14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014

May 10, 1973

SAN FRANCISCO -~ Gebert
L0S ANGELES -~ Sudie Trippet

Dear Comrades Gebert and Trippet,

This letter is in response to your request, contained in
your letter of April 7, 1973, addressed to the Administrative
Committee, that certain documents be printed in the Internal
Information Bulletin as part of the preconvention discussion.
These documents include: "Appeal to the National Leadership of
the SWP Concerning Internal Democracy"; "Additional Comments Re-
lating to the 'Appeal to the National Leadership of the SWP Con-
cerning Internal Democracy'"; "Postscript"; and an exchange of
letters concerning the circumstances of the publication of an
article in the SWP Discussion Bulletin during the 1971 precon-
vention discussion.

The content of these documents covers two areas. One con-
cerns editing by the national office of articles submitted to
the SWP Discussion Bulletin, which I will discuss below. The
other is your complaint that Comrade Matilde Zimmermann was shown
a copy of discussion articles by yourselves before they were
printed in the 1971 preconvention SWP Discussion Bulletin, That
this happened is evident from the fact that Comrade Zimmermann
replied to your articles in an article printed in the same issue
of the SWP Discussion Bulletin; it is also confirmed in the ex-
change of letters between Comrade Gebert and Comrades Camejo and
Zimmermann.

It is not the norm for articles submitted to the SWP Discus-
sion Bulletin to be shown to comrades for the purposes of answer-
ing them before their publication in the Discussion Bulletin,
either by the national office or individuals. However, this has
been done in the past a few times, when special circumstances
indicated that this would facilitate the discussion, and with
agreement from all parties concerned. One of the circumstances
surrounding this instance was that you had repeatedly complained
that the national leadership had not answered your arguments. You
did this through repeated telephone calls to the national office,
and in your articles in the SWP Discussion Bulletin itself. (See
"The Generation Gap ~- Which Side Are You On?" by Sudie and Geb,
Vol. 29, No. 22.) There you state: "Articles published after ours,
have already seen replies in print. One article printed after
-ours, saw not only a reply, but even a reply to the reply. A
-phone call to the NO on July 15 revealed that as of that date no
reply had yet been submitted, though one or more replies were to
be expected, someday."

You had repeatedly raised the same point in the Boston branch.
Comrade Camejo, who at that time was a member of the Boston branch,
came to New York temporarily to help the national office with the
convention preparations. He asked a leader of the Boston branch,
Comrade Zimmermann, who had verbally debated the questions you
raised in the branch, to submit in written form her answer to some
of your arguments. To facilitate this, given the approaching dead-
line for contributions to the discussion, he showed proofs of three

of your latest articles to her, under the impression that you had
agreed to
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this procedure, and her article was printed in the same bulletin
as yours. However, given the fact that there apparently was some
confusion on this score, it was an error of judgment on the part
of the national office to use this procedure.

Your articles were not held up in publication at all by this
procedure. There was some short delay because the necessary secur-
ity editing of your articles took more time than usual, but this
proceeded independently of Comrade Zimmermann's writing of her reply.

With the exception of the materials concerning the circumstan-
ces of the publication of Comrade Zimmermann's article in the 1971
preconvention discussion, the other materials you have submitted
for publication in the SWP Discussion Bulletin represent an attempt
to insert in the SWP Discussion Bulletin material previously rejected
for publicatdion during the 1971 preconvention discussion or during
the party literary discussion on the gay liberation movement. This
material was deleted or changed for reasons of security, or because
it went beyond the bounds of a discussion of the gay liberation
movement during the literary discussion on that question, or becausé\\\
it went beyond the bounds of a discussion to set the political line
of the party. These articles are rejected for inclusion in the
SWP Discussion Bulletin, with the exception of materials relating
to Comrade Zimmermann's article.

Editing by the national office of contributions to the SWP
Discussion Bulletin is minimal. Such editing falls into two cate-
gories., The first is routine security editing. The national office
has the responsibility to security edit every contribution to
the SWP Discussion Bulletin.

The second area of responsibility of the national office
relates to the nature of a written discussion in the Socialist
Workers Party. The purpose of the preconvention discussion is to
discuss the political issues before the party. The national office
has the responsibility to reject material submitted to the SWP
Discussion Bulletin that falls outside this purpose.

