters from the LSA-LSO made only oral declar-
ations explaining their split, declarations, which, they said,
were prelininary. The written statements they promised have
not materialized, except for Thoma's, They will all be
appended if received in time. The oral statements focus on
the LSA/LSO's failurc to accept the proposal of the Revolutionary
Marxist Group for immediate fusion of the two organizations,
which as RCTer Horbatiuk .put it, constituted the "acid test"
of the Canadian section.

The splitters from the youth organization, however, submitted
written declarations, which are appended to this report.

These statements do not attenmpt to justify the splits on
the grounds of principled political differences.

Nor do they attempt to portray the splits as the neccessary
result of factional reprisals. The Toronto ICTers refer to
"organized factionalism” but come up with nothing concrete
other than emergency and temporary suspension of two Maritime
locals in 1971, an action which has been followed by two years
in which the RCT and its youth supporters havd not been subject
to disciplinary or organizational mcasures in any form.

The RMT (Peterborough) splitters refer to their fears that
their applications for membership in the LSA/LSO night not be
accepted. Far from waiting for this application to be processed,
however, they defeccted shortly after rceceiving letters from the
LSA/LSO Central Office, informing them their applications were
under considcration.

The ICT splitters allege that the LSA/LSO excluded from
membership an' youth members who supported the RCT and the
Maitan-Mandel=-Frank tendency.

"In its holy war against alleged ultraleft sectarianism,
the LSA has flippantly excluded YS militants who have a long
standing record of building Trotskyism."

In fact, Wz have been able to come across only three cases
where applications of RCT youth supporters in the LSA/LSO were
contested, All three were decided by the Toronto East branch.
One applicant, a long-standing member of the RCT, was aditted
(he has since broken with the movement by denouncing it in the
pages of the Lambertiste press). Two others were told their
applications would not be accepted at that time. The latter
two cases were not appealed to the Metro Toronto executive, and

17



were not brought to the attention of the Political Committee.
There is no evidence of any pattern of exclusion of RCT youth
supporters from the LSA/LSO.

No specific case was ever brought to the attention of the
leadership bodies of either the LSA/LSO or the YS/LJS, concerning
youth members were alleged by anyone to have been excluded fron
the LSA/LSO without cause.

The charge of "factional recruitment" boils down to a political
disagreenent over the correct course to foilow in attempting to
achicve organizztional unity between the Revolutionary Marxist
Group and the LSA/LSO. The issuc is not “factional recruitment"
whatsover, but the political qiestion of how best to bring about
the unification of anotter organization with the LSA/LSO.

This question will be dealt with in a separate report. The
RMG positioa, in brief, is that uiiity can best be achieved
through immediate fusion of the two organizations, on the basis
of their mere affirmation of adherence to the basic program of
the Fourth International. The LS4A/LSO position is that the
road to unity nust be through a process of political collaboration
and discussion that establishes that there is a principled basis
for unity, and demonstrates in life that unity can be successful.

A second disagreement concerns the programmatic basis of recruit-
ment to scctions of the Fourth International. The revolutionary
Marxist Group holds that unity should take place on the basis
solely of the program and principles of the Fourth International,
as laid down by World Congresses. The LSA/LSO regards this as
insufficient, and recruits to its ranks on a programmatic basis
efconpassing not only the world view and work analysis of
Trotskyism, but the Trotskyist program for Canada. In the view
of the LSA/LSO, a revolutionary organization cannot be built
in Canada if it is not built around a program for the class
struggle in Canada,.

These two ruestions were debated cxhaustively before and at
the LSA/LSO convenition. The leadership!s position was sustained
by an overwhelming rajority of the delegatcs. The comrades
tf the RCT may hold that view to be mistaken; they have no cause
to claim it is factional in conception or application. The LSA/LSO's
view of recruitment on recruitment and unity of revolutionary forces
was formulated and applied long before the appearance of the RMG.
It was outlined in a convention document adopted in 1970, entitléd
"Building a Revolutionary Party in Canada”, Rather than arbitrarily
change its recruitment norms in the case of the RMG -- which would
indeed be a factional procedre -- the LSA/LSO has appliecd v
impartially its long established concepts of recruitment and part
building. If these concepts are wrong, they will be corrected
through further experience and further discussion -~ not through
splits.,
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Leaving aside the rights and wrongs of the two positions in this
debate, the split in the LSA/LSO and YS/LJS has indisputably dealt
a blow to the prospects for unity with the RMG., The splitters!
conclusion that they could not exist as a loyal minority within the
Canadian section can tend to create doubts in the RMG!s ranks that
they can succeed in functioning, as is their declared intention, as
a minority within the framework of the Canadian section. Moreover,
the RMG's declared intention to recruit to its ranks these renegades
from the Canadian section indicates a political attitude at vari-
ance with their declared intention to join and build the LSA/LSO.

Whether the splitters! opirion in the “isputed question of re-
cruitment policy is ripght or wrong, it is no justification for
split. A convention has democratically taken a stand on recruit-
ment policy, and on the guestion of unity with the RMG. The RCT
plédged to abide by the decisions of this convention, If this de-
cision is wrong, this will be shown in duc course through the test
of experience, and the LSA/LSO will have the opportunity of cor-
recting it. If memberc who find themselves in a minority on one
or another question regard this as justification for split, no move-
nent can be built. Members whose positions on a given question are
defeated must accept the democratic decision of a convention, par-
ticipate loyally in the work of the organization, confident that
experience, and the re-opening of discussion, will prove the cor-
rectness of their views.

A Split From the Fourth International

After splitting from the youth organization of the Canadian
section, the 14 splitters of the Revolutionary Marxist Tendcncy
state, surely tolgue-in-cheek, "We will continue to press for
nembership in the Canadian section of the Fourth International.”
The LSA/LSO and the YS/LJS are organizationally independent parts
of a common movement, and loyalty to the LSA/LSO involves loyalty
to, and building of the youth organization. The Davis motion to
the Political Committee correctly characterizes the RMT and ICT
splitters as having "separate(d) themselves from the Canadian
section” by splitting from the YS/LJS. Davis therefore joined the
rest of the Political Committee in adopting a motion that "the
applications for membership in the LSA/LSO of those persons who
have split from the YS/LJS be null and voic,"

The Internationalist Communist Tendency, explained that "We
therefore leave the Young Socialists, not splitting from the
Fourth International -- for you have never allowed us to be part
of it..." 1If this means that they were arbitrarily barred from
menbership in the Canadian section, it is factually untrue. But
in any case, the statement makes no sense, The Young Socialists/
Ligue des Jeunes Socialistes is a sympathizing youth organization
of the Fourth International. As such, it pays dues, rcceives the
internal bulletin of the International and participates in the
international discussion. The YS/LJS s~nds fraternal delegates
to World Congresses with voice and consultative vote. The discussion

19



in the world movement was one of the most hotly disputed issues be-
fore and at the YS/LJS convention.

The IMT and RCT splitters appear to believe that membership in
the Fourth International is essentially a matter of faith and per-
sonal testimony. The only form of membership in the Fourth Inter-
national is membership in a section or sympathizing organization
of the Fourth International. By splitting from the YS/LJS and the
LSA/LSO, the ICT and@ RCT splittcrs have split from the organization:
of the Fourth International in Canada, and thus left the ranks of
the world movement, and placed themsclves in opposition to the
organiz 4 Trotskyist movement.

No organizational grounds exist to justify the split. But when
Horbatiuk and his fellow splitters point to the failure to immedi-
ately recruit the Revolutionary Marxist Group as failing "the acid
test," they surely point to the real grounds for the split. Their
split surely indicates that they have concluded that there is in-
deed no hope within thce LSA/LSO to reverse the process of "degenera:
tion," and that the hope for the future now lies outside the ranks
of the section. For them, the goal is now not to build the LSA/LSO
but to Luild a rival organizati on.

Their action defines them as enemies of the Canadian section.
All relations with them must be as with any political opponent ~--
only through the authorized channels of the movement, with the
agreement and under the supervision of its leading bodies.

The splitters claim that in leaving the Canadian section, and
applying to join the Revolutionary Marxist Group, they are not
leaving the Fourth International, but building it. They conceive
of the Fourth International as composed in each country of a col-
lection of rival groupings, who agree on nothing but their adherence
to abstractly-conccived principles of the Intcrnational. By this
logic, any split in any country can be justified, as long as the
splitters do not declare themselves to be "breaking with the Fourth
International,"

The Fourth International is a disciplined party of world revolu-
tion, whose component units are national sections in each country,
The Statutes of the Fourth International spzcify that there can be
only one section in each country, and that a sympathizing organiza-
tion will not be recognized in a country where there is a section.
Exceptions can be made in extraordinary situations, but only with
the agreement of the section., To deny the central concept that
the Fourth International is made up of national sections, is to
deny the very aim of the Fourth International: to build in each
country revolutionary parties capable of leading the socialist
revolution to victory; it would transform the Fourth International,
a combat organization, into a meaningless conglomeration of splin-
tered and warring grouplets in each country.

The test of every point of view, and every tendency, in the
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present discussion in our world movement, is its capacity to contri-
bute to the building and reinforcement of strong national sections.
We arc¢ now in the midst of the deepest and most wide-ranging dis-
cussion since the founding of the Fourth International. This dis~
cussion demands of all of its participants conscious efforts to de-
fend and strengthem the unity of the world movement. The greatest
threat €o this unity is factionally motivated splits in national
sections =~=- tecaring apart the component units of the international.

With the walkout of the Mill group, the split first struck the
Quebec wing of the movement. Then it hit the youth wing. It is
now advancing into the ranks of the remaining supporters of the
Maitan-Mandel~Frank Tendency in the English-Canadian wing of the
section. Urgent and serious measures are required now to halt and
reverse this process.

The Response of the Political Committece

Faced with the drive towards split, the responsibility of the
leadership is to sct aside political differences and take a2 united
stand against splits, and for the unity of the movement.

The motion proposed to the Political Committee by the Executive
Secretary on June 11 was drafted to fulfil that function:

The Political Committee condemns the action of Dob
Mills, Dorothy Knight and Arniec Mintz in splitting from
the League for Socialist Action/Ligue Socialiste Ouvriere.
Their split has struck a blow against the LS4/LSO, the
Canadian section of the Fourth International, and against
the unity of the world Trotskyist movement.

This motion laid aside the gquestion of blame for the splits, and
condemned no onc. It however took a clear and unambiguous political
stand on an action that had taken place. Is the Political Committece
for or against the splits? Does it consider the splits to help or
to hinder the process of building the LSA/LSO and the Fourth Inter-
national? The Political Commitfec motion answers these questions
clearly by condenning the splits as a blow against the LSA/LSO and
the Fourth International.

The RCT menber of the Political Committee abstained on this
motion, DRCTers abstained or voted against similar motions, when
they were moved in the Toronto branches. In explanation of his
abstention in the PC vote, Walter Davis submitted a statcment, which
is appended to this document.

The Davis statement is a complete evasion of the RCT!s respon-
sibility to explain its stand on the splits, and its stand on the
Political Committee motion. It says not one word on the splits
themsclves, or on the question of party unity. It offers limp
excuses for his abstention, such as that he is being asked to vote
"under duress" =-- the "duress" involved consists of the simple
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necessity to take a stand on an event that has occurred. Davis
terms the PC motion a "bourgeois loyalty oath." It is not. It
takes a political position in opposition to a split. (But uncondi~-
tional loyalty to the LSA/LSO is a condition of membership =-- there
is nothing bourgeois about that!)

Davis claims that the motion demands that RCTers "recant!" -- it
clearly does nothing of the kind. But the key objection he makes
to the motion is that it does not contain a self-criticism by the
Political Committce on the question of its recruitment policy: in
other words, it does not contain a recantation by the PC! The
Political Comnmittee agrees with comrade Davis that recantation is
nct part of our political tradition; that is why it fridmed a motion
which was designed to permit a united stand by the PC without re-

c ntations by onyone concerncd.

Davis!s statement gives his justification of his failure to
support the motion.

It was to be hoped tha* if the RCT could not support the PC
motion, it would proposc a motion of its own which, in its opinion,
could unite the leadership in opposition to the splits. Unfortun~
ately, the RCT motion, when it was presented eight days later, had
the opposite character:

We have now had a full discussion of the resignation
of a number of Y8 comrades and a handful of LSA conmrades
who werc members of the RCT. We deeply regret that com-
rades who are supporters of the majority of the Fourth
Internatonal should feel the nced to separate themselves
from the Canadian section.

We understand the feelings and motivations of con-
rades who have witnessed a year of factional recruitment
which casts in doubt the future of the LSA, If the
course of the LSA on factional recruitment is not reversed,
we can only fcar that further attrition and resignations
will take place, and the ability to fuse Trotskyist forces
in Canada will become more difficult ¢« bring about.

This motion says not one word of oppositicn to the splits, not one
word in support of the unity of the Canadian section. It regrets ==-
not the splits -~ but the fact that the splitters felt their ac-
tion to be "nesessary;" yet it Winderstands" their motivations.

It further predicts that "if the coursc of the LSA on factional
recruitment is not reversed, we can only fear that further at-
trition and resignating will take place...!

YVhat is the reaning of this "prediction?? IXIs it merely a fore-
cast, or is it a statenment of the RCT'!'s program? Does the RCT
wish us to understand that they arc merely "nredicting” that more
and more of their members will bolt their ranks and break from
the LSA/LSO? If so, it is a unique statement of political bank-
ruptcy -~ what does the RCT prepose to do to help block the process?
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Or is i% nore a form of blackmail -~ that unless the LSA/LSO changes
its recrutnent policy, the RCT will permit or encourage the "attri-
tion" of its members to continue through a process of splits? Is

the RCT saying that in its opinion, unity can be preserved only by
overthrowing the convention decision on fusion with the Revolutionary
Marxist Group? If so, it is a one hundred percent brecak with their
stand at the convention, when they stated they would abide by con-
vention decisions.

The splitters have sought to cover their actions with the author-
ity of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank Tendency in the Fourth International.
The declarations of each group of splitters refers to their agrecement
with the MMF Tendency. (The RCT in fact declarced its support for
MHMF docunents only eight days before splitting.)

Yet the MIF Tendency has previously gone on record as opposing
splits. "In Defense of Leninism, In Defense of the Fourth Interna-
tional,"” a central document in the platform of the Maitan-Mandel-
Frank Tendency, argues for the need to resist tendencies which would
fracture the unity of the world movement. In discussions with
leaders of the LSA/LSO on April 26, 1973, Alain Krivine, a leader of
the MIF Tendency, singled out this concept as one of the main reasons
for the formation of his tendency. The tendency was formed, he said,
in order to combat splits in national sections.

B gnnnorseds cf the MMF Tendency in Canada (both those who
split as well as those who remain in the section but justify the
split) have not followed this policy. Walter Davis, whosc motion to
the Political Committee in effect endorses the split, is the Cana-
dian menmber of the International Steering Comnittee of the Maitan-
Mandel~Frank Tendency,

The Road TForward

The worst crime in the present situation would be an attitude
of fatalism or abstention in face of the growing split. The walkout
of half the supporters of the MMF Tendency from the Canadian novenent
is causc for concern by all rwresponsible leaders of the International,
whatever their viewpoint, The United Secrctariat should be able to
take a unanimous stand against any extenstion of the split in Canada.
It can do so without attempting to attribute blamc for what has hap-
pened, and without taking up broader political questions which ob-
viousiy divide it., A strong, united stand by the United Secretariat
in favor of the unity of the Canadian movement could do a great deal
to halt the split.

The Canadian section, like the International as a whole, numbers
in its ranks comrades holding widely divergent views on various ques-
tions. But the strength of our party rests on our common conviction
that our differences can be democratically discussed and resolved
within the framework of a united, combat organization. In the face
of the reccent splits from the LSA/LSO, we must unite around a common
re-assertion of our commitment to the unity of the scction and its
youth group. Building the section is the only road forward to the
congtruction of a mass revolutionary socialist party in Canada. This
nust be reflected, whatever our views on the causes of the splits, in.
a united stand against them -- to halt them now, and to reverse the
process of split now unfolding in the Canadian Trotskyist organization.

July 7, 1973



APPENDIX I

STATEMENT BY DAVIS TO THE POLITICAL COMMITTEE MEETING, JUNE 11/73

Note: The following statement was submitted by Davi§ in
explanation of his vote on the motions under items
"Mintz, Knight, Mills Split" and "Young Socialists".

To be affixed to the minutes of the Political Committee
meeting of June 11, 1973.

I would like to explain my vote on the P.C. motion condemn-
ing the YS comrades who have just resigned in block.

My vote of abstention is motivated from several factors:

1) +the comrades solit from the YS/LJS, not the Canadian
section, and while we (the LSA/YS) are a "common movement",

2) the Political Committee of the LSA and the executives
of the Toronto branches have treated the members of the
Toronto YS cn two levels -- those supporting the politics
of the PC majority and those supporting the international
majority

3) the motivation for this motion in no way examines the
effect of factional recruitment as a catalytic agent
contributing to the split in the youth

4) +this motion was first presented in the Toronto branches
in obvious attempt to maneuver and create an air of
intimidation around RCTers

5) John Steele's motivation in the Toronto branches made
it clear that comrades had to vote for the motion or
be guilty of giving aid and comfort to splitters.

I will not vote for any motion that fails to draw a balance
sheet of the results of factional recruitment. Furthermore, I
will not be forced (internally to the Fourth International) to
vote for any motion under duress. Certainly, Trotskyists
cannot be expected to vote for a motion simply because it is
brought to the floor by the likes of John Steele.

Steele furthermore made it quite clear in his branch sum-
mations that RCTers will be expected to recant their branch
votes following reflection upon the matter of the YS splits,

If this is also the view of the Political Committee of the
Canadian section, I would draw your attention to the history of
the Fourth International and the struggle for an international
proletarian party, Bourgeois loyalty oaths and recantation are
not part of our history.

The Political Ccomittee of the Canadian section has system-
atically excluded sunporters of the Fourth International both
externally and from the YS over the past year. Ignore it if you
wish, the record is verv clear on this matter., We will not
underwrite such activity with our votes internal to the organ-
ization. The onus is on you, courades.

I repeat my statement to the Toronto branches: "...while
I cannot vote against a moral platitude void of self-criticism,
I certainly cannot vote for it."



APPENDIX 2: SPLIT STATEMENTS

STATEMENT TO JUNE 3, 1973, TORONTO LOCAL CONFERENCE, SIGNED
THE TORONTO GROUP OF THE INTERNATIONALIST COMMUNIST TENDENCY

Comrades!

The International majority supporters within the Young
Socialists, youth appendage of the Canadian section, find them-
selves at a cmssroads. For two years we have struggled for
a revolutionary program to replace the present eclectic and
tailist one. It has been a long, hard, bitter struggle where
you have often preferred to respond to our ideological challenge
with organizational factionalism such as the unwarranted sus-
pension of the Halifax and Fredericton locals one and a half
years ago, the distortion of our political positions, attacks
on other sections of the Fourth International, etc..

Yes, comrades, it has been a bitter struggle. And now
the LSA has made it clear that it intends to continue in the
same course., It chooses to do so by the conscious exclusion of
Fourth International majority supporters in the Young Socialists
and in external political groups from membership in the Canadian
section, The normal international debate is closed to us. We
are comrades in limbo because the Political Committee majorxrity
has so little faith in its politics that it fears to recruit
dissidents from the youth, It fears to recruit Trotskyists and
prefers to recruit new apolitical activists.

In its holy war against alleged ultraleft sectarianism,
the LSA has flippantly excluded YS militants who have a long
standing record of building Trotskyism.

The refusal to recruit Old Mole and the Red Circle is
even more outrageous, We are told they were political opponents
of the Fourth International. What slanders flow from the pages
of our press and our internal documents! These "political
opponents" consist of a Toronto based group of thirty whose
press and actions publicly identify with the Fourth International.
This is far more than can be said of the Labor Challenge (much
less the Young Socialist) and of the liquidationist actions
of the LSA. The widening influence of these comrades now
grouped as the Revolutionary Marxist Group contrasts sharply
with the stagnation and decline of the LSA-YS in English Canada,

The Revolutionary Marxist Group intends to build a national
organization armed with the program of the Fourth International.
You have left these comrades no choice but to build the Fourth
International by the only means open to them,

We call on the LSA to repudiate its present course which
can only lead to further division of the international movement.
We would request that the LSA-YS refrain from sectarian public
attacks on the RMG.
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We wish at this point to solidarize with the Revolutionary
Marxist Group and with the task it has set itself, Building
the revolutionary party in Canada will be done by bringing
together the healthy forces of the vanguard. The RMG, as a
group loyal to the F.I., as Revolutionary Trotskyists in the
finest traditions of the world movement are our natural allies.
They need our aid towards building an organization whih will
someday represent a major part of the Canadian section of the
Fourth International.

Regardless of your future actions, we intend to build the
Fourth International, not divide it. We therefore leave the
Young Socialists, not splitting from the F.I, -- for you have
never allcwed us to be part of it -~ but towards creating
a Trotskyist pole on the Canadian left which has the right of
applying fer recognition from the World Congress, as a step
towards unifying Trotskyist forces in Canada.

It is not we who have chosen to divide the forces of
Trotskyism in Canada, but the LSA has done so. You have shown
no interest in these forces which wish to build the Fourth Inter-
national. We zre forced to choose another route.

LONG LIVE THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL!
LONG LIVE THE REVO!.UTICNARY MARXIST GROUP!

Signed the Toronto grdup of the Internationalist Communist
Tendency:

David Allen
Barbara Thoma
Rogexr Annis
Isabel Meherry
Gary Kinsmen

BEVOLUTIONARY MARXTST TENDENCY STATEMENT, JUNE 6, 1973

Comrades?

The Revolutionary Marxist Tendency of <he Young Socialists
has come through extensive discussions and declared its support
for the International Majority Tendency. We have concluded
serious differences with the Canadian Section and regard its
politics as degenerating from the theory and practise of Marxissm-
Leninism, Nonetheless, as loyal supporters of the Fourth In-
ternational, a majority of the comrades in the Revolutionary
Marxist Tendency have zpplied to join the LSA to participate
fully in the debates of the International. However, we have
watched with apprehension the Canadian Section's recruitment
procedures. The rejection of the Red Circle, Old Mole, and
youth comrades of the Revolutionary Communist Tendency ==
all supporters of the International majority =~- is inadmissablee
factionalism that impairs the debate in the Fourth Internationasl.
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Such tacties do not present us with any hope for the fate
of our serious applications for membership in the LSA and for
branch status in Peterborough. We feel we must protest by
removing ourselves from the YS in solidarity with Toronto comrades
formerly of the Internationalist Communist Tendency and joining
with them and with other supporters of the International majority
similarly excluded from the Fourth International in Canada. We
will continue to press for membership in the Canadian section
of the Fourth International,

As of this moment, all members of the Revolutionary Marxist
Tendency resion from the Young Socialists,

LONG LiVE THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL!

Signed:

Peter H. Scott F. Gordon F,
Sue G, Pat S. » Bridget R.
Michel T. Linda P, Geoff T.
Bob W, Catherine F. Ross F.

Gary S. Larry L.

THOMA STATEMENT, JUNE 19, 1973

Comrades!

The past two years have seen a struggle in tee LSA/LSO that
was unprecedented both in scope and amount of discussion. The
struggle was not any easy one; it was often tinged with personal
hostility towards oppositionists and attempts to crush the
opposition organizationally when you could not deal with it
politically.

You reversed lines with minimal, if any, discusssion, you
glossed over or ignored mistakes and defects, and you continual ly
violated norms of proletarian democracy.

But all of this pales beside your continued refusal to recruit
genuine Canadian Trotskyists to the Canadian section of the Fourth
International,

The emergence of supporters of the F.I., majority in the Young
Socidlists was a threat to the hegemony of the PC over the LSA.
This threat was met by the absolute refusal of the LSA to recruit
these comrades, lest they gain support within the section,

When two separate groups of militants, the Old Mole and the
Red Circle, evolved towards the politics and the analysis of the
Fourth International, to the point where both made group applications
for recruitment to the LSA, these comrades were similarly refused,
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The claim of the PC that all these comrades were refused
entry into the LSA because of a lack of common work is strained.
in the case of the Red Circle comrades, and absolutely ludicrous
in the case of the YS comrades. It is nothing more than a rather
transparent cover-up for the fact that the LSA is in fact
carrying out factional recruitment within the F,I., recruiting
supporters of the F.I. minority while refusing to recruit to its
legitimate majority.

The Revolutionary Marxist Group was formed as an organization
through the fusion of the former Old Mole and Red Circle, only
after evgpy other alternative had been closed to them by the LSA.
They did/cecide to set themselves up as a group in opposition to
the LSA,” rather it was the LSA which forced these comrades to find
organizational expression for their politics outside of the Fourth
International, You, Comrades, and not the RMG, are responsible

for the disunity of thc Trotskyist forces in Canada,

The RMG has again called for the fusion of the RMG, the LSA,
and all othex supporters of the Fourth International in Canada.

The Toronto members of the Internationalist Communist Tendency
of the YSviewedthis call as a step forward in the unification of,
the Canadian Trotskyist forces. As a result, they rightly left
the hopeless quagmire of the YS to help the RMG in its efforts.

Believing that the forces of Canadian Trotskyism must be
united in order to build Canadian Trotskyism, I intend to do all
that I can to aid the comrades of the RMG,

Therefore, I am resigning from the LSA/LSO., I am simultaneously
resigning from its youth appendage, the YS/LJS. I will be applying
for membership in the RMG this week.

- For a unified section of the F.I. in Canada!

- Long live the Fourth International!

- Long live the Revolutionary Marxist Croup!
FRATERNALLY, Mike Thoma

cc: USFI
LYONS STATEMENT, REGINA SASKATCHEWAN, JULY 3, 1973

Comrades:

This letter is to inform you that I am resigning as a member
of the YS/LJS,

The reasons for my resicnation are as follows:
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1) The failure of the Canadian section to recruit me as a member,
As my application is now over 1 (one) year standing, I can only
consider my exclusion from the LSA/LSO as being politically
motivated, ie., for my support of the Internatlonal Majority
Tendency of the Fourth International. , ,

2) The failure of the Canadian section to recruit the Trotskyists
of the 0ld Mole and Red Circle groups, comrades who are also
supporters of the International Majority Tendency of the Fourth
International, I consider their exclusion from the Canadian
section a telling sign of the political cowardlce and degeneration
of the present leadership of the LSA/LSO

3) The need for the unification of revolutionary Marxists under
the banner of the Fourth International., For this reason I shall
turn what political abilities I may possess to the consolidation
and building of the Revolutionary Marxist Group so that once

again the Trotskyists of Canada may march under the banners of
Marxism~-Leninism, the revolutionary banner of the Fourth Internat-
ional.

LONG<LIVE THE REVOLUTIONARY MARXIST GROUP!:
LONG LIVE THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL!!

i

Bob Lyons
former Organizer, Regina local
cc: USFI ' . '
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JULY 25, 1971, LETTER FROM BILL MASSEY FOR
THE PROLETARIAN ORIENTATION TENDENCY
TO JACK BARNES

Comrade Jack Barnes

National Organizational Secretary
Socialist Workers Party

14 Charles Lane

New York, New York 11014

Comrade Barnes,

Enclosed is a letter concerning the amount of time being
alloted to the reporter for the Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency in presenting the position of the Tendency under
the Political Resoluion at the Convention. We would re-
quest that the Political Committee take up this matter
immediately either thru a meeting or a poll of its mem-
bers. We would request that if the information in our
letter is accurate concerning the fact that our reporter
(for the Tendency's counter-resolution to the N. C. Draft
Political Resolution) would only receive thirty-eight min-
utes to make a presentation of our position before the
convention and not one hour or more (that is one hour
and fifteen minutes) that the enclosed letter be then pub-
lished as a contribution to the SWP Discussion Bulletins
for the pre-convention discussion.

It is possible that there has been a misunderstanding
and that the 38 minutes was not an accurate or serious
proposal for the time we would be alloted in this matter,
and that one hour or one hour and fifteen minutes is what
our spokesperson will receive to give an adequate pre-
sentation of the position of our tendency. If this is the
case then there would be no purpose served in publish-
ing the enclosed letter in the Pre Convention Discussion
Bulletins and we would ask that you file it along with

a copy of the letter telling us of the decision of the P. C.
in granting our reporter the hour or hour and fifteen
minutes for an adequate presentation of our views. How-
ever, we wish to make it clear, that unless this matter
is cleared up prior to the end of the acceptance of con-
tributions to the pre-convention discussion bulletins (and
that we receive no less than one hour or one hour and
fifteen minutes for our reporter's presentation) we want
this printed as a-contribution to the pre-convention dis-
cussion bulletins, for the information of the entire Party.

Let me restate the matter: If our spokesperson is de-
nied the adequate time to present our views (the counter-
resolution submitted by the Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency in opposition to the line of the N. C. Draft Polit-
ical Resolution) to the Convention, and we consider any-
thing less than one hour presentation time, to be inade-
quate; and if the decision on this matter, by the Polit-
ical Committee, is to be delayed until after the close of
the pre-convention discussion and the acceptance of con-
tributions to the SWP Discussion Bulletins; then the
attached letter is to be considered a contribution to the
discussion and therefore printed in the SWP Discussion
Bulletins for the information of the Party as a whole.
In that event we would ask that this letter be also printed
as an introduction to the attached (then constituted con-
tribution to the pre-convention bulletin) letter. Thank you.

Comradely,
8/Bill Massey, Oakland-Berkeley Branch,
for the Proletarian Orientation Tendency.

Copy to: File

A SERIOUS TENDENCY WHICH HAS ACTED SERIOUSLY
DESERVES TO BE TREATED IN A SERIOUS MANNER AND
RECEIVE ADEQUATE TIME TO PRESENT ITS VIEWS TO
THE HIGHEST BODY OF THE PARTY
bv Bill Massey for the Proletarian Orientation Tendency

It is the understanding of the Proletarian Orientation
Tendency, whose interests I represent in this regard, that
the spokesperson for our Tendency reporting our views
before the SWP Convention to be held in Ohio in August,
will receive only thirty-eight (38) minutes to make the
presentation of the counter-resolution of our Tendency
to the N.C. Draft Political Resolution. This is my opinion
gathered in a telephone conversation with a spokesperson
for the National Office of the Socialist Workers Party.

Let me first state, that this amount of time, which would
be half the time alloted to the spokesperson for the N.C.
Draft Political Resolution, is totally inadequate, as is any
time less than one-hour.

To say that the Party protects the rights of a tendency,
that is of organized political differences — and allows
it to present its views to the pre-convention discussion
and then to arbitrarily give it half of the time of the re-
porter for the N.C. Draft Political Resolution is, in my
opinion, a violation of democratic procedure. During the
pre-convention discussion and during the convention itself,
the Party should bend over backwards in enforcing the
democratic aspect of democratic centralism. In this con-
crete instance, we believe that the Party should give the
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Proletarian Orientation Tendency equal time (ur no less
than one hour) with the reporter for the N.C. Draft Poli-
tical Resolution, to present our views in an adequate
manner. As Cannon stated in Letters From Prisor, page
108, "Pre-convention and convention discussion should
not be restricted to the policy of the NC; it should not
be restricted at all." We feel that limiting the time of our
presentation to less than one hour would be a serious
restriction.

To give our Tendency less than equal time (or less
than one hour) would be wrong for several reasons.
(1) It would instill, if not reinforce the prejudice that
minority views are not as important as what the NC
says, therefore it is perfectly permissable to give them,
in this case the Proletarian Orientation Tendency, "half
time," (which is obviously not the same as "equal time")
to present our views. (2) This in turn would instill the
attitude that allowing a minority (the Proletarian Orienta-
tion Tendency) to speak is a mere formality instead of
a vital part of Party democracy. (3) It might leave many
comrades with the impression that the Convention, which
is the highest body of the Party, did not get a chance:
to hear adequately and fairly all viewpoints and thus



did not get a chance to take a fair vote. In this r.gard
it is well to keep in mind that what the Proletarian Orien-
tation Tendency is asking for in this regard is a matter
of twenty-two minutes (which would give our reporter
one hour presentation time) or more adequately thirty-
eight minutes (which would equal one hour and fifteen
minutes or the same time that we understand the reporter
for the NC Draft Political Resolution feels is needed to
make an adequate presentation). h
Cannon in Letters from Prison also stated:

... I am not of the opinion "that every discussion
disturbs the Party." That is a slanderous echo of the
petty-bourgeois opposition. To be sure, I am not very
much in favor of kibitzing which leads to nothing but
more of the same and drives serious workers away,
and I am not very much in favor of pampering chronic
kickers and windbags. But I am strongly in favor of
full discussion which leads to a decision by the party
whenever different viewpoints are presented in the proper
season. The pre-convention period is the season. (page
108).

It is our opinion that it is the responsibility of the PC
to ‘assure a thorough political discussion prior to the
convention discussion. This would naturally include the
presentation of the resolution of the NC and the counter-
resolution of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency. When
the PC arbitrarily gives the Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency half the time it gives the NC Draft reporter, it is
not assuring a thorough political discussion prior to the
vote and is, in fact, implying that for the Proletarian
Orientation Tendency, the presentation is not very im-
portant.

Let me state that we don't look upon this issue as a
simply abstract one. Our tendency has conducted itself
with regard to the Party in a serious manner and has
fulfilled its responsibilities to the Party to the best of its
abilities. There is concrete evidence of this, we think you
will agree, in the following:

1. We notified the Party leadership of our intentions
to submit our differences prior to the opening of the pre-
convention discussion. In fact we notified the leadership,
early enough for you, Comrade Barnes, to note that
we had differences, in your report to the NC Plenum
in mid-March of 1971 — some five months ago.

2. We put our ideas at the disposal of all the comrades
of the Party at the very opening of the pre-convention
discussion; we presented our criticisms of the NC Draft
Political Resolution at a relatively early date in the dis-
cussion, for all comrades to see and take note; we fully
spelled out what our orientation would mean in all areas
of the Party's work, at a time that allowed for a full
discussion in all the branches and in the preconvention
discussion bulletins. This we felt was how a serious ten-
decy should act toward the Party. '

. 3. Spokespersons for the Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency presented its views to most every Party Bramch
in the country. This included: the three branches in New
York City; Boston; Philadelphia; Washington, D.C.; Atlanta;
Cleveland; Detroit; Chicago; Minneapolis; Seattle; Portland;
San Francisco; Oakland-Berkeley; Austin; Los Angeles;
and Houston. Only two Party branches were omitted, and
this was due to the expense and time of travel. We ful-
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filled this responsibility not only to get our ideas out
to the most comrades possible, but to provide the Party
as a whole with a clear differentiation of the opposing
views reflected in the NC Draft Political Resolution and
the Proletarian Orientation Tendency. This we feel con-
tributed to the seriousness with which comrades should
treat the pre~convention discussions in our Party.

4. The majority of the material published in the pre-
convention discussjion bulletins has been devoted to the
differences between the NC Draft Political Resolution and
the Proletarian Orientation Tendency. This reflects not
only how comrades look at the main questions before
the Convention but it reflects what are the main questions
before the Convention. This is not strange, since the Major-
ity and the Proletarian Orientation Tendency are the only
alternatives put forward in a serious manner for the con-
sideration of the Party members. It is quite logical and
just that the Convention agenda —with relation to the
time alloted for the presentation of these differences —
should refleet this concrete reality. To do less, would
encourage .an unserious attitude toward the Party and
the pre-convention discussion. It would also be an in-
justice to our Tendency which took its responsibilities
to the Party seriously and fulfilled them.

5. It is also a fact, that with the possible exception of
seven comrades (in Boston) and one (in Oakland-Berkeley)
the votes of the rest of the Party membership will be di-
vided between the NC Draft Political Resolution and the
counter-resolution put forward by the Proletarian Orien-
tation Tendency. This again is not strange, since even
at this late date of July 26th, no one—save possibly
eight persons nationally —have been confronted with any
other alternatives.

6. Furthermore, the strength of our ideas and the serious-
ness with which we have put them forward allows us to
make a very safe estimate that some ninety (90) com-
rades nationally will vote for our line in their branches.
This estimate is a modest figure if anything. This takes
in at least 15 Party Branches. It includes members of
both the Party and youth National Committees, mem-
bers of several Branch executive committees, a goodly
percentage of the Party's Third World cadre (15-20%),
several former Branch organizers as well as youth or-
ganizers. The members of our tendency have, are and
will be characterized as active participants in building
both the Party and youth and participants in the move-
ments of involvement for the Party. Not a few of these
are outstanding examples in this regard, and have been
for several years. The Proletarian Orientation Tendency
has a real life in the Party and that as well as its ideas
contribute to its being a serious tendency.

It is correct to say that democracy should be extended
to every comrade or group of comrades with differences.
However, it is also true, and thus a corollary to this, that
democracy does not exist in the abstractbutin the concrete.
A serious Tendency, that treats the Party as well as its
ideas, with seriousness should be extended the time neces-
sary to present its views to the highest body of the Party
and not treated like an unserious group of, to use Can-
non's terms, "chronic kickers and windbags" who fail
either to get their views to the Party or take the norms
and traditions (in addition to the comrades) of the Party
seriously.

It is not only in the interests of the Party but also of



its co-thinkers everywhere, that our Party puts a high
priority on the democratic aspect of our dialectical organ-
izational method of democratic' centralism. To limit the
presentation of our reporter in the Political resolution
discussion to 38 minutes or less than at least one hour,
would not only be a mockery it would be cause for scan-
dal. It would make any pronouncements that we would
make to our co-thinkers, seem like empty rhetoric marked
"Made in the U.S. for Shipment Abroad." Further it would
not only cause an unserious attitude toward fulfilling
the responsibilities of democracy but it would impair the
centralist side of our concepts also.

If a Tendency treats the Party in a serious manner,
as our Tendency has done, it deserves serious treatment
from the Party also. It is on thiz basis that the Party
after it has voted for its positions is able to exert its moral
influence in its expectation, that every comrade to the
person, carry out these decisions in a disciplined manner
until the next convention.

The members of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency
will in the future as we have in the past, act in a loyal
and disciplined manner toward the Party; we are Lenin-
ists and put no conditions on our Party patriotism. How-
ever, we are aware that the type of treatment, reflected
in the 38-minute-type proposal, will undermine the Lenin-
ist concept of democratic centralism, which we pride our-
selves on. 4

The restriction on our rights, and that is what the 38-
minutes-type proposal (or any allotment of time less than
one hour or one hour and fifteen minutes) would be,
could only create not only in the minds of thhe members
of our Tendency but in the minds of the Party members
as a whole, a cynicism toward democratic centralism
itself. This situation is not our creation and therefore
we cannot take responsibility for its adjustment—we seek
to change the minds of the PC members in order to avoid
this type of situation. .

Comrades will travel thousands of miles to participate
in the decisions of this convention, we believe these deci-
sions are of historic importance, therefore we feel that
the presentations of the different points of view contained
in the NC Draft Political Resolution and the counter-
resolution of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency should
be allowed adequate time to develop their alternate lines
in a complete and comprehensive manner. To deny this
would be a ludicrous injustice not only to the members
of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency but the Party

as a whole, as well as the International. When you realize
that what we are asking for is an additional 38 minutes
(added on to the proposed 38 minutes) our request is
not only fair but in the best interests of the Party. In
that the Convention of the Party is once every two years
and that it is our highest body —we feel our requestis
in order.

When you also realize that the Convention schedule
could well withstand this minor change, especially since
several days at the end of the convention have been set
aside for an educational conference. Though important,
this educational conference still takes a secondary posi-
tion with regard to our Convention and its working out
of our differences in coming to our decisions.

We of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency ask that the
Political Committee meet and discuss this matter, taking
seriously the information and views put forward in this
letter. On that basis we request thatthey make the necessary
adjustment. This would give the entire Party represented
at the Convention, a chance to hear an adequate presenta-
tion of our views put forward in an adequate fashion
before our Party's highest body. If the Party did not
consider Conventions important enough to allow adequate
presentations of ideas and differences — the federated mail-
in your vote procedure of Burnham, I believe, would be
most sensible. But since we rejected that un-Leninist fancy,
I believe we must have an adequate presentation of the
differences to aid the discussion and the decisions coming
out of it.

Finally we state that thrity-eight minutes or anything
less than at least one hour for the presentation of our
report on .our counter-resolution, would be inadequate.