Comradely,
Barry Sheppard

for the Political
Committee
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4609% Marmion Way

Los Angeles, Ca. 90065
April 7, 1973

Dear Comrades--—

In connection with the "Appeal to the National Leadership of
the SWP Concerning Internal Democracy" which we sent you in early
February of this year, there have been developments which are very
relevant. Comrade Barry Sheppard, during his national organizational
tour, spoke with each of us in person in order to respond to that
appeal. As a result of that discussion, there has been an exchange
of letters among involved comrades.

In addition to feeling that the National Committee should be
fully aware of our appeal itself, we also think the NC should have
an idea of the response to it, the relevant letters, and also of
what we feel about the response we received. So we would like to
repeat our request that the appeal be reproduced and mailed to the
full NC before the plenum at the end of April; and we would like
to ask that the following materials be done the same with:

a) our understanding of Barry's answer to our appeal (enclosed)
b) the relevant letters (enclosed)
(c) our post-script on the subject (enclosed).

Also, regardless of how the plenum regponds to our appeal,
we feel that it would be good for the education of the comrades as
a whole, if all these documents were printed in the pre-convention
internal discussion bulletin; we are submitting these documents with
this letter, in form for printing in the DB as soon as the literary
discussion opens.

If we don't hear otherwise from you, we will assume that this
procedure will be followed. Thank you.

Comradely,

s/ Sudie (IA branch)
& Geb (SF branch)
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4609 Marmon Way
Los Angeles Calif 90065
February 4, 1973

Administrative Cmte, SWP
Dear Comrades—-

Enclosed with this letter is an "Appeal to the National ILeader-
ship of the SWP Concerning Internal Democracy,” which is self-explan-
atory. Since it involves what we see as serious violations of party
democracy, this appeal should receive a serious response.

We would like to see the problems involved, solved before the
beginning of the upcoming preconvention discussion, since preconven-—
tion discussion procedures are in question. And so it seems to us
that the coming NC plenum is the place for the appeal to be dealt
with.

We think this appeal should be reproduced and distributed to
the entire national committee by mail before the plenum, so the
entire national leadership can be fully informed about the matter;
we make this as a request. Wi2ll this request be granted? What are
the relevant procedures? Will we be notified of an official response
to this appeal?

We hope that the problems we have had can be resolved with a
minimum of time and bother.

There are three questions in this letter. When you answer them,
we would appreciate it if you would send one copy to Sudie at the
above address and another copy to Geb c¢/o the San Francisco SWP b
hranch., Thanx.

Comradely,

s/ Sudie, LA dbranch
& Geb,. SF branch
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APPEAL TO THE NATIONAL LEADERSHIP OF THE SWP:
CONCERNING INTERNAL DEMOCRACY

Dear Comrades-—-~

We make this appeal to you in hopes of ensureing that future
SWP internal discussions will be carried out in the best possible
way.

We are very concerned with this, because of several of our ex-
periences in the past two years, involving what we felt were signif-
icant and unjustified violations of internal democratic rights. We
want to report what we know of these incidents, and to explain why
we feel they need to be appealed. We hope to be able to get agree-
ment on the political principles involved so that we won't have to
fear repetiticns.

The four main incidents: v

(1) censorship by the national office of the discussion of the SWP's
membership policy of marijuana, in the article we wrote on the youth
radicalization, in the 1971 pre-convention discussion.

(2) censoring of the last paragraph of our article about gay liber-
ation in the same discussion.

(3) Four cases of censorship of what we wrote during the special
1972 discussion of the gay liberation movement.

{(#) a very unusual privilege that seems to have been given to

a comrade who wrote a reply to something we wrote in the 1971 dis-
cussion.

In the second case we were given an explanation we feel was
not satisfactory; in the other three cases we've never received any
sort of explanation. We need to take the cases one by one.

ONE: CENSORSHIP OF THE MEMBERSHIP POLICY DISCUSSION

During the 1971 party pre-convention discussion, we submitted
an article titled "The Generation Gap: Which Side Are You On?" One
aspect of the "generation gap" we dealt with was the massive use of
marijuana among young people today, a fact which has become polit-
ically important especially because of the reactionary laws against
this. Our first concern was to encourage the party to more actively
take a public stand in favor of the right to use marijuana.

But a second concern we had, was to suggest and argue for a
change in our membeship policy concerning marijuana, We feel this
policy is too formal in approach, so inflexible as to be harmful
to the party under rresent conditions,: by causing distrust and mis-
understanding, and by making recruitment more - difficult especially
among those we need most to reach; that the motivations for the
policy, while sensible in the abstract, were not completely wvalid
at the present time (and also partially wrong even in theory, in
the form it is sometimes presented); and that as a a result it is
in the interests of the party to have a more flexible approach.

So we argued for a change in this policy.

Of course, such a discussion--concerning a security policy--
could present a security problem under certain conditions. But we
found that we were able to write our views on this in such a way
as not to compromise party security in the slightest; this was quite

.
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easy to do. We took great pains to make sure that there was not
so much as a comma in our article which could endanger the party.
We still stand on this: there is not one comma in what we wrote
that in any way or in any degree compromises party security.

We were honestly startled when we read the printed version
of our article in the Internal Bulletin: the entire discussion
of the membership policy, every bit of it, was gone.

It was not a case of rewriting or removal of certain pass-
ages which the nabtional office saw as a security problem; all of
it was gone. The following is the discussion which was cut out:

"Our tendency to sympathize with the PL position that pot
is petty bourgeois, has also caused us to establish unusual
internal regulations on the matter.

"It is absolutely necessary for the party and the YSA to
take whatever measures are necessary for the security of the
movement. In general we have the position that the entire lives
of members, including their fersonal lives, must be conducted in
such a way as not to Jjeopardize the security of the movement.

"But this doesn't cause us to feel the need to ensure that
no comrade ever breaks any law. It's quite possible that there
have been cases of women comrades obtaining illegal abortions
at one time or another. It's also possible that some gay comrades
have taken part in gay sex acts even in those states where this
remains illegal. Illegal extra-marital sex may also sometimes
occur.

"We don't know whether such things might occasionally
happen among comrades, because we don't even try to find out,
and if we did try to find our we'd never be able to, anyway. We
dontt feel the need to prevent every such incident, because our
concern is not to have a movement which never has a member who
ever breaks any law. Our concern is to have a movement which
never places itself in unnecessary significant legal danger, and
we don't feel that that results even if some incidents along
the above lines do sometimes occur.

"But in relation to marijuana, we forget that our concern is
never to place ourselves in unnecessary significant legal danger.
Instead we imagine that our concern is never, ever to break a
law. Our comrades break far fewer laws than the average American,
but it is always possible that some comrade sometimes breaks
some law.

"Regarding the marijuana laws, it's not only possible but
inevitable. Remember that being in the presence of marijuana is
Just as illegal as smoking it. Every time we go to a major anti-
war demonstration, we may find ourselves in the presence of some
marijuana. Every time a comrade goes to a rock or soul concert,
we face a great danger of finding ourselves seated next to a kid
who passes us a lit Joint; at many such concerts, joints are
passed up and down the rows to such an extent that everyone or
virtually everyone there, participates.

-"At such a concert, passing the Joint on without smoking it
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is not enough to make us legal. Even refusing to touch th? damned
thing won't make us legal, since it's illegal to even be in the
presence of the stuff,

"Some comrades might feel that we just shouldn't go to con-
certs anymore. But surely all comrades will agree that we must
continue to attend antiwar demonstrations even if it means being
illegally in the presence of grass. Again, our concern is only to
protect the organization, and the organization is not generally
endangered by our attending either antiwar demos or concerts.

We ought to consciously agree that our internal regulation
on grass is not that all comrades must refrain from ever, ever
breaking any facet of the amti-grass laws. Our internal policy
on grass, like anything else, is that no comrade may do anything
which unnecessarily places the movement in significant legsal danger.

"That is the only valid concern we can have regarding pos-
sible violations of the anti-grass laws by comrades. We cannot
restrict use of grass among comrades, on grounds that grass is
petty bourgeois, until someone comes up with some scientific
evidence for that analysis (and the testimony of Progressive Labor
doesn't count!).