We further request that this decision be made as soon
as possible so as to allow our reporter to prepare the
presentation before the last minute. We assume that the
reporter for the NC Draft Political Resolution already
has a good idea of how much time will be alloted for
that presentation and thus has ample time to prepare
that document's presentation. We of the Proletarian Orien-
tation would like the same ability to prepare. Not know-
ing whether to prepare an inadequate-to-begin-with thirty-
eight minute presentation (which is impossible to cover
the material) or to prepare an hour-and-fifteen minute
presentation is a serious disadvantage to the ideas that
the comrade will be representing.. We hope that the Poli-
tical Committee will act in a responsible manner in this
regard.

July 26, 1971

JULY 30 POLITICAL COMMITTEE LETTER TO BILL MASSEY

14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
: ‘ July 30, 1971
OAKLAND-BERKELEY '
Bill Massey

Dear Comrade Massey, i

The Political Committee, at its meeting today, considered
your letter of July 25 on behalf of the Proletarian Ori-
entation Tendency and the July 26 document "A Serious
Tendency Which Has - Acted Seriously Deserves to
be Treated in a Serious Manner and Receive Adequate
Time to Present Its Views to the Highest Body of the
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Party." This letter is in reply to several of the points raised
in those two documents.

You ask the Political Committee to guarantee that the
reporter for the Proletarian Orientation Tendency under
the point on the Political Resolution at the convention
receive at least one hour for the presentation of your po-
sition. The Political Committee can not make such a guar-
antee. '

* The Political Committee only makes a recommendation
to the preconvention plenum of the National Committee,
which meets shortly before the convention, concerning
the time to be allotted to various reporters under the
different points on the agenda. The National Committec



then considers this recommendation, making any modifi-
cations it desires, and submits its own recommendation
to the convention. The delegates to the convention make
the final decision on the question of the apportionment
of time to different reporters, as they do on all questions
before the convention. -

Thus, the Political Committee cannot guarantee what
you ask of it. Consequently, according to your instruc-
tions, your letter and document are being placed in the
Discussion Bulletin, together with this reply. In your let-
ter, speaking for the Proletarian Orientation Tendency,
you refer to the correspondence between the leaders of the
Proletarian Oreintation Tendency and the national office
prior to the convention. We are reprinting, in an appendix,
that correspondence for the information of the party.

The tradition of our party is that when there is a politi-
cal division, the amount of time allotted for the reporter
of a minority position compared to the time allotted to the
majority reporter is not strictly proportional to the strength
of the minorities as opposed to the majority. In order to
provide an opportunity for minorities to present their
views, more time is generally given minority reporters
than would be the case on a strictly proportional basis.
When the convention delegates have deemed it appropri-
ate, equal time has been granted to minority reporters.
In some instances, such reporters have been given less
than equal time by the convention delegates, when this
was in their opinion warranted by the concrete circum-
stances. ‘

Until a few weeks ago, it appeared there would be only
one minority report. However, at that time the supporters
of For A Proletarian Orientation split into two groups, the
Proletarian Orientation Tendency and the Communist Ten-
dency. The convention may thus be confronted with three
counterposed positions: a political resolution backed by a
large percentage of delegates and two counterresolutions
each backed by a separate minority grouping of elected
delegates.

In the case of more than one minority on a given point,
it has been party practice to divide among the reporters
for the minorities no more time than that of the majority
reporter.

This procedure is indicated for two reasons. 1) If each
minority were to receive time equal to the majority re-
porter, then the majority would receive a minority of the
time. When there is a clear majority this would mean
that the democratic rights of the majority were being
violated.

2) If each minority were to receive time equal to the
majority reporter, this would make the ratio of time al-
lotted to reporters compared to that allotted to the elected
delegates out of balance. It must not be forgotten that the
convention is above all a meeting of the elected delegates,
who must have the opportunity to present their positions
and fully participate in the discussion before deciding
upon all the issues facing the party. There is much more
before the party convention than the debate with either
the Proletarian Orientation Tendency or the Communist
Tendency. The delegates must make decisions under eleven
major agenda points.

In your letter and document you allude to the problem
which the split in your grouping has placed before the
convention, but do not directly name or discuss the Com-
munist Tendency. However when you state that "with the
possible exception of seven comrades (in Boston) and

one (in Oakland-Berkeley) the votes of the rest of the
party membership will be divided between the NC Draft
Political Resolution and the counterresolution put forward
by the Proletarian Orientation Tendency," we assume that
these eight comrades (by your estimation) you are re-
ferring to are in fact the Communist Tendency.

If we understand you correctly, you imply that the
Communist Tendency is not serious, and that its reporters
should receive no time or perhaps little time, on this basis.
You claim that you are serious in contrast to
them. Should the majority of delegates determine how
much time should be allotted to your tendency on the
sole basis of how "serious" they think you are? Your
notion of "seriousness”" cannot be the basis for the divi-
sion of time among reporters for the two minorities.

One of the arguments you advance for the "seriousness”
of your tendency is that it has the support of members
of the National Committee and of branch executives, and
that it will receive (you predict) the support of a mini-
mum of 90 members. Would you consider a tendency of
40 comrades composed of rank-and-file members only
"not serious” and restrict its time accordingly?

You talk about democracy and the rights of minority
views to be heard. You say that if the convention dele-
gates should give your reporter less than an hour this
would mean making a "mockery" of party democracy
and would constitute a "scandal." This would not give
the convention "the chance to hear adequately and fairly
all viewpoints" and would prevent the convention from
taking "a fair vote,” you charge. It would "instill the at-
titude that allowing a minority (the Proletarian Orienta-
tion Tendency) to speak is a mere formality instead of
a vital part of party democracy.”

But what about time for the reporter for the Communist
Tendency? Would you make your decision on the basis
of how "serious" the Communist Tendency considered its
"real life in the party... as well as its ideas"? What about
the democratic rights of another minority than your own?

Perhaps we have misunderstood your argument. Per-
haps you are requesting equal time for your reporter
and equal time for the Communist Tendency reporter
giving the combined minority reporters double the time
of the majority reporter. We have already explained that
this would be a violation of the democratic rights of the
majority and of the delegates as a whole.

You assert that the democracy of the convention hinges
upon the single question of how much time your reporter
receives. This is absurd. There has been a record number
of Discussion Bulletin articles printed for this convention.
The Discussion Bulletin was open to every contribution
your supporters cared to make. There was full discussion
in all the branches, including presentations by reporters
for the Proletarian Orientation Tendency wherever you
chose to send one. We are sure the convention will grant
your reporter appropriate time to present the views of your
tendency before the convention, relative to the reporter
for the majority and for the Communist Tendency, if it
should be represented by delegates to the convention.

It is the responsibility of the delegates to insure that
democratic procedures are followed throughout the con-
vention. This includes, but is not limited to, guarding the
democratic rights of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency.
It also includes guarding the democratic rights of the
Communist Tendency, the democratic rights of the major-
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ity, and the democratic rights of the convention delegates
as a whole.

Your entire letter reveals a conception of party organiza-
tion alien to the party's principles of democratic centralism.
For example, you say that the concept that "minority
views are not as important a3 what the NC says" is a
"prejudice.” That is not a "prejudice,” it is a fact. The
positions of the National Committee, the democratically
elected leadership of the party between conventions, are
binding party policy until and unless they are altered
by the national convention. This does not prevent com-
rades from giving critical views the attention they deserve.
" You make the charge that if the reporter for the Proletar-
ian Orientation Tendency receives less than one hour for
his or her presentation, it would "make any pronounce-
ments that we would make to our co-thinkers, seem like
empty rhetoric marked 'Made in the U.S. for Shipment
Abroad.'" This is a slanderous and false acciisation. The
convention delegates will make their decision on this ques-
tion in accordancé with the SWP's democratic centralist
principles — principles which the SWP has always affirmed
and defended in relation to our co-thinkers in other coun-
tries as well as to its own functioning. :
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You go so far as to warn the party that if your de-
mand for a minimum of at least one hour reporting time
should be rejected by the delegates this "would impair
the centralist side of our concepts.” You contend this. would
prevent the party —after the convention delegates have
made their decisions — from being "able to exert its moral
influence in its expectation, that every comrade to the
person, carry out these decisions in a disciplined manner
until the next convention." This is an erroneous assump-
tion on your part.

It will not be clear until the branch votes are taken

‘whether the Communist Tendency will win any delegates

or not, nor will it be clear how many delegates the Pro-

‘letarian Orientation Tendency will get. When this informa-

tion is ‘available, the Political Committee will make further
recommendations to the N, ational Committee plenum. -

Comradely,
/s/Jack Barnes )
for the Political Committee

" cc: Barbara Gregorich
Communist Tenderncy



APPENDIX II1

THE PRECONDITIONS FOR AN AUTHORITATIVE WORLD CONGRESS

Adopted unanimously by the United Secretariat (April 9, 1973))

In view of the backlog of translations still to be done
of documents submitted to the preparatory discussion
for the next world congress and the number of documents
already announced for presentation in the coming weeks,
it appears unlikely that these can be placed in the hands
of the rank and file before the conferences of the sections
are held to choose delegates for the next world congress.

To overcome this difficulty and thus help to assure a
fully democratic discussion and election of world congress
delegates, the United Secretariat therefore unanimously
recommends to membership of the L E. C. postponement
of the world congress. In accordance with the new date
it also recommends that the final date for submission of
material be set approximately three months in advance
of the world congress. The United Secretariat is not bound
to translate and publish material submitted after that
date. ,

All national pre-world congress conferences should be
rescheduled to be held as close to the world congress

APPENDIX IV

as practical, but not earlier than 6 weeks before the con-
gress.

Some comrades have expressed fear that the delay in
translating documents might be part of a process that
would bring into question the authoritativeness of the
next world congress.

The United Secretariat is of the unanimous opinion
that fulfillment of the following conditions, regardless of
the date of the congress, will assure recognition of the
statutory authority of the decisions of the next world
congress by all sections, sympathizing groups and inter-
national tendencies of the Fourth International.

‘1) A fully democratic preparatory world discussion.

2) Translation and circulation at least into English,
French and Spanish of all documents submitted before
the final deadline.

3) The democratic election of delegates to the world
congress. '

4) Democratic conduct of the congress.

THE RECORD ON TRANSLATION OF INTERNATIONAL
DISCUSSION DOCUMENTS INTO FRENCH

The International Internal Discussion Bulletin is the
English-language edition of the discussion bulletin of the
United Secretariat of the Fourth International. It is printed
by the Socialist Workers Party as a fraternal courtesy
to the entire international Trotskyist movement.

Publication of the French-language edition of the dis-
cussion bulletin is also directed by the United Secretariat
and has in recent years been printed as a fraternal cour-
tesy to the International by the now-dissolved Ligue Com-
muniste, French Section of the Fourth International.

The American and French organizations respectively
agreed at the beginning of the discussion to assure the
speedy translation into English and French of all ma-
terial submitted. '

Until recent months, the United Secretariat has taken
no responsibility for translation into any other languages.
However, attempts are now being made to assure the
publication of the entire discussion in Spanish, and excep-
tional efforts are being made by Spanish-speaking com-
rades throughout the international movement in a co-
ordinated attempt to catch up on translation and circula-
tion of documents in Spanish. The comrades of the Argen-

tine PST have agreed to take responsibility for the trans-
lation and publication of all new material submitted to
the discussion bulletin.

As for the English-language bulletin, every single item
submitted since the discussion prior to the last world
congress began is currently translated and available in
any quantity demanded by any comrade, section or sym-
pathizing organization anywhere in the world.

Unfortunately, that is not the case with the French-
language bulletin. Publication of the discussion material
in French is of special concern for two reasons. First,
because of the very large numbers of French-speaking
cadres in the International, real political debate is impos-
sible until the material is translated into French, circu-
lated and discussed by the ranks.

Secondly, the record on the French-language discussion
bulletin is important because it has been the responsibility
of a section of the International whose leadership sup-
ports the majority of the United Secretariat. Thus the per-
formance of the comrades responsible for assuring the
appearance of the French-language bulletin stands as a
measure of the seriousness with which the majority lead-

35



-ership of the International is preparing a full, democratic
debate on all the issues before the world movement, and
assuring that the next world congress of the Fourth Inter-
national will be one at which the delegates are elected
on the basis of complete and timely information, knowl-
edge of all the documentation, and thorough discussion
in the ranks, not just leadership bodies, of all questions
before the world movement.

If the documents are not available in the languages of
the ranks of the International, at a minimum in the lan-
guages spoken by thousands of the members of the Fourth
International, any pretense of a democratic world con-
gress evaporates.

Comrade Germain has pointed out that safeguarding
the unity of the world movement today depends on re-
specting "two key conditions of democratic centralism.”
One is that the minority is willing to recognize majority
decisions and the right of the majority to lead. That is
correct. But Comrade Germain's second condition is equal-
ly important: the minority must be "convinced that it en-
joys unrestricted democratic rights in discussion periods
to develop its points of view before the membership, to
get a fair hearing and thereby has a chance of gradually
convincing sectors of the movement of the correctness of
its ideas." ("In Defence of Leninism: In Defence of the
Fourth International,”" IIDB Vol. X, No. 4, April 1973.)

The seriousness of the translation problem has been
raised numerous times with the United Secretariat, the
International Executive Committee, and the leadership
of the former Ligue Communiste. As Comrade Juan point-
ed out at the December 1972 meeting of the IEC, in his
statement on reasons for postponing the world congress
(IIDB Vol. 10, No. 6, April 1973):

"It is true that considerable technical difficulties stand
in the way of speedy translation and circulation of the
documents. These difficulties, however, are not insuper-
able; and we have been promised that every effort will
be made to overcome them and that we can rest assured
that they will be overcome, particularly in the case of
translations into French. However, the same promise has
been made repeatedly in the past three years. The promise
has not been kept. In light of the record it is doubtful
that it can be kept now, whatever the intentions of those
who do the promising. The deadline is too near."

Comrade Walter, in his statement rejecting the postpone-
ment of the world congress, assured the entire IEC, that
the majority leadership of the International would "guar-
antee the publication of all the backlog of material in
French in the coming weeks. This is a special respons1—
bility for the majority caucus, which will insure this with-
out reservations or delay." (IIDB Vol. 10, No. 6, April
1973.)

The record of the last eight months has, unfortunately,
proven Comrade Juan's assessment of the situation to
have been more accurate than Comrade Walter's. The
backlog of untranslated material is today even greater
than at the time of the IEC ‘meeting.

We are printing below the list of documents. that are
not yet available in French as of July 24, 1973. ‘Every
one of these is available in Enghsh Documents that do
not deal with questions relevant to the agenda for the
coming world congress have been deleted—such as those
about Algeria and ngerla

The concept of "availability”" is quite simple If a sec-
tion or sympathizing group of the Fourth International
writes to the United Secretariat and asks for 50 copies
of the French-language version of every contribution to
the current international discussion, what they are sent
is what is "available.” '

A large portion of the documents on this list (as indi-
cated) have not yet been translated even though some
for three or four years already Others were translated
and mimeographed or printed in a few hundred copies
several years ago, but are not available to members of
the Fourth International who might set off in search of
them today. (A good number of these rare French-lan-
guage documents cannot be found even in the archives
of the center of the Fourth International.) Others-on this
list were printed several years ago in Quatriéme Interna-
tionale, the French-language organ of the International
Executive Committee. - They have not yet been reprinted
to make them available to all French-speaking members
of the Fourth International.

The comrades assigned to translate from English into
French will obviously not have had time to process docu-
ments published in English in July 1973. However, these
constitute but a minor part of the backlog"

DOCUMENTS NOT AVAILABLE IN FRENCH
July 24, 1973

1. New Rise of the World ‘Re\}olution. (Resolution adopted
by the Third World Congress Since Reunification (Ninth
World Congress).) (Intercontinental Press, July 14, 1969.)

2. Statutes of the Fourth International. (Adopted at the
Founding Congress in 1938.) (IIB No. 1 in 1969.)

3. Statutes of the Fourth International, (Adopted at the
Second World Congress in 1948.) (IIB No. 1 in 1969.)
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4. The Relationship and‘ thferences Between Mao Tse-
tung and Liu Shao-chi, by Peng Shu-tse. (IIB No. 2 in
1969.)

5. The Worldwide Radicalization of the Youth and the
Tasks of the Fourth International. (Draft Resolution for
the Third World Congress Since Reunificatlon (Ninth
World Congress).) (IIB No. 4 in 1969.)



6. Return to the Road of Trotskyism, by Peng Shu-tse.
(IIB No. 5 in 1969.) " ‘

7. The Position of the Mexican Delegation to the Ninth
World Congress of the Fourth International on the United
Secretariat Resolution on Latin America. (IIB No. 6 in
1969.) [Not yet translated.]

8. Draft Resolution on Our Tactics in Europe. (Prepared
by the United Secretariat as Part of the Discussion for
the Third World Congress Since Reunification (Ninth
World Congress).) (IIB No. 7 in 1969.)

9. An Amendment to the Draft Resolution on the "Cultural
Revolution,” by Ferdinand Charlier. (Submitted for Dis-
cussion Prior to the World Congress.) (1IBNo.8 in 1969.)

10. An Unacceptable Amendment, by E. Germain. (Sub-
mitted for Discussion Prior to the World Congress.) (IIB
No. 8 in 1969.)

11. The New Developments in the Chinese Revolution,
by Chen Pi-lan. (Submitted for Discussion Prior to the
"World Congress.) (IIB No. 8 in 1969.)

12. Letter from José Valdés (Submitted for Discussion
at the World Congress.) (IIB No. 8 in 1969.) [Not yet
translated.]

13. Minutes of the Third World Congress Since Reunifica-
tion. (Ninth World Congress.) (IIB No. 9in 1969.) [Not
yet translated.]

14. Report on Tactics in Europe, by Pierre Frank. (IIB
No. 10 in 1969.)

15. Report on the New Rise of the World Revolution by
E. Germain. (Intercontinental Press, July 14, 1969.)

16. Report on the "Cultural Revolution" in China, by
Livio Maitan. (Intercontinental Press, July 14, 1969.)

17. Minority Report to the World Congress, by Peng Shu-
tse. (IIB No. 10 in 1969.)

18. A Criticism of the United Secretariat Majority Draft
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24. Declaration of the Internationalist Communists of Ger-
many (IKD)-—Section of the Fourth International— Re-
garding the Resolution of the December 1969 IEC on the
Split in the German Section — January 23, 1970. (IIB No.
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39. Appendix I: Statement of the Political Committee of
the Socialist Workers Party on the Sallustro Kidnapping,
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bers Delfin, Ghulam, Livio, Petersen, Pierre, Sandor, Wal-
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44. Declaration of the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency (IIDB
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45. A Criticism of the United Secretariat Majority Draft
Resolution on "The Building of Revolutionary Parties
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g. Letter to the IEC from the Central Secretariat of the
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h. Message to the IEC from Comrade Roca,
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53. An Evaluation of the December 1972 IEC Plenum,
Report to the New York City-wide Membership Meeting
of the Socialist Workers Party on February 9, 1973,
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54. Comrade Germain's Errors on the National Question,
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Fourth International. (IIDB Vol. X, No. 11, July 1973.)

56. Why We Have Joined the International Majority Ten-
dency, by Mintoff and Sonja, GIM (Gruppe Internationale
Marxisten), German Section of the Fourth International.
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57. Why We Did Not Sign the International Majority's
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58. Declaration of Internationalist Tendency by Bill Mas-
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Smith, David Rossi, John Shaffer, Ted Stacy, Hedda Gar-
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59. Statement of Support to the International Majority
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60. The Underlying Differences in Method, by Joseph
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61. Two Assessments of the Chinese Cultural Revolution:
A Balance Sheet, Draft Resolution submitted by United
Secretariat members Abel, Adair, Hans, Juan, Pedro, State-
man, and Thérese. (IIDB Vol. X, No. 13, July 1973.)
[Not yet translated.]
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A CASE HISTORY OF CLIQUE POLITICS AND POLITICIANS

by Tom Kerry

I submit for publication in the internal bulletin the text
of a letter I received some eighteen months ago, from
"National Coordinator,” Bill Massey. I have been moved
to do so because of the repeated complaints of Massey
that publication of his briefs, documents, memoranda
and depositions, have been so inordinately delayed as
to border on suppression.

As I do not wish to be accused of suppressing a docu-
ment so expressive of his political thought—to say noth-
ing of his homespun wit—1I take this opportunity of mak-
ing available for the edification of posterity a political
jewel of the dazzling brilliance. Please publish it in totto,
as befits historical memorabilia of the genus pornographia.