"One passage in the Political Committee memorandum on gay
membership, suggests that an additional reason for prohibiting use
of grass by comrades, is "the hatred of many of the oppressed of
this country for the narcotics trade." To answer this:

1 - Marijuana is of course not a narcotic,.

2 - Insofar as any such hatred for the narcotics trade has any
defensibility, it is a hatred for the underground capitalists who
profiteer off the trade. Any comrade who profiteered off the
narcotics trade, would obviously be placing the movement in such
extreme legal danger that no additional reason is needed for pro-
hibiting that practice.

3 « Underground capitalists who profiteer off the trade of things
other than narcotics -- such as counterfeit money, illegal abor-
tions, or for that matter, marijuana -- also would place the move-
ment in such serious legal danger that we need no further reason
for prohibiting such practice among comrades.

"The fabled 'hatred of many of the oppressed of this country
for the narcotics trade' will not disappear the day marijuana is
legalized. But the necessity for any restriction at all on the
right of comrades to use grass, will disappear the day that
marijuana is legalized.

"In the meantime, our internal policy regarding the marijuana
laws should be Just like our policy regarding any other laws. No
comrades can be allowed to place the party or the YSA in unneces-
sary, significant legal danger. If comrades want to take part in
illegal sex acts (such as gay sex or extra-marital sex), or if
comrades want to attend concerts where there will find themselves
illegally in the presence of marijuana, etc., the security of the
movement required only that they not place the movement in un~
necessary, significant legal danger.
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"17he hatred of many of the oppressed of this country' for
gays and grass-smokers, is the creation of the bourgeois media,
and we have no interest in compromising with such backward notions
when we don't have to."

The seme thing was done with the summary which we titled
"Miscellaneous Resolutions"; this was a numbered 1list of our main
points, which was printed later in the same bulletin number, The
summary we wrote for the section on our membership policy, was
cut out completely; here is the original:

"It is of paramount importance to ensure the legal security
of the party. So we have the general policy of prohibiting any
actions, in comrades' personal lives or otherwise, which present
unnecessary, significant legal danger to the movement. Beyond
this, no special internal policy is required regardingtthe mari-
Jjuana laws."

In both cases the passages were cut out without any note
being placed into the printed version to indicate that a passage
had been deleted. We were never notified of the action, let alone
given an explanation. ILuckily, we had felt the need to check the
printed version against our xerox of the original, sentence by
sentence; otherwise we might just not have noticed. The fact that
we might well not have noticed is yet another reason why we really
should have been notified at least.

Since we were in a nearby branch and since there was some
time left in the discussion period, the national office could have
contacted us to try to work out whatever changes were felt to be
necessary, sSo that at least in some form we could have presented
our views on the membership policy; 1f anything had to be censored,
this seems the way tit should have been done.

But we feel there was absolutely nothing that needed, or
even came close to needing, to be censored--for security or any
other reasons. Just a few months later the YSA printed some arti-
cles calling for a more flexible marijuana policy, in its precon-
vention discussion; those articles seem to be of the same general
type as ours was, yet the YSA didn't feel the need to censor them--
even though the YSA's discussion bulletins were being sold publicly.

Actually, we are only speculating that the grounds for the
censoring was security (what else could it be?); we haven't received
any notice of the action, let alone the reasons for it. Shouldn't
internal censorship be taken more seriously than this?

TWO: CENSORSHIP IN THE 1971 GAY LIBERATION ARTICLE

During the same preconvention literary discussion we also
submitted an article titled "What's So Good About Gay?" One of
the main ideas in that article was that human beings are bio-
logically gay -~ "the human animal is gay" -~ and that the
Protestant ethic of capitalism requires for people's gayness to
be suppressed into unconsciousness. We discussed how this sup-
pression is done: "Straight society needs to keep the majority
of people from even trying gay sex as an experiment, for the
obvious reason that such experimentation would lead to people
realizing that they are gay." We presented a political defense of
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what some comrades had called the "gay will to convert," which we
felt was best symbolized in the spontaneous slogan heard at Gay
Pride Week demonstrations: "Hey, hey -~ Waddya say? -- Tri it
oncel! —~ You might be gayl"

Since we attached so much political importance to the atti-
tude of experimentation and self-discovery in this article, we
decided to end it like so:

"To end on a personal note, let us say to all our beautiful
comrades, that if you haven't tried it, you really don't know
what you're missing. Why not take an evening, the next time you're
in some state where it's legal, and give it a swing? You'll be
glad you did."