This is it. Read it and weep!

* *

Oakland, California
December 28, 1971

Comrade Tom Kerry
New York City

Dear Tom;

How are you and Karolyn? Well I hope. I hope that
you have recovered from the illness that plagued you
at the time of the convention and the ludicrous disease
which you sadly evidenced has been rooted out of your
system. Take care.

In reading thru the documents of the YSA pre-conven-
tion discussion I found some interesting articles a few
which I would refer to your attention and one in par-
ticular which I would be interested in hearing your com-
ments on.

Those which I refer you to are: Vol. 15 No. 5; 1) Gay
Liberation and the Socialist Revolution by John M. Wil-
liams 2) Marijuana and the YSA by Calvin Vail, in par-
ticular the following cogent point, "YSA's policy is also
keeping a lot of potential YSAer's out of the YSA because
they want to be able to continue to enjoy getting stoned.”
3) Resolution Providing for Immediate Intervention by
the Young Socialist Alliance into the Gay Liberation Move-
ment by John M. Williams. 4) On Gay Liberation by
Karen Bancroft (this is in Volume 15 No. 7— Do you
agree with Comrade Bancroft's point "Our recruitment
of Black, Raza and Asian Gays will better enable us to
intervene in the nationalist struggles." I presume it would
be Comrade Bancroft's point also that the recruitment
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of Trade Union Gays would help our intervention into
the struggles going on in that arena, what do you think?

Volume 15 No. 8 includes "Some Questions Concerning
the YSA's Drug Policy" by V. Hawks and "For the Repeal
of Membership Restrictions of Marijuana Smokers" by
Neil Dobro as well as "Some Questions About Internal
Policies of the YSA" by Party comrade Bob Gebbert. It
is Gebbert's article that I call to your especial attention.
With my limited grasp of the classics of our movement
I am not familiar that these burning issues raised by
Gebbert et al have received the treatment they so richly
deserve. Perhaps you could refer me to the appropriate
works of Marxism which deal with these pressing matters.

With reference to Gebbert, I have said in the past and
I say again that a serious comrade deserves serious con-
sideration for his serious questions. Perhaps you could
impart the knowledge Comrade Bob is looking for when
he asks what the YSA policy (and since he is a Party
member I presume he would ask the same question of
the Party) is toward transvestites. He says "We decided
at the last YSA convention to allow Gays to join. But
it has been suggested to me that some categories may
still be forbidden because of their nonstraight romantic
orientation. One type I'm wondering about is transvest-
ites, those who get erotic pleasure from either imperson-
ating the other sex or by using various styles of appear-
ance that are associated with the other sex in bourgeois
tradition. These include some gays (often known as butch-
dykes or drag queens), although it's reported that most
transvestites are exclusively heterosexual.”

Comrade Gebbert goes on to state "I'm actually not
sure whether I count as a transvestite, I wear my hair
in braids nearly all the time and find that it makes life
for me much easier to deal with (and also that it helps
to a small extent in enabling me to sell Militant subs
and such, especially to women)." Has this been your
experience, Tom, or do you feel that non-braided hair
is just as good? When Comrade Gebbert states "Further,
though I don't wear dresses or skirts, still I wear much
prettier clothing than most white American males." Would
you encourage him and the many other comrades (accord-
ing to Gebbert) who fall into this general category to
wear colorful skirts and dresses so as to better enable
them to sell subs to our press, or do you think that they
should just stick to the braids routine. I believe you enun-
ciated some position or other with regard to beards, do
you recall whether you included braids in your talk per-
haps you could put out a pamphlet "Tom Kerry on



Beards-Beads and Braids." Consider Tom how far our
movement has come, with the help of the new radicaliza-
tion (which I may again recall is the biggest-deepest and
broadest) from the times when Comrade Cannon (See
The History of American Trotskyism page 92) wrote
"I waged a bitter fight in the New York Branch of the
Communist League against admitting a man to member-
ship on the sole ground of his appearance and dress.

"They asked 'What do you have against him?'

"] said 'He wears a corduroy suit up and down Green-
wich Village, with a trick mustache and long hair. There
is something wrong with this guy.'

"I wasn't joking either. I said people of this type are
not going to be suitable for approaching the ordinary
American worker. They are going to mark our organiza-
tion as something freakish, abnormal, exotic; something
that has nothing to do with the normal life of the Amer-
fcan worker."

Thank heavens and you too Tom, that such problems
that Comrade Cannon refers to are no longer relevant
to us and that we can recruit anybody and dress them
in anything and get to the American workers, or at least
get ready to get to the American workers when they get
ready to allow us to get ready to get to them. No more
do - we have to worry about recruiting freaks, exotics-
abnormals etc. today we get the Gebberts et al. Please
comment on how you feel about this accomplishment
a large part of which is yours.

One last point Comrade Gebbert raises the question of
discipline and the right of comrades, including according
to him, "a goodly number who have become leaders of
the American Trotskyist movement" to secretly violate
our discipline on the grounds that the discipline was a
product of formal logic. He asks were they correct? Please
send me a copy of your answers to Comrade Gebbert
or your serious comments on these matters. At the con-
vention you stated, I believe, that you were a "Christ
killer from way back” or words to that effect. I presume
you had some familiarity with the scriptures, could you
tell me where the quote "That which ye sow ye also shall
reap" comes from.

With Comradely greeting, (if you come out to the coast
drop up for a drink and don't worry if you don't have
braids or colorful clothing on, I understand)

s/ Bill Massey

copy to file

I must admit that when I received the above communi-
cation I was somewhat puzzled. I have never numbered
Bill Massey among my correspondents. In fact, prior to
his achievement of national—or should I say "interna-
tional"— prominence as National Coordinator of the In-
ternationalist Tendency, I had only a nodding acquaint-
ance with the man. It was the first paragraph of the letter
that provided me with a clue.

I recalled that Massey was very displeased with my
brief remarks at the 1971 party convention dissecting
the anatomy of the FAPO grouping. I then characterized
FAPO as an Abern-type clique, that is, an unprincipled
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faction whose main stock-in-trade was the so-called "orga-
nization question.”

With a clique formation of the Abern type, politics and
principles are subordinated to organization gripes and
grievances. These take the form of circulating anti-lead-
ership horror stories, concocted of corridor gossip, la-
trine rumors, gutter gleanings and cesspool tidbits. This
is the cement that binds the clique together. With anti-
leadership as their point of departure they go through
a more or less rapid metamorphosis into becoming anti-
party. This was my analysis of FAPO at the 1971 con-
vention. After watching the performance of the FAPO
remnants today, I see no reason for altering my view
of their political physiognomy.

I recall that after I concluded my convention remarks
and returned to my seat, Massey stormed over to the
table where I was seated, livid with rage and more than
slightly incoherent. It was hard to make out what he was
frothing about but it was abundantly clear that he was
displeased with my remarks. I made some comment to the
comrades seated at the table that it seemed poor Massey
had flipped —and then proceeded to dismiss the incident
from my mind—until I received the crank letter from
Massey.

That was some four months after the convention. It
had apparently taken him four months to think of what
to say. Four months of cogitation; four months of men-
tal incubation; four months of what must have been pain-
ful intellectual labor to hatch a political mutation! Did
I say "political'? I am afraid it is more a case for psy-
chiatry than politics. Let us leave poison-pen Massey
at this stage of his lucubrations and follow the recent evo-
lution of the FAPO clique. A matter of more direct con-
cern to the issues now in dispute.

With the splintering of FAPO following the convention
of 1971 the remnants continued in being as a clique in
search of a platform. Any platform would do so long
as it was against the program and leadership of the SWP.

The dispute within the International was like manna
from heaven. Massey and Company were a little slow
in seizing opportunity by the feltlock. After having been
singed in 1971 they tended to be somewhat cautious.
In fact, even after taking an initial bearing on the "Inter-
national Majority," they still remained somewhat critical
on one or two questions of a theoretical and political
nature.

For example: In their first "Letter to the Political Com-
mittee on the Formation of a Political Tendency" submitted
under date of January 19, 1973, and published in the
SWP Discussion Bulletin, Vol. 31 No. 1, of April 1973,
they announced the formation of a tendency "for the pur-
pose of participation in the discussions preceding and
the deliberations of the Tenth World Congress of the
Fourth International.”

As befits a "principled” political formation they sub-
mitted for publication the platform of their tendency. While
openly opposed to the program, policies and leadership
of the SWP and generally favoring the Maitan-Mandel-
Frank grouping there were a few points over which they
took exception. It would be useful, for the sake of the rec-
ord, to cite these points.

"In the case of Latin America," they avowed, "we can-
not agree with either the stated position of the SWP or
the International majority." So far, so good! A declara-



tion of independence — almost!

They then proceeded to elaborate their view: "We re-
ject," they affirmed, the SWP position and "the positions
of the International majority as well, but not for any
pacifistic or legalistic reasons. We believe that the positions
of the International majority, which envisage a continent-
wide strategy of armed struggle represent an adaptation
to guerrillaism."

To make certain there was no ambiguity on this score,
they added: "The policy of the majority is not based on
the working class, but rather is a substitute for the class
and hence adventuristic.”

So much for the dispute over the Latin American ques-
tion. Now [ submit, comrades, that there is nothing ellip-
tical or even synthetic about this clear and forthright
statement of position. Having disposed of Latin America
the Massey tendency statement proceeded to state its views
on the China dispute.

"The current discussion on China," they asserted, "is
of value chiefly in the adoption of a more correct anal-
ysis of the role of Stalinism and its Maoist and other
national variants." No small matter in view of the recent
Nixon-Brezhnev-Mao detentes, I might add.

The statement proceeds: "The International majority evi-
denced in its positions a critical error in the consideration
of Maoism as bureaucratic centrism. This position, if
not corrected can only lead to illusions about other Stal-
inist leaderships which in turn could lead to projecting
a course that would be detrimental to the building of the
International."

The statement then amplifies this warning of "illusions
about other Stalinist leaderships,” by citing the baneful
effects already manifested in relation to the struggle in
Vietnam. "There is," the statement pointed out, "a certain
tendency in this direction evident in some of the European
sections' positions toward the leadership of the DRV/NLF
and the seven-point program.” A duplicate copy of this
political platform was forwarded to the "United Secre-
tariat International Majority Tendency.” They were ap-
prised of the text of the Massey et al. statement as early
as January of this year.

Let us recapitulate. The Massey tendency statement of
January 19 rejected—and in no uncertain terms— the
position of the International Majority Tendency on (1)
Latin America, (2) Stalinism, especially the danger in-
herent in characterizing Maoism as bureaucratic centrism,
and (3) the Stalinist conciliationist view of an important
section of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank grouping on Vietnam.

This was the "independent" position staked out by the
Massey tendency in its statement of January 19. Four
months later, under date of May 27, 1973, an updated
version was submitted and published in Vol. 31, No. 9
of the SWP Discussion Bulletin. In it, we are informed of
the "formation of the Internationalist Tendency in the
Socialist Workers Party."

The demise of the previous grouping, occurring with-
out obituary, is quietly assigned to the limbo of innocu-
ous desuetude. Not entirely without mention, I might add,
for in the second paragraph is a single sentence acknowl-
edging at least a tenuous link with the deceased, which
reads:

"This tendency reflects the political and organizational
evolution, growth and maturing of the tendency formed
by Massey, Shaffer and Smith on January 19, 1973."

Like Lazarus the previous "tendency"” was not really dead
— it was merely resurrected, reincarnated and metamor-
phosized!

This new tendency, we are informed, "expresses its basic
agreement with the general line of the December 3, 1972,
Statement of the 19 IEC Members, and addendum; the
Draft Thesis 'The Building of Revolutionary Parties in
Capitalist Europe' adopted by the IEC; and the further
elaboration and clarification of this line contained in the
document 'In Defence of Leninism: In Defence of the
Fourth International.’”

This constitutes a 180-degree somersault. Gone are the
"independent” criticisms; swallowed hook, line and sinker,
are the polar opposite positions. All in the brief period
of four months and all attributed to the remarkable "evo-
lution, growth and maturing” of Massey, Shaffer, Smith
and Company.

Not until we received a copy of the Barzman report
(published in this issue) did the real explanation for the
metamorphosis become crystal clear. John Barzman, Mas-
sey's roving ambassador in Europe, spells it out so that
even a Massey would understand. To be accepted as mem-
bers in good standing of the "International Majority" the
Massey group must be ready to "accept discipline." Or,
as the ineffable Barzman puts it: "The IM will accept
three signers from our tendency in the U. S. A.,—should
be ready to accept discipline." (Emphasis by Barzman.)

But more is involved here than the mere acceptance
of the IM line under faction discipline. Massey's pleni-
potentiary in Europe proceeds to elaborate. "If," he avers,
"there are comrades who do not agree with Germain docu-
ment's formulations, then they have a serious problem
as they are probably Kautskyites. We cannot continue
to entertain our vague criticisms that the document was
vague, or had a guerrilla warfare line (which in fact
it did not on the whole) and that this is a coverup, but
must express exactly what we disagree with. I was very
embarrassed,” Barzman laments, "at the absence of any
elaboration of criticisms by ourselves. But I think," he
volunteers, "most comrades will agree with Germain. . . ."

I must confess, comrades, that this episode constitutes
a new low in the history of party internal disputes. Just
consider. It was not deemed sufficient for the Barzman-
Massey clique to tuck their criticisms along with their
tattered principles in their briefcases to qualify for mem-
bership in the "International Majority Tendency,” they
were obliged to "agree with Germain." To call things by
their right names, this is pure, unadulterated, Stalinism.

We have always considered the Stalinist version of demo-
cratic centralism a monstrous perversion of Leriuism.
By substituting one word for another (agree for accept)
the Stalinists converted Leninist democratic centralism into
Stalinist bureaucratic centralism.

Under the Leninist concept all a minority is ever called
upon to do is to accept the line of the majority in action
after discussion and decision.

The Stalinist version compels a minority to agree with
the majority under pain of excommunication or worse.

It is a psychological impossibility to expunge from
one's mind ideas arrived at through intellectual convic-
tion and to substitute diametrically opposed ideas under
pain of being cast out for violating the discipline of "demo-
cratic centralism." This is Stalinism pure and simple.
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Apparently Barzman-Massey and Company are pre-
pared to bow to this perverted concept of "discipline.”
But how about the leaders of the "International Majority
Tendency"? It would be instructive to hear their views
on the question.

I know what Trotsky thought about such matters. In
his 1953 speech on "Internationalism and the SWP," (pub-
lished in the Education for Socialists bulletin entitled De-
fending the Revolutionary Party and Its Perspectives),
Comrade Cannon relates that "In his appeal to the Sixth
Congress of the Comintern Trotsky said:

"'That party member who changes his opinion on com-
mand is a scoundrel.'” Comrade Cannon then adds: "He
meant by that, that such a member is disloyal to the par-
ty; because the least the party can expect from the most
inexperienced, the newest rank-and-file member is that
he be honest with the party, tell the party honestly what
he thinks, and not change his opinion when he gets the
command from this or that leader, or this or that com-
mittee."

I would suggest to Massey-Barzman and Company
that they read the Cannon speech on internationalism,
with special attention to that section dealing with Com-
internism. There will be no Cominternism in the Fourth
International, if we have anything to say about it—and
I think we will! No unidentified "higher bodies" are going
to usurp the authority of the regularly elected leadership
of the SWP. If Massey-Barzman have any delusions on
that score, they are due for a rude awakening.

* * *

Precious is the dilemma and ingenious the solution of
Massey's roving ambassador, when confronted with the
necessity of performing a little hatchet job, to demonstrate
his fitness for admission to the inner circle.

According to the Barzman report, there seems to be
some trouble about Livio. Another instance where "dis-
cipline" is called for. "Alain encouraged me," Barzman
reports, "to emphasize the damage done in the U.S. by
Livio; unfortunately I will have to improvise, as our
tendency has not really discussed in what way our criti-
cisms differ from those of Joe Hansen and those we heard
from Krivine."

Without blinking Barzman enlists in a crusade to "dis-
cipline" Livio even though he is at the disadvantage of
having to "improvise." "Improvise" is Watergate language
for falsification and frameup. But then, when one is un-
der "discipline,” . . . .

And then there is Mandel. It seems that Mandel too has
a fatal weakness. According to Barzman he is soft on
splits. "They," Barzman the Bold reports, "want us to pro-
vide the ammunition," for "attacking SWP on its own
grounds." But, he adds, "Mandel realizes the SWP is not
internationalist and would split over such interference, and
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he has a psychological block against a new split." Doesn't
"discipline"” require that Mandel's "weakness" be corrected
even if some "improvisation" be required?

At any rate, Barzman had no time to solve that prob-
lem, as he had to slither on to Sweden and Britain as:
"The European comrades desperately need ammunition
against the SWP." And on that mission Barzman's talent
for improvisation could be given free reign. With years
of experience as a charter member of the clique his horror
stories about the benighted SWP should have the "Eu-
ropeans'" hair standing on end.

* * *

I note in one of Massey's recent gripe sheets a reference
to appeal to "higher bodies" for redress of grievance
against the alleged bureaucratic practices of the SWP. In
a June 20 "Statement of the Internationalist Tendency of
the Chicago Branch of the SWP," after a whole series of
tendentious complaints against the branch, comes thethreat
that "we" are "not raising any motions in this branch con-
cerning the situation which has developed. Rather, we are
taking the whole matter to higher bodies."

What "higher bodies" does Massey have in mind? Are
these "higher bodies" in residence on this terrestial sphere?
Or do these "higher bodies" reside somewhere up yonder
in the celestial firmament. It must be the latter for I note
in the Barzman report that "they" seem to consider "the
I. T. as a bonus from heaven that they did not work to
create."

Bonuses from heaven are created by the old rainmaker
himself, as everyone knows. But if Massey is under the
delusion that "they" constitute the "higher bodies" to whom
he will now refer his complaints he is making the saddest
mistake of his political life. This opinion is intended, not
as a threat, but as a statement of fact.

Others before Massey-Barzman thought there were "high-
er bodies” than the regularly elected political units of
the party to whom they could appeal to sanction their
disruptive violations of established party rules and pro-
cedures as codified and set down in our documents on
organization principles and practices. They learned to
their misfortune that they were mistaken.

I think the party has been very patient with the Massey-
Barzman-Levitt clique. They have been getting all the
minority rights they are entitled to—and more. The par-
ty has its rights as well. The party has the right to carry
on its work without disruption and to call the disrupters
to order whenever and wherever they exceed or violate
the norms of party procedure.

After full and free discussion the ranks of the party will
meet in convention and make their decisions. It is they
who will have the last word. The convention of the party,
that's our highest body. And the Massey-Barzman-Levitt
cliques had better heed its word! :

July 17, 1973



IN RESPONSE TO JEFF MEISNER

by Milton Alvin, Los Angeles Branch

In your letter of June 24, 1973, to the Political Com-
mittee, you quote from my article, "Democratic Central-
ism and the International," (Discussion Bulletin Vol. 31,
No. 2) the following: ". . . those sections that have made
all the material available to their memberships, held dis-
cussions and voted, would have to propose that those
at the [world] congress who have not taken these steps
participate with voice but no vote.”

You do not follow the customary practice of giving the
source of this quotation. This leads to the suspicion that
you have used the quoted part out of context.

As a matter of fact, the criticisms in my article are di-
rected not at the Socialist Workers Party but at other
Trotskyists who are leaders of the Fourth International.
Your letter gives the opposite impression. The SWP has
fully complied with the demand you make that "Milt
Alvin's words should be taken quite seriously. . . ." Ob-
viously your advice has been sent to the wrong address.

The balance of your letter consists of accusations of un-
democratic arrangements regarding representation to the
coming national convention of our party which you call
"organizational ingenuities," and a request that you be
permitted to cast your vote in another branch than the
one to which you belong. The purpose of this request is
to combine your vote with that of others who are in agree-
ment with your views so that the combined vote can be
large enough to elect a delegate or an additional delegate,
if there are already sufficient votes in the branch to which
you wish to transfer your vote to elect at least one
delegate.

This request, unprecedented in our party as far as I
know, is indeed an organizational ingenuity, if you will
permit me to borrow your winged phrase. If all the mem-
bers of our party, presently organized in some 20 separate
branches, are to cast their votes in branches that each
member is free to select, this would create confusion con-
founded in the party. For example, if your suggestion is
adopted, what is to prevent the members of every branch
from dividing their votes among all the other nineteen
branches?

This would require the establishment of a national ap-
paratus to check each member's vote to make sure no
one votes more than once. To keep things straight we
would need a dozen Einsteins aided by a large staff of
Philadelphia lawyers plus a computer or two. Since none
of these are readily available to us your plan must be
rejected even on technical grounds.

Moreover, your suggested system of electing delegates
also lends itself to gerrymandering and playing around
with bloc voting that could, if carried out efficiently, ac-
tually have the effect of shutting minorities out of any
representation whatever. The present SWP majority could
easily divide its supporters among the branches in such
a way that no minority could possibly get even a single
delegate.

We don't want to create conditions in the party that
would make it more difficult, if not impossible, for minor-
ities to be heard in the party and represented at con-
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ventions. Your request, it is obvious, could have the op-
posite result from the one you say you want.

Your complaint regarding the basis of representation
at the convention, that is, one delegate for each 15 mem-
bers in good standing at the time of the Convention Call,
is not well taken. Obviously some basis of representation
must be used, whether it be one for 15, one for five or
one for 25. This is a practical question and must be de-
cided in accordance with the number of delegates that can
meet in convention within a reasonable time, have a
chance to express their views and conduct other business
normally performed on such occasions. If we make the
basis of representation too low, as I think we did two
years ago and some other conventions, each delegate
is restricted to such a short time that it becomes impossible
to say more than a few ritual words when one gets the
floor. I have been at conventions when discussion on one
point or another had to be arbitrarily stopped because of
lack of time.

Personally, I would hate to go through the experience
again that I had years ago at a convention when I was
in the chair and the question under discussion was our
first resolution on the Cuban revolution. I had a list of
speakers a mile long in my hand when it became obvious
that we had run out of time. That night those delegates
who had failed to get the floor made their speeches to
each other informally and, I might add, without much
enthusiasm. I assure you that this is not the only oc-
casion of this kind that I have seen, but I hope to see no
more of these as there is nothing that makes a delegate
more unhappy than failing to get the floor.

Your letter says, "I could cite many grievances I have
towards the party's organizational conduct in the past
period." You neglect to say what these are and I don't
know just what you are referring to, but long experience
in our movement has taught me to take this kind of com-
plaint with liberal amounts of salt.

I have had some connection with and/or participation
in every convention of our party for almost four decades.
On the basis of this rather extensive experience and some
knowledge of organizational procedures in other parties,
I assert with all the force at my command that the Social-
ist Workers Party is the most democratic party that has
ever existed on the face of this earth. This applies to dis-
cussions, conventions, elections and all other aspects of
party work. Moreover, these democratic practices have
been carried on for a longer period of time than any
other party in history.

My article, from which you quoted, was intended to get
the tendency which you support to translate and make
available to all members of the various parties of the
Fourth International all the points of view presented in
the current precongress period. As you surely must know,
this has not yet been done.

The SWP, however, has loyally and promptly made
available to its membership every article and resolution
produced by other Trotskyist parties and groups that
are pertinent to the discussion now taking place. We have



a right to be proud of our performance in this respect. In
addition, we have done this in such a way that makes it
possible for all views to be studied and voted upon in
time to effect the election of delegates to our convention.
The delegates will then elect the leadership of our party.
This is real democracy in action.

This morning, July 13, I received in the mail Discussion
Bulletin Vol. 31, No. 18, which consists entirely of a single
document, "The Building of A Revolutionary Party in
Capitalist America." This is the counterresolution of the
tendency in our party to which you belong. This resolu-
tion consists of 28 printed pages. It is dated July 6, 1973,
exactly one week ago today. If you can tell us about in-
stances in which your cothinkers in other parties get ma-
terial out to their members with this speed, I for one would
greatly appreciate having this information..

I want to cite one more current example of what I
believe to be real democracy in action. In the Los Angeles
branch we have a group that supports the Maitan-Mandel-
Frank tendency. This group joined our party as in-
dividuals a little over a year ago. They came from a
small organization called Liberation Union and at the
time they entered our party were ostensibly in agreement
with us on all questions. At least this was the impression
they gave.

In the year or so that they were in our party before the
present preconvention period began, we had no indication
from any of these people that they had developed differ-
ences with the party, that they had changed their minds
in any respect, that they had been misinformed about us
before joining or that any kind of misunderstanding was
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involved.

However, as soon as the preconvention discussion be-
gan it turned out that there was no question on which they
agreed with us. They asked for and received equal time
on every point we discussed during the first two months
of the preconvention period now gone by. Up to this
writing they have not submitted a single resolution in
writing that I know of.

We gave them equal time on all questions even before
they declared themselves part of a tendency, in support
of what they call the International Majority Tendency.
I note that you also refer to your group as " .. one
which represents the Majority of the International." (your
emphasis)

Just how you arrived at this is a mystery to me. Who
is a majority and who is a minority has yet to be decided.
And it will not be decided democratically until every mem-
ber of the world Trotskyist movement can see what the
different points of view are and make their votes count.

Speaking for myself, but in the hope that this is the
common view of our party, no majority or minority
can be determined in the world Trotskyist movement until
the procedures that I outlined in my article from which
you quoted are followed. That is, all points of view must
be made available to all members in their own languages;
enough time must be provided for full and free discussion;
conventions of all parties must be held to decide questions
in dispute and leaderships elected on the basis of real
support in the ranks. Only then can these leaderships
participate in a congress that is truly democratic.

July 13, 1973

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN JEFF
MEISNER AND LEW JONES

St. Paul, Minn.
June 24, 1973

Political Committee
Socialist Workers Party
14 Charles Lane.

New York, N.Y. 10014

Dear Comrades,

I am writing to you in protest of what I feel is an un-
democratic situation in the party's preconvention discus-
sion, in the hope that the P. C. will exercise its responsi-
bility towards the membership and take action to make
party democracy a reality.

As you may know, I am a supporter of the International
Majority Tendency. According to the procedure outlined in
the convention call, it would take about 15 International
Majority supporters in our branch in order to receive any
representation at the convention. Since it is unlikely that
we will have 15 supporters in the Twin Cities branch; this
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means that I will be totally unrepresented at the conven-
tion, unlike all supporters of the SWP majority who will
vote for delegates and, in effect, each be represented by
one fifteenth of a convention delegate. It is unacceptable
that the highest body of the party, the national convention,
should not genuinely reflect the political composition of the
party's ranks. It is unacceptable that some comrades will
have no say regarding what our line is for the next two
years. It is hard to see how the party leadership can
expect the ranks to faithfully carry out such a line arrived
at in an undemocratic manner. It should be obvious that
a serious discussion is made impossible when the cards
are stacked against one side through such organizational
ingenuities. A leadership with confidence in their politics
would naturally bend over backwards to see that minor-
ities in the party receive fair representation. And when the
minority concerned is one which represents the Majority
of the International, the present policy has even more far
reaching political implications of which you are surely
aware.



I could cite many grievences I have towards the party's
organizational conduct in the past period. The purpose
of this letter, however, is only to make the simple.request
that I not be unrepresented at the convention. I would like
to request, therefore, that I be allowed to transfer my. con-
vention vote to a different branch where it will have some
effect. I wish for the Political Committee to act upon this re-
quest immediately. Please inform me of your decision as
soon as possible, so that if you reject my request; I w111
have sufficient time before the convention to take action. to
correct this basic infringement of party democracy.,

With the SWP posing as the foremost defender of a
democratic. discussion in:the Fourth International, . you
must expect that the eyes of the world movement will be
turned on the party's.internal practices. Milt Alvin's words
should be taken. quite seriously when he writes; ".. .. . those
sections. that have made all the material available .tq
their memberships, held discussions and veted, would have
to . propose: that those at the [world] congress who have
not taken .these steps participate with voice but no vote."
It. would be a pity, wouldn't it, if the SWP goes through
all .the trouble of electing fraternal delegates to the world
congress, only for them to receive a very cold welcome
by the credentials committee when they arrive there. ..

) ) Comradely,
W ' . TR : Jeff Meisner

cc: Interdttionalist Tendency
¢/o Bill. Massey

14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
July 5, 1973

MINNEAPOLIS -
Jeff Meissner

Dear Comrade Mexssner

- This is in answer to your letter of June 24 1973, to the
Politlcal Commxttee ‘

The party Constitution and the Call for the ’I‘wenty-
Fifth National Convention of the Socialist Workers Party
adopted by the National Committee on April 29,1973,
preclude transferring votes of mdividual branch members
in the manner you request :

: - 4 B -
P ... Comradely,
- 8/{Lew Jones
SWP National Office

ce: Greg Guckenberg CodReg e

Charles Scheer - -
Helen Scheer 7 T )

L

THE TRUTH ABOUT COMRADE MASSEY S CHARGE THAT
TRADITIONAL NORMS OF PARTY DEMOCRACY WERE VIOLATED
AT THE 1971 SWP CONVENTION

by Andrea Morell and Peter Seldman, Upper West Side Branch New .York Local

The 1971 conventiqn -of the SWP set the political llne
and organizational perspectives that our party has been
following for the last two years. That convention also
elected a national leadership.team, the National .Com-
mittee, to implement the line. ,

Comrade Bill Massey, speaking for the Internationalist
Tendency of' which he is the Natlonal Codrdinator, is
now ‘challenging not only the political line set by the
1971 convention, but is also charging that the SWP vio-
lated its deép-going democratic norms and traditions 1n
the election of its National Committee.

Comrade Massey charges (in SWP Dzscusszon Bulletm,
Vol. 31, No. 8, p. 5 and Vol. 31, No. 10, p. 3) that
the last convention of the SWP, in violation of party
norms, denied a place on “the National Comm1ttee to
a representative of the Proletarian Orientation Tendency
(POT) although it represented 10 . percent of the party
membership.. In 1971, Comrade Massey was a leader
of the POT. Comrade Massey asserts that the POT was
excluded "because the majonty of the SWP did not con-
sider it a 'serious’ minority.” He goes on to.say, "Left
to the considerations of what the SWP leadership con-
siders serious minorities I could aafely predict 50 more

' .

years of unanimity on‘'the National Committee."

These charges are false to the core and must be an-
swered. There are hundreds of comrades of the SWP who
either have jolned our movement since the last cotrventlon
or whio were not present ‘af the closed session where the
National Committee- was elected. There are thousanis
of cothinkers of the SWP' around the world who may
not be familiar with the true facts "Because of the im-
portant pol1t1ca1 discussions taklng place both in the SWP
and in the world Trotskyist ‘movement, it s necessary to
clear the air of these slanders so that comrades may ad—
dress themselves to the real issues.

V One of the tasks of’ every convention is the selection
of a Tew National Commlttee We do this through a Nom-
inatmg Commission whose members are elected hy each
of the branch delegatlons The Commission's task is to
consider all of the nommattons for the Natjonal Com-
mittee and to select from these nominations a proposed
National Committee slate for consideration by the con-
vention as a whole, The Commissiqn makes nominations
for the party's Co;ttrol Commission as well. When these
recommendations .are presented :to the cqnvention, the
delegates may. introduce addmonal nominees or other
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modifications of the proposal. After a full' discussion,
the vote is taken and a new leadership 'thereby elected.

How 'did this process work at the 1971 convention?
Was there "an abuse of Bolshevik norms" in relation to
the POT? Were the nominees of a serious minority in
the SWP systematically refused representation on the Na-
tional Committee by a factional minded majority of del-
egates, as Comrade Massey has charged, not once bt
twice, in letters printed in the internal discussion bulletin?

The answer is 7o. When Comrade MaSsey states other-
Wlse, he is lymg : :

To prove 1t let us- begm wnh the dehberatlons of the
Nomm‘atmg Commission. As its cochairpersons, we can
testify that a great deal of the Commission's time was
occupied precisely with the question of POT representation
on the incoming National Committee. This was so despite
the fact that the POT was a small minority of the member-
ship.  Our concept. of party leadership is a polmcally in-
clusive, rather than exclusive one. It was therefore. the
convention's responsibility to ensure that any serious cur-
rents within the party of a clearly defined political char-
acter and representing a significant number of comrades
be considered for a place on the National Committee —
even if the current itself made no nominations. ,

The following excerpt from our report to the:19r71 con-
vention explains the Commission's recommendations with
respect to POT. (The full report is available in SWP In-
ternal Information Bulletin No. 6 in 1971.)

* * *

We considered next the Proletarian Orientation Tendency,
which, unlike the other minorities, did make nominations
for the National Committee of our party. On Tuesday
evening Comrade McCann came before the Comm1ssmn
and presented, as a representative of the Tendency, three
nominations for the National Committee: Comrades Levitt
and Gregorich, in that order of rankmg, for regular mem-
bers of the National Committee of the party, and Comrade
Turner as an advisory member of the National Committee.

Comrade McCann explained how it was that Comrades
Levitt and Gregorich were nominated for the National
Committee by this Tendency He said that they were cho-
sen "as the most capable comrades in the Tendency re-
gardless of their politics.” However, he could not tell us
what thejr current assignments are, or give an account
of their recent activity in the party.

The Nominating Commission felt that it had to de-
termine two things with regard to these nominations. First;
whether in fact the votes as regular members of the Na-
tional Committee of the nominees of 'this grouping would
represent a clear tendency. Second, whether based on the
individual  stature of Comrades Levitt and Gregorich;
they should be considered for nomination as regular mem-
bers of the National Committee. It should be pointed
out that neither of them are members of the: cm-rent Na-
tional Committee, either regular or alternate. .

The feeling of the Nominating Commission was that
the. Proletarian * Orlentation Tendency is not constituted
on a clear political basis. The Nominating Commission
did not feel that the contention of Comrade MeCann that
his grouping represented a clear political tendency, which
by the norms and traditions of our movement should
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have representatlon on Our part\ s \Iatlonal Commnttee
is correct. = :

I would: like to review for the comtrades some of what
we found in ‘our survey of how the Proletarian Orientation
Tendency was constituted in different branches. According
to our results, which are not the final authoritative figures
because they are based on the memory of the comrades
reporting their experiences ini the branches and not én
the official records of any of the branches, the Proletarian
Orientation  Tendency received 75 votes nationally. How-
ever, we found that these 75 votes were obtained on at
least two different bases. In the Oakland-Berkeley branch,
where the Proletarian Orientation Tendency received 25
votes, the Tendency was constituted around support for
five ‘documents: the three' documents which were listéd
in the letter from Comrade Gregorich as being the basis
for the constitution of the Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency ("Declaration of the Proletarian Orientation Tenden-
¢y," (SWP Discussion Bulletin, Vol. 29, No. 16) 'and the
two documents submitted by the Berkeley Minority o
the Chicano struggle and women's liberation (SWP Dig-
cussion Bulletin, Vol. 29, No. 24). In the other branches
around the country, where Proletarian Orientation Ten-
dency supporters ‘put forward a motion to constitute a
caucus and elect delegates, the Tendency was defined only
by the "Declaration of the Proletarian -Orientation Tén-
dency” which is contained in the SWP Discussion Bul-
letin, Vol. 29, No. 16. That is, around only three doc-
uments, and around support to the party's position on
women's liberation and the Chicano struggle. In addition
to that, within the 50 votes which the Proletarian Orien-
tation Tendency received upon the "Declaration of Ten-
dency" documents, there were other combinations. That
is, there were comrades, for example, who voted for the
three Proletarian Orientation Tendency documents and
voted in support of one or another of the two Oakland-
Berkeley minority documents, or in support of one or
another of the Political Committee resolutions on 'the Chi-
cano struggle or womens hberanon, or who abstained
on these’ documents It is on this basis that we feel that
the Proletarlan Orientation Tendency in the party is not
constituted around a clear political line or that the vote
of a member of this grouping who was on the ‘Nattonal
Committee would in fact represent a clear pohtical ten-
dency w1thin the party :

- We did consxder the nomination of Comrade Turner
as an-advisory member of the National "Committee. It
should be pointed out that Comrade Turner was an ad-
visory member of the outgoing National Committee. There
has never:'been an automatic right of any grouping within
the  party to have its: views represented on the National
Committee.. The merit of each minority must be considered
i *the concrete. ‘It must be d ‘decision of the party as a
whole based on its’ ‘own. decision of what is in the best
ihiterests of ‘the party. Although 'the Proletarian Orienta-
tion "Tendercy is not, in the opinion of the Nominating
Commission, a clearly defined poliucal tendency entitled
to 'representation on the National Committee by virtue

of our .norms ‘and traditions; we do feel that it would
be: correct to renominate Comrade Turner as an advisory
member of-the National Committee. '

- We . consider it would be in the best interests of the Na-
tional Committee, and of the party as a whole to have



Comrade Turner continue to serve and have his views
represented in the discussions of the National Committee.
Although it is not clear that Comrade Turner, or anyone
else, can represent the views of all the members of the
Proletarian Orientation Tendency, we do feel that his long
experience on the Natmnal Committee and his individual
stature as a leader of our party warrants his renomina-
tion as an advisory member of the National Committee.

* * *

After hearing the report of the Nommatmg Commission,
what action on its recommendations did the convention
take? Comrade Turner, first of all, was unanimously
elected . to the advisory National Committee. Not a single
voice was raised in opposition to his election, nor did
any one of the delegates express the slightest doubt or
hesitancy regarding it. What is portrayed, then, by Com-
rade Massey as the rabidly factional majority of the SWP
in 1971 cast its votes unanimously for the nominee of
the POT. _

Given Comrade Turner's membership on the Committee,
Comrade . Massey's assertion that the POT "was denied
any . place on the National Committee" stands exposed
for what it is—a blatant lie. In. fact, Comrade Turner,
the nominee of the POT, serves on the National Com-
mittee to this very day.

The Nominating Commission's slate of recommenda-
tions for regular members of the National Committee
was, presented and as explained earlier, it contained no
nominees from the POT. This slate, too, was elected by
a unanimous vote. Not a single objection to this slate
was raised —not even by any of the POT delegates! They
had apparently changed their minds since the time of
Comrade McCann's presentation .to the Nominating Com-
mission and had come to agree with the majority del-
egates that no leader of their tendency was qualified to
be a full member .of the party's National Committee.

During the discussion on the proposed alternate slate,
several delegates made additional nominations. One of
these came from the POT. Comrade Levitt took the floor
and nominated Comrade Gregorich, saying, " . . . we are

asking that this current of thought be represented on the
National Committee and we're asking that it be repre-
sented in the person of Comrade Gregorich, an extremely
capable and talented . comrade, in our opinion, absolutely
dedicated and totally politically selfless, who is.looked
upon with great .admiration by this 8-10,percent! of the
party that supports our point of view and who we think
is an undeniably obvious choice for the National Com-
mittee. . . ." (Transcript from Official Taped Proceedings
of the 24th National Convention of the Socialist Workers
Party, on file. at the Library for Soeial Research; N. Y.,
N.Y.) The delegates considered the remarks of .Comrade
Levitt regarding Comrade -Gregorich's qualifications for
party leadership and rejected them. Comrade Gregorich
was not elected as a mernber of the alternate National
Committee. SR ,

Between Comrade McCann's nominations for the POT
on Tuesday and the voting on Thursday, the Tendency
had changed its thinking in three ways. First, it no longer
thought any of its members were qualified to be full mem-
bers of thé National Committee. Second, it reversed the or-
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der of ranking in its proposals for the alternate list, ele-
vating Comrade. Gregorich. to first choice. Third, it
dropped Comrade Levitt from consideration altogether.

- We will probably never know what events transpired
to cause these changes. But perhaps Comrade McCann's
explanation to the Nominating Commission that the POT
nominated Levitt and Gregorich "regardless of their poli-
tics" offers at least a clue as to the character of the prb-
cess, ~

. Comrade Massey, 1t is clear, is wrong on every pomt
Comrade Turner, nominated by the POT for membership
on the National Committee was elected by the convention.
(That's strike one.). The POT received a serious hearing
by the convention in the best tradmons of the norms of
the SWP. (Strike two.)