When we sent in this article to be printed in the Internal
Bulletin, we again had no idea that there would be any trouble
in getting it printed. We were just astonished when it was re-
turned to us with a cover letter which is quite brief, brief
enough to reproduce here:

July 19, 1971
Dear Comrades Sudie and Geb,
Your document "What's So Good About Gay? (or Homosexuals

Are Really Revoltingl)" is unacceptable for printing in the
Internal Discussion Bulletin.

The bulletin cannot be used for suggestions or advocacy
on strictly personal matters of comrades. 1f you wish, you may
edit your contribution accordingly and resubmit it for the Dis-
cussion Bulletin.

Comradely,
Joel Britton
National Office

We immediately phoned the NO and asked for further explana-
tion. The small amount of information in the above letter was
repeated to us. The NO explained that it could not tell us in
any further detail how we had gone wrong -~ and what we had to
do to the article to makel t acceptable -~ because they had re-
turned the article to us and didn't remember (no, they had not
made a xerox of it). Was there anything other than that final
paragraph which was unprintable? Again, they couldn't recall,
but they seemed to remember that it was more than just the last
parsagraph, a lot more. We gave up on this approach.

Even though we thought we had a right to have the article
printed as is, the way we wanted it, still we sat down to figure
out how to change it to make it acceptable by these standards
which we had never been taught about in classes on the theory of
democratic centralism. The only significant change we could
come up with was to cut that last paragraph -~ where the word
"personal" had appeared.

We resubmitted the article, with a cover letter. We ex-
plained why we wanted that paragraph in: "the fact that we
wanted to include it, should be seen as an indication that we
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felt a political purpose in writing it. We think there is a real
political gain to be made in encouraging repressed-gay comrades
to experiment out of scientific curiosity."

We stated that, while we wanted the paragraph in, still we
would rather that the rest of the article get printed, rather
than nothing at all, so we agreed to cutting the last paragraph
if they would not print it. The article was then printed, without
the offending paragraph.

In that letter to the NO, we asked: "given that it was such
a brief paragraph and could presumably not have caused significant
real harm if printed, was it really necessary to refuse to print
ig?"

We added that an article written by some other comrades had
included a great deal of personal character attacks, which are
clearly out of order in a political discussion. The NO printed
that other document anyway; we asked, "couldn't you have done
the same thing with ours?"

We pointed out that if the article had been printed when it
was first received, it would have reached the branches in time to
be discussed there, and possibly for someone to write a response.
In fact, if there even had been an attempt to reach us by phone
(Boston's not very far from NY), we might have reached an agree-
ment without what turned out to be a nine-day delay in the mails.
Our letter asked why the national office did not seem concerned -
that our ideas see print as soon as possible (the printed version
finally csme out after the discussion deadline).

We specifically stated that we felt these three questions
"deserve answers from the Administrative Committee."

But we never got any answer at all.

_ We still don't understand this. If there is a paragraph in
an article that we write for an internal discussion, which we
include for what we consider to be political reasons, and which
we consider to be a political statement, does the national office
p:ge the right to call it "strictly persord," and refuse to print
it?

Such a right could easily be misused. It was in this case.
Shouldn't internal censorship be taken more seriously than this?

THREE" CENSORSHIP IN THE 1972 GAY LIBERATION DISCUSSION

By the time of the special internmal literary discussion on
gay liberation last year, we had learned to expect the unexpected
with regard to censorship of our articles. So we were not quite
8o surprised when it happened again. There was censorship in
each of our three main articles. First: Our criticism of comrade
Barry Sheppard's article was titled "Concerning an Inadequate
Compromise." One section of it, called "The Double Standard for
Gays," was designed to show tlmt Barry's arguments against inter-
vening in the gay movement at this time, were inconsistent with
what Barry would say about most other movements.
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Barry said "There is no national action coalition around
specific issues of gay oppression which we could support and help
build." This was our response:

"But we were intervening, for example, in the women's libera-
tion movement for a year or two before there existed a national
action coalition in that movement, either, and further, WONAAC
would probably not exist today if it were not for the work we
have done to help build it."