To really appreciate how spurious Comrade Massey's
attack on the SWP is, however, we must proceed to "strike
three." This concerns the political estimate of the POT
formation. On that crucial question who turned out to
be right? The convention, or Comrade Massey? ‘

* * *

What political problem did the convention delegates
have to grapple with in considering the POT nomina-
tions? Was it a question of deciding whether or not to
place a representative of a small minority grouping in
the party on the National Committee? Not at all. The
problem was as the Commission report stated and docu-
mented: the POT was .not constituted on a clear political
basis. Its adherents held differing, and even conflicting
political views on the programmatic questions before the
convention '

Who, then, could represent all of them” And what "cur-
rent' would their "representative" represent? That prob-
lem was objectively poséd by the character of the POT
itself. It was not the product of an alleged factional move
on the part of the majority. The so-called Proletarian
Orientation Tendency was an unprincipled combination
of a specific type: it was an alliance of anti-leadership
cliques

Comrade Massey denies &us characterization of the
group he led in 1971. But if the POT was not just such
a '"rotten bloc,” as one _delegate from .Comrade Massey's
own branch described it, then how. does Comrade Massey
explain its subsequent decomp ositipn? .

This process began a few weeks before the convention
itself when David Fender and a handful of his supporters
split from the POT and formed the "Communist Tendency."
After remaining in the SWP long enough to declare it a
"zombie," Fender and his cohorts chose to depart. Fender
joined the grouping called Vanguard Newsletter. From
his post as co-editor of the Newsletter, he regularly issued
anti-SWP diatribes which were eclipsed only by the pub-
lication's obscurity. That was the first defection. .

The second. occurred during the convention and was of
a different type. It concerned Comrade David Kelil, who
had a tactical difference with the party's trade-union poli-
cy and who wanted to.argue for his point of view in a
principled way. He found he had to break from the POT

-in ‘order to do that. In a discussion article entitled "The

Evolution of a Tendency" (SWP Discussion Bulletin, Vol.
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31, No. 7, pp. 17-19), Comrade Keil gives us a glimpse
of the "politics" of the POT from the inside. His experiences
confirm to the hilt the convention's estimate of the POT.

Comrade Keil explains it this way: "From the very be-
ginning, in fact, the fundamental basis of the Proletarian
Orientation Tendency was not political but organizational.
It was united by the principle 'against the regime,' just as
the Burnham-Shachtman-Abern coalition was in 193940,
if not so openly and intensely. I myself had evidence to
this effect inadvertently presented to me in the summer of
‘1970, by some leading future P. Q. T.ers (not Massey,
Smith, or Shaffer) during an informal discussion. These
comrades wanted to have a document proposing mass
colonization of factories, and I thought that propaganda
work outside plants would be a better idea. The prob-
lem with my proposal, they said, was.that 'the leadership'
would pick this idea up and -accept it,.and what would
we dissidents be left with?'I just couldn't understand  their
point at the time. But if that wasn't an ignorant, factional,
unprincipled method of proceeding, then it was about
the best try yet made at one in the party's history!" We
can only second that.

Comrade Keil relates another incident which proves
the convention's contention that no one member could
represent the POT's views on the National Committee.
He says, "But the tendency was divided over the Mid-
east. Some people agreed with the NC [Natlonal Com-
mittee] resolution's support for the demand for a demo-
cratic, secular Palestine; others rejected it; some even agreed
with the Langston-Langston-Rothschild programmatlc po-
sition of maybe-some-day supporting Jewish self-determi-
nation in the Mideast. There were all kinds of posmons
and formulations.

"So it might have been a good idea to discuss it,,fully
at the tendency meeting and come to a conclusion, since
the Mideast question was coming up for a vote at the
conivention. What those of us who wanted to do that for-
got, however, was that the task which the tenden¢y had
set itself was not to get involved in hammering out a line
among ourselves on the Mideast. Rather it was to fight
for a 'Proletarian Orientation, NOW,' in the party, against
the leadership. (Even if no one agreed on what a 'Prole-
tarian orientation’' was, either!)

"So discussion on the Mideast was kept to: a minimum
and the P. O.T. decided to take no position but to:allow
the tendency spokesperson to put forth his own personal
position, which happened to be in opposition to the NC's
resolution. (He told the assembled delegates that the NC
Mideast position was the most unportant example of the
party's degeneration. )" (P. 17.) . i

This shows what a mockery has been made by: Com—
rade Massey of the concept of minority view representation
on the party's leading body. The convention had no
way of knowing what political -views on any question —
even that of the "proletarian orientaticn”" itself —would
be put forward by POT "representatives." The only way
to have assured representation of the views of all of the
POT members would have been to have elected all 75
of them to the National Committee! But evensuch a unique
measure —which could hardly have been justified by refer-
ences to anything in the party's traditions —would not
have solved the POT problem, as further defections from
the POT, and the party, were to demonstrate.

In the preface to their October 26, 1972, statement of
resignation from the SWP, members of the Leninist Fac-
tion described their evolution as follows:’ '

"The LF [Leninist Faction] emerged [!] from the Prole-
tarian Orientation Tendency (POT) shortly after the August
1971 convention of the SWP upon the recognition  that
the struggle against the SWP's opportunism made at the
convention by the Communist Tendency (CT) led by
Comrade Fender was principle [sic] and correct. The POT
called upon the SWP to turn from an exclusive orienta-
tion to the petty-bourgeois radical milieu to the working
class, but had not questloned the SWP’s PabImst pohtlcal
line."

Who was' the prmc1pa1 leader of this so-called ‘Leninist
Faction? It was none other than Comrade Gregorich. So,
"shortly after" the convention, "NCer" Grégorich weéuld
have represented, not the Proletarian Orientation Tendency,
but the Communist Tendency; unless of course, the Lenin-
ist Faction had decided not "to emerge" from the Prole-

‘tarian Orientation Tendency, in which ‘case’ shé ‘would

‘brazenly.

48

‘program.

have represented both a tendency and a factlon of an-
other tendency.

Given these facts, does Comrade Massey think that had
the convention elected Gregorich this would havé ensured
representation of the views of the POT on the Natlonal
Committee? R

.

Furthermore, the LF letter of resignation makes' clear

that what aspiring NC member Gregorich actually répre-

sented was a disloyal minority grouping ‘in collusion
with longstanding opponents of the SWP &hd the entire
Fourth International —the Spartacist League.” The Fac-
tion and the 'League designated the SWP as "reformist’
and’ considered' membership' in the party ‘to be ‘a tactical
question. The Faction resigned from thé SWP 14 months
after it was formed because its adherénts ‘thought they
could destroy the party better from the outside. °

‘The resignation document describes theé Féction's: four-
teen-month-long party wrecking ‘expeditior? ‘bpenly ‘and
"Observing our apparent lack’ of gctivity,” its
authors say, "some in the SWP have surmised that we
were’ becoming demoralized afnd droppiﬁgﬁ&way from
politics. 'Nothing could be further from thetruth. W& have
been very active in' putting together a”Leninist 'organi-
zation' under difficult conditions. We have carried on full
scale discussions in the course of hammering out our
[Note how they "hammer:  out" the program
only after they have cinched up:theirfaction. First things
first, among the graduates of the POT:school of clique
politics]- The ' authors -continue,*We  have had regional
meetings, a convention, and in the process have produced

-and distributed -internally over 60,000 pages of literature.
At the same-time, we held regular business theetings and

educationals. We scrutinized. the polities of every. political
grouping in' the Trotskyist spectrum:and, most impartant-
ly, began the systematic nationallydirected task of in-
dustrial eolonization: In addition, we have established a
periphery of contacts and recruited from it. This, without
the advantage. .of one full or even :part-time staff. member
is no, small accomplishment,  and is:not the behavior of
a demorahzed group on its way out of politics."

This provides. us a clearer . idea. than did Comrade
Levitt's. nominating speech .of theipolitics. that Barbara
Gregorich was "absolutely dedicated to." Any part of such



a total record of disloyalty would have been grounds

for the expulsion of the members of this Faction, had they -

not resigned. Without insistence upon principled methods
of functioning and of leadership selection, the party would
have left itself wide open to the machinations of disloyal
elements out to wreck it. Would Comrade Levitt care to
tell us now who he thinks was right about Barbara Greg-
orich's qualifications to serve on the National Committee?
Himself or the convention?

Comrade Massey does not say one word about the po-
litical treachery of those nominated by his own tendency,
the POT, in his complaints about the decisions made by
the last convention. Instead, he portrays Gregorlch and
Company as a beleaguered and loyal minority whose
democratic rights were trampled upon by the arrogant
factionalists of the SWP. What a despicable falsification!
But. it won't work. Comrade Massey stands exposed by
the words and deeds of the Leninist Faction itself, which
has now gone on to set up the Class Struggle League,
centered in Chicago.

Other grouplets emerged, or re-emerged, from the POT
bloc. Some of these also walked out of the party not
long after the convention. Guerrero and Rangel stalked
out issuing statements hostile to the SWP. Guerrero had
presented the minority resolution at the convention on
the Chicano struggle, although the resolutlon was not
endorsed by the POT as a whole, only by a part of it. .

Norman Hodgett and his friends left the party too. They
contended the SWP was not so much reformist as it was
"hateful.” This transplred, in Brooklyn, N.Y., in early
1972. ,

Indeed Comrades Massey and Levitt themselves seem
to have gone separate ways since Comrade Levitt served
as the Internationalist Tendency reporter on the Latin
American resolution in the Oakland-Berkeley‘ branch two
months ago. (See "Latin America And The Massey-Shaffer-
Smith Tendency," by Gordon Fox, SWP Discussion Bulle-
tin Vol. 31, No. 8, p. 6.) Since then Comrade Massey
has formed the Internationalist Tendency and Comrade
Levitt has formed another tendency. There is no way of
knowing from their respective tendency declarations what
political questions now divide the two groups. Both state

they. are staunch fraternal supporters of the Mandel—Maitan—y

Frank tendency of the Fourth International, an as yet un-
explaingd reversal of theu‘ position as POT members on
the rev151onist” theories of Ernest Mandel. And so we
see that wh1le the POT has decomposed, the method of
POT lmgers on.,

In retrospect, it is difficult to say what action the con-
vention could have taken that might-have satisfied: Com-

~National Committee,

rade Massey's demand for representation of POT on the
Does Comrade Massey claim that
Barbara Gregorich would represent his views? Comrade
Massey's current tendency is organized around fraternal
support to the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency whose
leadership POT's nominee Gregorich considers revisionist
and Pabloite. Or is Comrade Massey's complaint that
Comrade Turner, who after.all has served on the Commit-
tee all this time, did not really represent his views? More-
over, since the POT did not nominate a:single member
of what iss now the Internationalist. Tendency, the con-
vention could have placed all the POT nominees on the
NC and still Comrade Masseys demand ‘would not be
satisfied!

And what about Comrade Levitt? Does he think his
views would have beén represented on the National Com-
mittee by his nominee, Barbara Gregorich?

The record thus confirms the convention's analysis of
the POT formation and the political wisdom of its action
regarding its nominations to the National Committee.

It is not a réquirement under the norms of Leninism to
grant unprincipled combinations like the POT representa-
tion on the party's leading committee. Far from it. Rather,
such abominable formations are themselves completely
alien to the norms of Leninist party building. The offense
against the party they represent is not disagreement with
the party's program. On the contrary, disagreements are
to be expected in a living party. We have had many dis-
agreements in the course of building the SWP and we will
have many more before our historic task is completed.
No. The offense against Leninism committed by such for-
mations is that they are banded together regardless of
program and despite program. But in a Leninist party
program is primary. Without a clear program there can
be no revolutionary party.

Party leadership can be selected only on the basis of
program. That has always been our method in the SWP.
There is ample room on our National Committee for rep-
resentatives of distinct political minorities that organise
in the party. That has always been our tradition and it
is one we jealously guard. But there is no room for self-
appointed : representatives of anti-leadership cliques and
unprincipled combinations.

In order to dispute and discredit the-principled and
proven decisions of the last convention, Comrade Massey
has: had to resort to outright. lying. But his big lie
technique will not work."

The 24th convention of the SWP reaffirmed our demo-
cratic traditions. And so will the 25th.

July 17, 1973

FOOTNOTE

1. We should note here how the size .of POT tends to in-
crease in Comrade Massey's 'successive recountings of
his complaint. Levitt claims 8-10 percent for the POT.
In-his March 1 letter to Comrade Sheppard, Massey in-
forms us that POT represented "nearly 10%" of the SWP.
Two months later, by the time of his May 20 letter to the
Political Committee, POT has grown (in Comrade
Massey's ‘eyes) .to "over 10%" of the membership. This
seemingly minor discrepancy has the effect of escalating
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Massey's charge, for the alleged offense against Bolshevik
norms grows increasingly serious as the number. of those
allegedly denied representation on the National Committee
mounts higher and higher. Let's call a halt to this arti-
fical growth of the POT in the correspondence of Comrade
Massey. In any case, it was hardly growth, but pro-
gressive disintegration that characterized the development
of the POT. : ‘



SIX STRIDES BACKWARD: THE MEANING OF THE
POLITICAL RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE -
INTERNATIONALIST TENDENCY

by Barry Sheppard

The document entitled "The Building of A Revolutionary
Party in Capitalist America,” the political resolution sub-
mitted to the SWP convention by the Internationalist Ten-
dency, is filed with distortions of the party's positions,
errors of formulation and wrong political posijtions. I
do not intend to correct every distortion and refute every
wrong position contained in this application of the "method
of the 'Theses on the Building of Revolutionary Parties
in Capitalist Europe," but concentrate on six of the major
points where the American supporters of the Maitan-Mandel-
Frank grouping revise the program of the SWP. If adopt-
ed, they would amount to the SWP taking six big strides
backward.

These six basic, revisions occur in the following areas:
1) Our analysis of and program for the oppressed na-
t1onahties, 2) Our analysis of and program for the strug-
gle of women for their liberation; 3) Our analysis of and
program for the antiwar movement; 4) Their applica-
tion of the theory of the "new mass vanguard" to the
United States; 5) The relation of democratic demands to
the transitional program and the nature of the transi-
tional program itself; and 6) The nature of the Leninist
combat party.

The authors of the document begin by setting up a
straw man, attributing to the party a theory of the com-
bined character of the coming American revolution that
the party does not hold. They imply that the party takes
a "polyvanguardist' approach to the revolution. They say
that we hold the view that the revolution will be a "co-
alition of independent movements based on separate op-
pressed sectors of society, including, but not centered
around, the working class." This has nothing to do with
the party's real position on the combined character of the
coming socialist revolution. This extreme counter-culturist
and polyvanguardlst caricature of the party's position
was put forward in the preconvention discussion by Com-
rades Trippet and Gebert, in a document entitled "Against
a Proletarian Orientation, and was rejected by 99 percent
of the party
_ The party's pos1t1on, as summed up in resolutions, and
which permeates all our work, is that the coming Ameri-
can revolution will have two combined aspects. It will
be a social revolution, a proletarlan revolution that will
open the way to the construction of socialism. It will
also be a revolution for the self-determination of the op-
pressed nationalities, which could even result in the forma-
tion of separate states, a federation of states, autonomous
regions, or other forms, including complete integration,
depending on the will of the oppressed nationalities. The
197 1 Political resolution adopted by the party summed this

p: "The characteristics of the radicalization so far have
made it clear that the American revolution will have a
combined character. It will be arevolution by the oppressed
nationalities for self-determination together with a work-
ing-class revolution to take power and open the road to
the destruction of capitalist exploitation, alienation, op-
pression, racism, and sexism, and the construction of

50

socialism — the first truly human social order.

"The coming American revolution will incorporate the
democratic and transitional demands that flow from the
various independent movements that have arisen in the
course of social struggle, as well as those that will arise
as the radicalization deepens. It will give an enormous
impetus to the further development of these movements
until their demands are met in full in the course of the
construction of socialism."

But the setting up and knockmg over of this straw
man serves the authors as a device to attack the party's
basic program, and its analysis of the current radicali-
zation.

I Revision of the Party's Theory and Program on
Natzonal Oppression

'The Internationalist Tendency rejects the whole body of
theoretical work the party has done in analyzing the rise
of Black nationalism in the 1960s. To do this, however,
they have to not only reject SWP documents from the 1963
"Freedom Now" resolution on, they must reject the ideas
which underlie them, particularly the application of the
lessons of the Russian Revolution on the question of op-
pressed natlonahties to the Black struggle in the United
States.

They buttress their argument with a foray into theory
They conclude from this excursion that no major demo-
cratic tasks remain to be completed in the U.S. In a re-
lated argument, they conclude that Trotsky's views were
O.K. in 1939, but have no application to the present.
. These two false assertions are done with a clumsy ver-
bal sleight-of-hand-trick, that will fool few in the audience.
Their argument goes like this; "it would be false to con-
tend that the American bourgems revolution was incom-
plete. Since the Civil War, the most advanced _capitalist
layers, the industrial and, f1nanc1al bourge0181e, have wield-
ed power vitrually alone. As in every. other imperialist
country, bourgeois democratic rlghts have been extended
and withdrawn' as the class struggle developed. The period
of Reconstruction was one of extreme radical democracy.
If prior to World War-1I, it may still have been possible
to find a major segment of the economy where the basic
bourgeois tasks had not been completed, the massive
industrialization and. urbanization of the postwar period
swept it away. Today we are not faced with masses of
sharecroppers fighting for their individual nghts against
planters, but rather with agricultural workers collectively
fightmg, through their unions, the magnates of agrobusx—
ness.” (Discussion Bulletin Vol. 31 # 18, page 8) ,

This . paragraph muddles together _"bourgems tasks" in
the sense of tasks needed to be accomplished in order for
the bourgeo1sie to hold unchallenged power, and demo-
cratic tasks, ‘that is tasks which were first raised in the
great bourgeois-democratic reyolutions, but which the
bourgeoisie refuses to, or is incapable of carrying out.
Thus our authors gloss over burning democratic tasks



that have not been completed, that affect large sections
of the masses in general and the work1ng people in par-
ticular. Two especially urgent democratic tasks are the

determination, in the Leninist tradition, meant one thing

‘and .one thing only: the right to form a separate state.
. It is precisely that challenge to the existing state apparatus

ending of national oppression and all forms of the oppres-'
sion of women. Neither of these democratic taskswill be ac-

complished under capitalism — it will take the proletarian
revolution to do that Both raise demands of a transi-
tional as well as-democratic nature. But we cannot con-
jure away the urgency and importance of these tasks
by pointing out that the cap1tal1st class holds unchal-
lenged power in this country!

It is ironic that this posmon propounded’ by the' Ameri-
can’ supporters ‘of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank grouping  is
remarkably similar to one proposed by Stalin. The fol-
lowmg was, Trotsky's comment on an arncle written by
Stalin in 1917

"On March 25, in an article dealing with 'a government
decree -on the" abolut1on of natlonal hmltatlons, Stalin
tried to formulate the national 'question on a historic
scale. 'The social basis of national oppression' he writes,
'the power inspiring it, is.a decaying land aristocracy.’
The fact that national oppression developed unprecedent-
ly during the epoch of capitalism, and found its most
barbaric expression in colonial policies, seems to bebeyond
the ken of the democratic author. 'In England,' he con-
tinues, 'where the landed aristocracy shares the power with
the bourgeoisie, where the unlimited power of the aris-
tocracy long ago ceased to exist, national oppression is
milder, less inhumane—leaving out of account, of course,
the circumstance that during the war, when the power
has gone over into the hands of the landlords. [!], na-
tional oppressmn was considerably strengthened (perse~
cution of Ireland and India.)' Those guilty of oppressing
Ireland and India are the landlords, who — ev1dent1y in the
person of Lloyd GeOrge—have seized power thanks to
the war. ' .In “Sw1tzerlanvd and North America,’ con-
tinues Stalin, ‘whete ‘there i$ no landlordism and never
has been [!], where the power is undivided in the hands of
the bourgeoisie, nationalities have developed freely. Na-
tional oppression, generally speaking, finds no place. . . .'
The author completely forgets the Negro, 'Indian, immi-
grant and colonial problems in the United States " (fIhe
History of the Russzan Revolution, Vol. III).

There is. a very Jmportant point in what Trotsky says,
which we will return to. Contrary’ to the unphcations of
the Internatronahst Tendency docurnent, und1v1ded un-
challenged bourgeois’ rule does not lessen nahonal .0p-
pression, it everywhere extends, mtenszfzes and exacer~
bates it, deVelopes it "unprecedent,ly
~ Having thus deftly conjured away the reality of na-
tional oppression by explaining that the bourgeoisie rules
this country, our 'magicians try to make Trotsky dis-
appear by’ damnmg him with faint praise.

"We believe' Trotskys position in 1939 was basrcally
orrect," they write. "It flowed from his' knowledge of the
C.P.'s line on the Black Belt, and corresponded to the
reahty of a massive concentratmn of Black people in
the South under predomlnantly rural conditions. Under
those conditions, and due to their relatrvely smaller weight
within' the labor movement. it was ‘possible for true na-
nationalist aspirations to develop. This possibility con-
cretely posed the question of the right to self- determination,
and Trotsky correctly advocated uncondmonal defense
of that right. It should be pointed out, though that self

that gives the demand its explosive character.

"Since 1939 the objective basis for the development of
nationalist aspirations has been considerably weakened.
‘There is only a small minority of sharecroppers. The
majority of the Black population has been dispersed in
the cities and integrated into the industrial production
process. An urban petty bourge01s1e and comprador layer
has developed. In the unlikely event that a nationalist
consciousness, develops, we should defend the right of
Black people to self-determination, although not advocate
that they implement it. However, it should be clear that
as the working class radlcahzes, the sub_]ectwe basis for
nanonahst asplratlons 'will tend to wither away and make
way for workmg class solidarity." (p. 13)

Thus we have the fantastic assertion .that one of the
obJectlve reasons for the development of ‘Black national-
ism is Blacks being sharecroppers. Since Blacks are now
highly proletarianized and a high proportion are in the
mtles, there is no longer an objective basis for Black
nationalism, only subjective’ reasons for the "nationalist
mood which prevailed for some time among a layer of the
Black masses." We should drop the demand for self-de-
termination and take it up in the future only in the "un-

‘likely event” that nationalist sentnnent develops among

Blacks, and even then we wont advocate that they unple-
ment itl"

This wrong analysrs misses the essential problem.
Trotsky's opinions, and ours, on self-determination for

‘Blacks were and are not pred1cated on the fact that a

large proportmn of Blacks were sharecroppers, but on

the fact of their national oppression. The objective basis
for the rise of natlonahst asp1ratlons among Blacks lies
in the continued natlonal oppressron of Black people.

" In this regard the assertion that Blacks have been
"dispersed in the cities" and "integrated’ into the indus-
trial production process are revealing for what they o-
mit. Yes, Blacks mlgrated into the’ c1t1es—-but were not
dispersed in them. They are concentrated in ghettos This
fact results from the contmuatlon ‘of the national oppres-
sion of Blacks. Yes, Blacks have been proletarianized,
but not 1ntegrated on an equal basis into industry or
the labor force. As proletarians they face a doublé op-
pression. They are forced into lower paying and the worst
jobs, are ‘the "ast hired and first fired," are excluded fro_m
many unlons except on a token basis, etc. and etc. '
Whrle settmg up the straw man of a Trotsky who based
hi§ views on the existence of the Black belt and the fact
that a large proportlon of Blacks were then sharecrop-
pers, ‘and thus "agreeing" with Trotsky in order to dis-
miss him, our pundits carry on a thmly veiled polemic
with what Trotsky really said. They attempt to give a
negatwe connotanon to the party's application of the
concepts of the permanent revolution to_the Black strug-
gle “The theory of the combined revolution,” they write,
"is "in effect an extensron of the permanent revolution to
the  United States " This is a dtrect polemu: with Trotsky
In dlscussmns with party leaders in 1933, (reprinted in
Leon Trotsky on Black Natzonalzsm and Self Determma-
tion), Trotsky had this to say:
., "When we are so far that the Negroes say 'we want



autonomy,” they then take a position hostile toward
American imperialism. At that stage already the [Black]
workers will be much more determined than the [Black]
petty bourgeoisie. The workers will see then that the petty-
bourgeoisie is incapablé of sttuggle and gets nowhere,
but they will also recognize simultaneously that the white
Communist workers fight for their demands and that will
push them, the Negro proletzlnans, toward communism.

*"Weisbord in correct in a certain sense that the 'self-
determination® of the Negroes belongs to the question
of the permanent revolution in America. The Negroes
‘will through their’ awakening, through ‘their demand for
autonomy, and through the democratic’ mobilization of
their forces, be pushed toward the class basis. The petty
bourgeoisie will take up the démand for 'social, politi-
cal and economic equality' and for 'self-determination’
but prove absolutely incapable i the struggle; the Negro
proletariat will march over the petty bourge01s1e in" the
direction toward the proletarian revolution. That is for
them the ‘most important road. I can therefore see no
reason why we should not advocate the demand for 'self-
determination.”

The class dynamics outlined here by Trotsky do not
hinge upon a large number of Black sharecroppers. Trot-
sky's view of the class dynamic of the struggle of Blacks
is exactly opposrte of that outlined by the Internationalist
Tendency. It is analogous to the ‘dynamics of the perma-
nent revolution in colonial countries. (We leave outhere the
unconscious restriction of the permanent revolution to the
c¢olonies. The permanent revolutlon refers to the whole pro-
cess of world revolution.) The 'Black petty bourgeoisie,
while capable of giving some support to the national and
democratic demands of the Black masses, wﬂl waver, will
be inconsistent will prove incapable of struggle. The Black
proletarlans will be the most consistent and resolute flght-
ers for' these demands, and can be won to Communism —
if the revolutionary party resolutely fights for their na-
tional and democratic deniands and educatés the wh1te
workers to do likewise.

There is another important. difference between Trotsky
and the Internationalist Tendency. Our authors write:

"In fact, 'this ideology [Black natiohalism] has two func-
trons For the extremely small layer of Black bourgeoisie
and espec1ally petty bourge01s1e, it serves as a protective
shelter against the competition of ‘white big business. But
more importantly it objectively serves the' American rulmg
class by hmdermg the process of united workmg ‘class
struggles.”

One hundred percent wrong ' Thé hindrance to united
"workmg class struggles comes not from Black natlonallsm,
but white racism. Working class solidarity can come about
to the extent that the white workers reject their relative
pnvileges vis-a-vis the Blacks, and support the national
‘and democratic demands of the Blacks. '~

"The Negroes are not yet awakened,"’ says Trotsky in
the same pamphlet and they are not yet united with
the white workers. 99.9 percent of the Amierican workers
are chauvinists,’ in relation to the Negroes they are hang-
men and they are so also toward the Ch1nese It is ne-
cessary to teach the Amencan beasts. Tt'is necessary to
make them understand ' that the American state is not
their state and that they do not haveto be the guardians
of this state. Those American workers who say: 'The
Negroes should separate when they so desire and we
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will defend them against our 'American police' —those
are revolutionists, I have confidence in them.

"The argument that the slogan for 'self-determination'
leads away from the class basis is an adaptation to the
ideology of the white workers. The Negro can be devel-
oped to a class standpoint only when the white worker
is educated. On the whole the question of the colonial
people is ih the first instance a question of the develop-
ment of the metropolitan worker."

Our authors make a great fuss about the party's al-
leged abandonment of the internationalist perspective and
even ' scientific theory, in favor of embracing the "ideo-
logy” of nationalism. First of all, this is false. But we
do assert, in direct opposition to the position of thé Inter-
nationalist Tendency, that ‘true’ internationalism begins
with full and unequivocal and unconditional support of the
struggles of oppressed nationalities against their national
oppression. ‘Part of this is support to the nationalism' of
the oppressed, by which we mean the consciousness of the
oppressed nationality of its oppression, its conscious op-
position ‘to that oppression, and its independent organi-
zation to fight that oppression. Now, that consciousnéss
and organization is incomplete. To win their fight against
ndtional oppression, and -against the class oppression
thet is intertwined with it, the oppressed nationality must
go beyond such nationalist consciousness to-a proletarian
internationalist consciousness, a consciousness that in-
¢ludes a resolute consciousness against national oppres-
sion. We want to help them do that, by first of all making
it crystal ¢lear that we support their national struggle
100 percent.

The new rise of Black nationalism completely belies
the "theory” of the Internationalist Tendency. Just as the
Garvey movement was centered among the Black prole-
tarians of thé big cities, the new rise of Black nationalism
has béen also. To get around that fact, our authors must
simply' assert that this was 'a passing phenomenon, due
to certain passing subjective conditions, and will wither
away ‘as the workers begin to struggle. This flies in the
face of the objective reality. Black nationalist séntiments
and ideas are not withering away, they are continuing to
spread. They will not Wither away in the future when the
working class as a whole takes the road of masswe in-
dependent political struggles, because they aré rooted in
the real national oppression of the ‘Black people (While
our authors do point out that Blacks suffer from a "special
oppressio they shrink back from calling it by its right,
scientific name: national oppression). Black-white working
class unity will be forged ‘because with correct leadership
white’ workers will leain to give support to the "special"
struggles and demands of the Blacks.

Having rejected Trotsky, and having' developed thetr
anti-Black nationalist position, the International Tendency
proceeds to attack the analysis of the Black and Chicano
movements ‘made by the SWP over the past decade. Our
analysis is based in part on the| expeérience of the Russian
revolution, a_nd on the confribution Trotsky made to our
understanding of the question. But with the new rise of the
movements of the oppressed nationalities in the U. S. and
throughout the world, ‘we developed and extended that
analysis to the new situation as it unfolded in its concrete-
ness: Here we should recdll Trotskys statement quoted
earlier, that the bourgeoisie’ exacerbates and intensifies and
develops national oppression. We see this happening on a



world scale and in the U.S. The Internationalist Tendency
in the U.S., and the whole Maitan-Mandel-Frank grouping,
fail to see or come to grips with this important and per-
vading world-wide phenomenon.

In the U.S., the Internationalist Tendency rejects our
call for an independent Black party. One assumes they
would also reject our long-standing policy, advocated
by Trotsky (see Leon Trotsky on Black Nationalism
and Self-Determination), of giving critical support to Black
candidates running outside the Democratic or Republican
parties. Our call for an independent Black political party
was in part an extension of this policy, based on support
for the democratic rights of the Black people. But it also
has another dynamic our pundits totally miss. Its forma-
tion would signal the beginning of a qualitatively higher
stage of radicalization and consciousness of the Black
masses, characterized by a break with reliance on the
capitalist parties, and would set in motion a dynamic
that could rapidly lead to independent political action
by the working class. The position of the International-
ist Tendency on two other central questions exposes the
adaptation to white chauvinism that underlies their whole
position. The first of these is their rejection of our slogan
of preferential hiring and upgrading for the oppressed
nationalities. Instead they propose the slogan of "Jobs
for All; no discriminatory hiring or advancement prac-
tices."

"Preferential hiring is supposed to deal with the reality
of high unemployment in the Black community," they
write. But unemployment is not an ethnic [!— B.S.]
phenomenon. To pose this narrow solution to a chronic
disease of capitalist society which affects all workers doesn't
solve anything. Instead it adapts to the bourgeoisie's
strategy of dividing the workers' struggle . . ."

True —unemployment is a chronic disease of capitalist
society. But the oppressed nationalities and women play
a special role in the industrial reserve army, are forced
to bear a disproportionate share of the burden of unem-
ployment. In addition to demands to fight unemployment
for the class as a whole, centered around the demand for
a sliding scale of hours, we must raise special demands
that speak to the particular burden of unemployment that
Blacks and other oppressed nationalities and women are
forced to bear.

On the question of "dividing the working class”— again,
it is white racism and white privilege that divides the
working class, not the raising of demands that redress the
inequality between Black and white workers. This putting
the blame on Blacks for the division in the working class
reveals the rightist core of the Internationalist Tendency's
politics.

Their position reflects a formal, liberal, bourgeois view
of equality. Their demand for "No discriminatory hiring
or advancement practices" is nice and even handed, isn't
it? On the one side, the bosses are not to discriminate
against Blacks in hiring and advancement. On the other,
there is to be no preferential treatment for Blacks. Thus
we will all be "equals" in the market place — and if it turns
out that Blacks do not have the education or training,
or have worse health, or suffer from all of the other ef-
fects of discrimination and oppression, why that is just
too bad—they lose out in the "fair" and "equal" competi-
tion of the market place.

To win real equality requires preferential treatment of
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Blacks, of other oppressed nationalities, and of women.
Equality cannot be achieved until all of the aspects of
discrimination are eliminated. Blacks have to be hired
before whites with equal skills, first of all just to catch
up and equalize the employment rate, and to overcome
the effects of discrimination. They must be preferentially
advanced, or the present inequality, of Blacks on the bot-
tom holding the lowest paying and worst jobs will be
perpetuated. It is only after a period of preferential treat-
ment in favor of the oppressed that the permanent dis-
crimination of capitalism can be overcome in fact.

Let's look at the second slogan the Internationalist Ten-
dency would have the party reject, that of Black control
of the Black community. First, they muddle the question
by asserting that they do give this slogan some lukewarm
support, but only as an expression of aspirations for "local
autonomy." This itself is a dangerous formulation, especial-
ly in the context of a discussion on the Black struggle.
We do not raise demands for "local autonomy" in general.

Just as we do not give any support whatsoever to white
nationalism, we give no support at all to any idea of
"white control of the white community"” which can only be
directed against Blacks. We gave no support to the white
parents who demanded control over bussing, for example.
Such demands are an expression of white racism. We said
that the question of bussing should be determined solely
by the Black community, because it is the Black communi-
ty that suffers from discrimination in education and it is
the Black community which should decide whether or not,
and how, bussing should be done as part of overcoming
that discrimination.

Our authors are wrong when they say that the demand
for Black control of the Black community is not an ex-
pression of the right to self-determination. Their argument
hinges on a too-narrow definition of self-determination,
as "one thing and one thing only: the right to form a
separate state." Wrong. It is the right of oppressed national-
ities to determine their own destiny, up to and including
the right to form a separate state. It also includes the right
to opt for complete integration, in a single state. In the
case of Palestine, we see an oppressed nationality demand-
ing just that. (Perhaps this is why our pundits find it so
difficult to support the Palestinians on this?) In between
there are many other forms possible, from federation,
autonomous zones, the exercise of certain rights of govern-
ment but not others, etc. In the Soviet Union, we can still
see many of these various forms, although they have been
robbed of their content by Stalinist revival of national
oppression. Concerning the Black population in the U.S.,
we do not attempt in any way to impose any form on
them —it is up for the Black masses to decide. But "Black
control of the Black community" goes in the direction of
Black people determining their own destiny.

For confusion, our authors throw in a false debate on
Black control of the police in the Black community. We do
not put foward this demand. In the Transitional Program
for Black Liberation, the question of the police is separated
out from demands relating to control of institutions such
as schools in the Black community. Our program for
the police, as part of the capitalist state apparatus is that
they must be dismantled and replaced with the armed
militias of a workers state. In relation to the Black com-
munity, we also recognize that the police function as an
occupation army of the oppressor nation against the Black



community. Thus our transitional slogan is to "replace
police occupation of the Black community with a com-
munity-controlled police force drawn from residents of the
community."”

How should we characterize this opposition to preferen-
tial hiring and advancement, and to Black control of the
Black community? Exactly as Trotsky characterized argu-
ments that the slogan of self-determination leads away
from the class basis, as an "adaptation to the ideology of
the white workers."

Let us apply this position of the Internationalist Ten-
dency to the concrete situation in New York, in relation
to the teachers union. In 1968, there was a teachers strike.
We characterized the strike as a racist strike, directed
against the right of the Black community to control the
Black schools, including the right to fire racist teachers.
The Shanker bureaucracy said the strike was over union
rights to resist any such firing. We actively helped break
that strike, and conducted a campaign inside and outside
the union against it. Certainly the logic of the Internation-
alist Tendency position would be to support that strike,
to walk the picket line with the cops and Shanker-
organized teachers and help them beat up the Black and
Puerto Rican parents who were attempting to open the
schools. (The nature of the strike was indicated by the
support it received from the cops.)

Let's take a more recent example, the fight for com-
munity control of the schools and for preferential hiring
and upgrading of Puerto Rican, Black and Chinese
teachers in New York's District 1. The logic of the Inter-
nationalist Tendency would put them in Shanker's camp
again. Shanker waged a consistent campaign on these
two very questions, using some of the identical arguments
advanced by the Internationalist Tendency. He was
against community control. He proclaimed his support of
the "democratic" principle of "no discrimination” as against
the Puerto Rican community's demand for preferential
hiring and upgrading. What Shanker was defending by
both these stands is not the building of a fighting class
struggle teachers union but rather a white job trust.

Similarly, the Internationalist Tendency sides with the
racist steel companies and the United Steel Workers bu-
reaucracy by opposing the court ruling which would re-
quire taking steps against racist practices in hiring and
seniority systems in the steel industry. The Internationalist
Tendency is also on the wrong side of the fence in de-
bates taking place over "quotas." They would have to
oppose as "divisive" demands being raised by Blacks,
Chicanos and women that they be hired or advanced or
admitted into educational institutions according to their
numbers in the population, since carrying out such mea-
sures would require preferential hiring and advancement
and preferential treatment in terms of scholarships.

The position of the Internationalist Tendency on the
Chicano population follows a similar pattern. In the Raza
Unida Parties, they tell us, we should stop "stressing the
nationalist issues which unite all Chicanos" and instead
"intervene with a class line." But what are the "nationalist
issues which unite all Chicanos?" They are the issues of
national oppression of the Chicanos, which affect all Chi-
canos regardless of class, and which affect the Chicano
workers the most. We should emphasize both these issues
flowing from the national oppression of the Chicanos,
which are interwined with and cannot be separated from
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the class issues, and the larger issues of the class as a
whole. For example, we want to raise the demand
of preferential hiring (both a national and a class issue)
and the demand for a sliding scale of hours to figh un-
employment on a national scale.

The key class issue facing the Raza Unida parties, which
must be in the forefront of our propaganda, is indepen-
dence from the capitalist parties. This class issue presents
itself in a nationalist form in this case.

II. Revision of the Party's Theory and Program on Wom-
en's Liberation.

The bulk of the Internationalist Tendency attack on the
party's intervention in the new womens movement centers
on our support for and work in the campaign to repeal
the abortion laws. The article by Comrades Betsy Stone
and Mary-Alice Waters, "The Abortion Struggle: What
Have We Accomplished, Where Should We Go From
Here?" (DB Vol. 31 # 19), although written before the
Internationalist Tendency document was published, refutes
their main contentions concerning the abortion law repeal
movement, in taking up the positions of our opponents.
I will not repeat what Comrades Stone and Waters have
said. Here we will note the Internationalist Tendency's op-
position to forming single-issue united front campaigns,
and their belittling of the importance of the question of
abortion. |

In addition to rejecting the party's work in the WONAAC
campaign, the Internationalist Tendency attacks the need
for an autonomous movement of women that will seek
to unite women in a struggle to end their oppression.
They falsely equate this conception with rejecting the pri-
madcy of the class struggle.

The oppression of women as a sex constitutes the ob-
jective basis for the organization of women in struggle
through their own organizations. The trend of radicalizing
women to form all-female organizations —womens libera-
tion groups, womens coalitions, womens caucuses in the
trade unions, etc. —is healthy and progressive. It reflects
the desire of women to take the leadership of their own
struggle in hand. They want to have their own organiza-
tions in which they can learn and develop and lead with-
out fear of being put down or dictated to by men or hav-
ing to compete with them from the start. All-female or-
ganizations help many women take the first steps toward
discarding their own slave mentality, and toward gaining
confidence, pride and courage to act as political beings.

This is true now, while the movement is still in its in-
fancy and still confined to relatively privileged layers.
But it will remain true as the potential of the movement
to organize masses of working women is realized —in
fact, will be even more true in the case of the most op-
pressed and exploited women, denied some of the ad-
vantages of more privileged women.

An independent women's movement will continue to have
a big role to play in the period of transition to socialism,
under a workers' state. We can expect that that will be
when the women's movement will reach its greatest mobili-
zation, as women spearhead the fight to eradicate every
form and vestige of their oppression on the basis of the
new economy. We certainly should not think that the
tremendous release of creative energy the proletarian rev-
olution will unleash in all sectors of the masses will re-
sult in passivity on the part of women. While women can-



not achieve their liberation through any channel except the
world socialist revolution, this goal itself cannot be
achieved without mobilizing the masses of women as a
component part of the class struggle.

Building all-women's groups does not conflict, as our
authors imply, with building mass action campaigns and
coalitions involving both men and women to fight for
the same demands. Women will be the backbone of such
campaigns, but the fight of women is in the interests of
the working class as a whole and our perspective is to
win support for the movement from all working class
organizations.

The so-called "class" approach of opposing the develop-
ment of an independent women's movement advocated
in this document thus would represent a big stride back-
ward in the SWP's understanding of the new feminist move-
ment if it were adopted. It would put us at odds with
its independent thrust and its attempt to mobilize women
through their own organizations to fight for their rights.
Such a position certainly would not help us win feminists
to the revolutionary socialist perspective.

This approach would lead us in a sectarian direction,
as can be seen in the document's prohibition of having
anything at all to do with NOW. Because NOW is "al-
most exclusively white, middle and upper income group,"
it is "certainly not the arena for revolutionary agitation,
propaganda, or recruitment,” they say. While we must
recognize the difficulties of working in NOW, and realis-
tically assess the possibilities (which will vary from place
to place and in time), we must certainly not reject attemp-
ting to win NOW members to our programs on the basis
of such criteria. Whatever class members of NOW come
from, we have to recognize that NOW is attracting women
who want to find an organizational expression for their
desire to fight for the rights of women. Given the situation
where NOW is the only nationally organized women's
group, with the exception of the Women's Political Caucus,
many such women are attracted to it. We want to win
them to the revolutionary socialist perspective if we can.

II1. The Antiwar Movement

First, we should note that on the question of understand-
ing the Stalinist nature of the Vietnamese Communist
Party leadership, and the related questions of our prin-
cipled position regarding coalition governments and popu-
lar fronts, the Internationalist Tendency is ambiguous.
Their formulations lead one to suspect that they are well
on their way to adopting the wrong positions on the Chi-
nese and Vietnamese CP, held by the Maitan-Mandel-Frank
group. (An example: they refer with a straight face to the
"reincarnation of the Paris Commune in 1967 Shanghai")
If this suspicion proves to be correct, we will have to add
another big theoretical and programmatic step backward
that the Internationalist Tendency is trying to foist on the
party. These questions will be dealt with fully in the de-
bate in the International.

We must also note their confusion over the nature of the
"Out Now" demand. They state: "The call for noninterven-
tion of U.S. imperialism had a democratic content for the
United States, where it appealed to the isolationism of the
masses and the pacifism of some layers. In the case of
Vietnam, however, it had a revolutionary content.”

Since in Internationalist Tendency lingo "democratic"
can roughly be translated as "not very important’ and
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even as "reformist’ or "milktoast,” and certainly is counter-
posed to "revolutionary,” we should look more carefully
at this assertion.

The demand for the immediate withdrawal of U. S. troops
from Vietnam is a demand that the U. S. respect the dem-
ocratic rights of the Vietnamese not to be attacked or
otherwise interfered with by U.S. imperialism. It is a
concretization of the demand for self-determination for
Vietnam. In the context of the Vietnamese revolution, this
democratic demand would have the effect, other things
being equal, of amounting to the victory of the NLF
and DRV. In addition, it had a democratic content in
relation to the U.S., as comrade Novack has pointed out.

But this demand did not appeal to the isolationism of
the American masses but to their opposition to sacrificing
for Washington's war against the Vietnamese. To talk
about opposition to an imperialist was as being tanta-
mount to "isolationism" is to reveal an inexcusable hostility
to the American antiwar movement.

This was the best demand to mobilize the antiwar senti-
ment of the American people in a struggle against their
own government on the key question of imperialist war.
It did not appeal to or further xenophobic isolationism,
but rather its exact opposite. It helped break down chau-
vinist attitudes and anti-communist fears.

Although they throw some bones to the importance of
building a united front for the immediate withdrawal of
U.S. troops etc. from Vietnam, the whole thrust of their
criticisms of party policy in the antiwar movement run
counter to the basic principles and tactics we used to
build that united front. They attack "single-issuism," with-
out which the united front could not be built. They would
have (if they had thought of it at the time!) oriented us
towards organizing "special slogans, special contingents,
special actions and organizations aimed at strengthening”
the deadly opponents of the mass-action oriented antiwar
movement, whom they falsely label as the "anti-imperial-
ist wing."

If we had followed the policy they outline, we would
not have been able to play the role we did in building
the antiwar movement, a role which was unique and
necessary for the success of the movement. It is a role
we should be proud of, and learn from, and not sneer
at like these embittered sectarians do. In his answer to
Comrade Sterne, Comrade Mirelowitz answered the argu-
ments put forward by the Internationalist Tendency, and
there is no need to repeat them here. (DB Vol. 31, No. 16)

1V. Application of the Theory of the "New Vanguard”
to the United States

Related to their position on the student movement, the
antiwar movement and the abortion struggle, the Inter-
nationalist Tendency takes us to task for being "sectarian”
toward a certain grouping.

Many comrades may be confused as to just what the
"new vanguard" the document "Building Revolutionary
Parties in Capitalist Europe" refers to. I know I am. It
seems to mean different things. In any case, while still
somewhat vague about it, the supporters of that docu-
ment in this country, who have "applied" its "method"
in writing their own resolution, seem to zero in on the
concept a little more, and perhaps this can help us under-



stand what the document on Europe is refering to.

There are at least four places where Massey et al refer
to this grouping. One is in reference to "more advanced"
women who refused to support WONAAC because they
had "gone beyond" fighting for the repeal of abortion
laws and understood the question on the family and "cap-
italist society itself." Another reference is to the "conscious
anti-imperialists” in the antiwar movement. A third is
to a "trend in the New Left," who, under the influence of
the French May-June events, began to reject student van-
guardism and orient toward the working class. Finally,
they point to the following: "To the left of the CP, a whole
milieu has arisen out of the experience of the past rad-
icalization. It is made up of increasingly political centrist
formations and Maoist currents. The strong attraction
of this layer toward Maoism is partly a product of ad-
miration for the Chinese Revolution and the rhetoric of
the Cultural Revolution, but it is partly also the product
of a repulsion for the SWP's opportunism and exclusive
student orientation, as well as the sectarianism of the
professional anti-Pabloite groups."”

Now, they make crystal clear they are not talking about
women who, because they understood the role of the fam-
ily, saw the importance of the fight to repeal the abortion
laws. Nor are they refering to those feminists who came
to an understanding of "capitalist society itself" and joined
the YSA or the SWP. They are not refering to those anti-
war activists, the true vanguard of the antiwar activists,
of which we were the central part, who favored a victory
of the NLF and DRV over U.S. imperialism, who were
"consciously anti-imperialist" and therefore understood the
necessity of building a massive antiwar movement against
this imperialist war. Nor to those hundreds of antiwar
activists who saw our role in building that movement
and who developed revolutionary socialist consciousness
and joined us. Nor those who, through their experience
in the radicalization came to understand the need for
a proletarian orientation, and understood what was wrong
with Stalinism, and therefore joined us. Nor those who,
attracted by the gains of the Chinese Revolution, but
rejected Maoism, joined us. No, it's not any of those
Comrades Massey et al are refering to.

They are talking about the ultraleft opponents of the
party, whom we have had to fight tooth and nail in every
intervention we have carried out in the mass movement.
They characterize a section of them as "centrist," that is, be-
tween reformism and revolutionary socialism.

In relating to the ultra-lefts and reformists within the
youth radicalization, the YSA and SWP have fought
against their influence but we have also tried, wherever
possible, to win individuals and groups from these cur-
rents to our views. In the process, an important layer
of former ultra-lefts and opponents of the party have
been won to our ranks. We won them not by adapting
to their policies, as the Internationalist Tendency urges,
but by winning them to a Trotskyist program and per-
spective. It appears that in the case of the Internationalist
Tendency, the opposite process has begun to take place.
The Tendency is being won over to the various nostrums
of the ultra-lefts. Instead of being so rought and nasty
with these currents, and calling them "opponents" and
"ultralefts” simply because that's what they are, they pro-
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pose we cuddle up to them, in a "realignment process
they see "going on in the whole left." To do this, we're
to organize special contingents, devise special slogans,
catering to the weaknesses of these forces. This is po-
litical adaptationism, and we can only conclude that they
are moving towards these currents, repelled themselves
by what they see as the "opportunism of the SWP."

V. Our Alleged "Minimalist" Approach to the Transitional
Program

Comrade Novack has already dealt with this gross dis-
tortion of Marxism. (DB Vol. 31 No. 22) It is an applica-
tion of the theories of the IMG's Alan Jones. (Comrades
should re-read "Democratic and Transitional Demands
and Other Stupidities”" in IB #2 in 1972 and the IMG
1972 Perspectives Document in IB #3 in 1972 to get
the full "theory," straight from the horse's mouth.

I will comment on one point not mentioned by Comrade
Novack, and that is the Internationalist Tendency's rejec-
tion of the extension of the Transitional Program, con-
tained in the Worldwide Radicalization of Youth and the
Tasks of the Fourth International, the Transitional Pro-
gram for Black Liberation, and in the Chicano and wom-
ens liberation resolutions adopted by the 1971 party con-
vention. The Internationalist Tendency falsely charges
that these are considered by us to be separate transitional
programs. As they all plainly state, they are extensions
of the original Transitional Program, using many of its
same demands and using its method, and form part of
our single transitional program for the socialist revolu-
tion. In this sense, they are no different in kind than
the special demands raised in the Transitional Program
itself for the peasantry. We fully expect that in the un-
folding of the class struggle, we will have to raise even
more demands.

The real point of all this verbiage raised by the Inter-
nationalist Tendency about the "separate” transitional pro-
grams, is their hostility to the radicalization as it has de-
veloped, and the party's coming to grips programmatical-
ly with the various facets of it.

VI. Revision of Leninism and Cannonism on the Nature
of the Party

Their document ends with some modest proposals to
"reorient” the internal life of the party. These include the
following: "There must be a permanent discussion within
the party, which concretely means regular internal infor-
mation bulletins. . . ."

"The party apparatus must be kept to a minimum. The
party must be able to function on a volunteer basis. Full
time comrades should have some work skills so that they
can take a job if necessary; there should be a rapid turn-
over of the full-time comrades and no more than 10 per-
cent of the membership should be on full-time payroll
(professional revolutionary does not mean full-time paid
revolutionary)."

While quite short, these proposals amount to a complete
rejection of the Leninist conception of the party, especially
as that has been developed by Cannon and the SWP over



the years. They run counter to every lesson we have
learned on how to construct a party of the Leninist type,
a revolutionary proletarian combat party.

They would turn the SWP into a discussion club, with
a perpetual internal discussion, which would rob the mem-
bership and the party as a whole of the opportunity to
make definitive decisions on disputed questions and pro-
ceed to act in a centralized manner without disruption
of party work.

They would jettison our professionalism. It is very true
that professional revolutionary does not equal full-time
paid revolutionary. We attempt to instill in every comrade
the concept that they are a professional revolutionary,
one who considers the party and party work their pri-
mary vocation whether or not they work full-time for
the party. But of great importance to the concept of pro-
fessionalism is the fulltime staff. There is rotation among
those serving on this staff, but no light-minded "rapid turn-
over," especially of the key cadres that the party itself
has selected to form the core of the political staff of the
party. Of course, material limitations put necessary limits
on the size of our full-time staff, and these vary depending
upon party resources at any time. But we strive to build,
not tear down, this staff, for we understand that it helps
maximize our strength and professionalism.

These few proposals not only would "reorient"” the party,
they would transform it from a nucleus attempting to build
a centralized, combat party into an unprofessionalized,
loose grouping. That is not the way to build a genuine
proletarian party. That is an organizational formula for
the liquidation of the proletarian party into a petty-bour-
geois talk-shop.

The central leaders of the Internationalist Tendency and
many of its supporters are a remnant of the For a Pro-
letarian Orientation grouping at the 1971 party conven-
tion. As comrades will note, on many questions they now
have diametrically opposed positions to what they fought
for at that time. For example, in 1971, they told us that
all of our sins flowed from our acceptance of Comrade
Mandel's economic writings. Now they tell us that our sins
flow from "pulling back” from the conclusions of those
same writings.

During the 1971 discussion, Comrade Jack Barnes and
myself pointed out that what their position really amount-
ed to was a sectarian rejection of the radicalization as it
was unfolding in concrete reality, which, after all, we
are not yet in a position to directly influence in a major
way. They hotly denied this assertion, and even tried to
cover up their position by stating that they were "in agree-
ment" with the party's analysis of the independent move-
ments that have emerged in the course of the radicaliza-
tion.
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That mask is now completely discarded. They have
latched onto the positions of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank
grouping in the International. These new political posi-
tions (new for these remnants of FAPO) are the vehicle
for rejection of the radicalization, only now they have
"theoretical” arguments to justify their stand and greater
moral support in more clearly stating it. The clearer
statement of their positions, as we have seen, represents
among other things these six big strides backward.

The Internationalist Tendency represents a clear ex-
pression of Thermidor against the advances in program
and practice the party has made in.coming to grips with
the new radicalization. They attempt to play upon the
downturn in the radicalization to do this. They would
take us backward politically, saddling us with false and
wrong positions on democratic demands, on the nature
of the transitional program, on the women's liberation
movement, on the antiwar movement. On the question of
the oppressed nationalities, they would take us back to
before 1933, when we had our first discussions with Trot-
sky on the Black struggle.

In addition, they would have us adapt our program
to the rag-tag "mew vanguard" they think they see in the
U. 8., and give up the essence of the proletarian combat
party. This must be objectively summed up in the word:
liquidationism.

The Internationalist Tendency berates the party for not
doing more in the Black and union movements. We are
always open to suggestions from whatever quarter for
ideas on how we can do more work in these areas above
all others. We think, as the Political Resolution submitted
by the Political Committee indicates, that there are some
important new, if yet modest, opportunities in both areas.
But certainly not on the line advocated by the Interna-
tionalist Tendency.

In the Black movement, we are certainly not going to
take up these comrades' suggestion that we ape the Wohl-
forthites with the line, "nationalism leads to genocide and
concentration camps.”

In the teachers union, we are not going to support Shan-
ker's reactionary drive against the Black and Puerto Rican
communities.

In our work in support of the fight of the United Farm
Workers Union, we are not going to become the oppo-
nents of the concept of Aztlan or Chicano nationalism.

No. In response to the clarion call from the Interna-
tionalist Tendency of "To the Rear, March!" the party
membership will decisively reaffirm at the coming con-
vention our positions on the current radicalization, on
Black and Chicano nationalism, on the student move-
ment, on the fight against imperialist war, on the nature
of democratic demands and the transitional program. We
will reaffirm our dedication to building a centralized pro-
letarian combat party that can lead the working class
and its allies in the coming struggle for power.



LETTER FROM JACK BARNES TO BILL MASSEY

14 Charles Lane
New York, N,Y. 10014

June 17, 1973

CHICAGO
Bill Massey

Dear Comrade Massey,

You informed Comrade Jones by a phone call on Tuesday, June 12,
1973, that "three spokespersons for the International Majority Ten-
dency" plan to tour the party branches in July and you want to
receive our "cooperation on this project." You informed Comrade
Jones neither who these comrades are nor the exact dates for their
proposed visits.

We know nothing of this project.

Several months ago the United Secretariat established as a
subcommittee a Parity Commission. It is composed of two representa-
tives from the United Secretariat chosen by the Maitan-Mandel-Frank
tendency steering committee and two observers from the Leninist-
Trotskyist Tendency. One of its delegated responsibilities is to
discuss proposals for any such tours and to inform the appropriate
national leaderships concerning these proposals.

At its last meeting no such tour was proposed by the represen~
tatives of the Maitan-Mandel-Frank tendency. The next meeting of
this commission is scheduled for early July. If there is some
emergency, such a proposal can be made in writing to the Political,
Committee of the Socialist Workers Party from the Maitan-lMandel-Frank
tendency representatives on the Parity Commission.

The Socialist Workers Party has done and will continue to do
everything possible to clarify the disputed international political
questions. As we informed the United Secretariat at the time of
the formation of two international tendencies, we will welcome &
proposal by the steering committee of the Maitan~Mandel-Frank ten-
dency to verbally present their views to the party.

But this can be organized only through the elected leadership
bodies of the Socialist Workers Party which are responsible for the
regulation of all internal affairs of the party. If the Political
Jormittee is informed of this proposal by the leadership of the Mai-
tan-Mandel-Frank tendency, it will make whatever proposals it con-
siders proper to the branchgs. . .

I will respond to the three points raised in your letter to me
of May 22.

"1) Our Tendency which will be supporting the positions of
the International Majority Tendency, will have a Natl.
Coordinator -~ myself. I will in the course of the pre-
convention period have to travel extensively and therefore
I wish to inform you of this fact. Realizing that this is
not the normal procedure I assume you would agree that the
preconvention period {and in addition pre-Congress periods)
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are not the "normal" times and therefore we cannot adopt a
routinist attitude toward them. I will of course allow the
Branch Organizer here to know my schedules."

I note your new post as National Coordinator and the fact that
you will "allow the branch organizer to know" your schedule.

It is correct to inform the branch organizer when you are going
to be absent from the branch for a period of time. But in addition,
the branch must agree to any extended asbsences from the activity of
the branch. I'm sure the branch will cooperate fully in this pre-
convention period with your desires to nationally coordinate.

"2) Finances -- during the course of the tendency struggle

the question of funds (and of course expenses) becomes a
concrete reality. Travel to other branches to give reports,
exchanges of views among comrades who share basic political
agreement prior to the submission of a document (s) to the
preconvention discussion, national coordination of the ten-
dency struggle, etc., co-thinker tendency responsibilities
etc., all of these cost money. During the course of the pre-
convention period members of our tendency will, unless an
alternative approach is presented have to take on these polit-
ical responsibilities, and other obligations, such as their
current sustainers, will temporarily suffer. To avoid this

I would propose for your consideration that the SWP adopt

the methods of the Ligue Communiste -~ that is that the
National Office of the Party bear the expenses incurred by
both the majority tendency and the minorities in getting all
the points of view in dispute to the Party as a whole. This
would not only mean the documents or written material, an
obligation that our Party has traditionally fulfilled, but

the oral presentations to each of the branches. In this
regard it would also be my proposal that the Party as a whole
take on the joint expenses of the International Majority and
Minority Tendencies as they affect the participation of our
Party comrades in relation to these Tendencies (as co-thinkers
of course since as you know the reactionary Voorhis Act allows
only consultative observation at, not membership participation
in international bodies). To be specific meeting such as
Santiago or meeting in Brussels cost funds but are necessary
in working out the positions and actions of the Tendencies.,
Travel expenses for bringing comrades from other areas to
present either of the Tendency positions to the Party here

in the course of the preconvention or pre-Congress discussion,
should be borne by the Party as a whole, If this is not done,
then an alternative solution is necessary and the sustainer
base of the Party cannot go unaffected since we are not
alchemists and possess only limited resources. I raise this
problem not for public debate at this time but for consulta-
tion on your part -- the problems are already real.'

You received a copy of Comrade Jones' letter of June 4, 1973,
to the branches concerning your desire to make available spokespersons
for the Internationalist Tendency to the branches., Comrade Jones'
letter outlines the procedure, including the financial responsibility
of your tendency, for doing this. This is identical to the procedure
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followed in 1971 in relation to the Gregorich-Massey-McCann-Passen
"For a Proletarian Orientation" grouping. I assume you are familiar
with it.

The national office of the party does not "bear the expenses"
of any tendencies, factions or other groups. The national office of
the party finances the activities of the party as decided by its
elected bodies. The expenses of any tendencies or factions are borne
by themselves.

The constitution of the party explains the financial responsi-
bility of membership in Article VII, Section 2.

The resolution on the Organizational Character of the Socialist
Workers Party adopted by the 1965 party convention delimits member-
ship responsibilities in a broader framework.

I enclose a copy of both documents in case you do not have them
at hand.

"3) In the Convention Call the agenda refers to "World Move-
ment Reports" and "Political Reports" as well as to a "World
Political Situation Report" and a "Political Resolution."

As the coordinator of a Minority in the SWP and political
supporter of the International Majority it is certain that
the Party leadership represented by yourself do not share
our conjunctural analysis at least and this will be reflected
not only in the "World Political Situation Report" and the
"Political Resolution" but in the "World Movement Reports"
and the "Political Reports" as well I assume in the Organi-
zation Reports and Youth Report. Therefore in order to pre-
pare the presentations of our ideas to the convention and in
order to adjust this presentation to the form of the conven~
tion, we must have further clarity on what the leadership
plans. The agenda in the Call is too ambiguous. We cannot
under the present circumstances adequately prepare our
presentations to the convention -- please clarify.

Further proposals on the convention agenda and schedule will be
submitted to the party in due course. We will send you a copy directly.

Comradely,

s/ Jack Barnes
National Secretary

CC: Pearl Chertov - Chicago branch organizer
United Secretariat
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