The national office cut out the word "WONAAC" and put in the
word "that" instead. Since we haven't heard a word of notice or
explanation, we can only guess why. Was it a tightly-kept secret
that "WONAAG" was the name of the national action coalition which
we were playing a vital role in?

If the national office disagreed with what we said about
WONAAC, one of the comrades could simply have written a denial.
But to cut out the word makes it harder for comrades reading our
article, to understand what we are talking about. How would Barry
feel if we had the power to take out a specific word in his
article and replace it with a vague "that"?

Shouldn't internal censorship be taken more seriously than
this? '

Second: In responding to the article by comrade Nat Weinstein,
oné of our main purposes was to show that his abstentionist atti-
tude toward the gay liberation movement was what comrades call
"workerism"; we titled our response to Nat, "Gay Liberation vs.
'Workerism,.'"

Now Nat and the other abstentionist comrades generally do
not take workerism to the extreme of, say, the Workers League;
the difference in degree is so great that it's fairly hard to see
any close resemblance. But there were some workerist positions
put forward at the 1971 SWP convention, mostly by the Proletarian
Orientation Tendency. We felt that we could be much more under-
standable if we showed parallels between Nat's views and those
of the "FAPO" group, as it was often called. The main paragraph
in which we tried to show the FAPOism of Nat's views, went like
S0:

"Nat's position represents a synthesis of the positions on
gay liberation taken a year ago [during the 1971 SWP convention]
by Hedda Garza and the FAPO group. Comrade Hedda was also con-
cerned about not ‘'erecting barriers.' The FAPO group advocated
'support' from the sidelines (although they said this was just
because we don't have enough cadres; they never said that 'gay
liberation has notrevolutionary role to play,' as Nat does).

More importantly, the whole FAPO approach to politics can be seen
in Nat's approach to gay liberation -- a mixture of economism,
empiricism, and rigid traditionalism."

A couple of pages of our article was then devoted to a de-
tailed argument designed to show the similarity between Nat's
methodology, and the methodology of the FAPOs. But the reader of
our article would have a hard time figuring that out, because
the national office changed this introductory paragraph, to this:
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"Nat's position represents a synthesis of the positions on
gay liberation taken a year ago by some comrades during the pre-
convention discussion. Some were also concerned about not ‘'erect-
ing barriers.' Others advocated 'support'! from the sidelines (al-
though they said this
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was just because we don't have enough cadres; they never said that
'gay liberation has no revolutionary role to play,' as Nat does).
Nat's approach to gay liberation is a mixture of economism,
empiricism, and rigid traditionalism."

We don't mind so much that comrade Hedda's name was cut out.
But our basic analysis of Nat's position becomes only half-under-
standable when all reference to the FAPO group is censored out.

One reason why we really can't imagine why this incident of
censorship occurred, is that our remarks here were just a conden~
sation of what we had said about FAPOs and the others, in our .
previous article, "Concerning an Inadequate Compromise." In that
previous article, there were several similar references by name
to the FAPO group, which were not censored.

Our article would have been much more understandable, and
much more reflective of our views, if it had not been censored in
this way. We don't know why this paragraph was chopped upj again,
we never received any notice or explanation about it. Shouldn't
internal censorship be taken more seriously than this?

Third: Much the same as the second. In the same article analysing
Yat™s views, way at the end, in summarizing our two pages of anal-
ysis of what we called economism, empiricism, and rigid tradition-
alism in Nat's article, we drew this conclusion:

"Nat's methodology, and his conclusions, bear a striking
resemblance to those of the various 'workerist' trends in the
radical movement, from our own FAPOs to the Workers League,
Spartacists, Labor Committee, etc."

In the printed version, everything after "radical movement"
was cut out; not only was the reference to the FAPOs cut out, but
also the references to the Workers League, Spartacists, and iabor
Committee were also cut out. As a result, in the entire article
as printed, there were no specific references by name to any of
the tendencies we were comparirg Nat with. This of course made
the whole article much less understandable.

Again, we don't know why. Never any sort of notice or ex-
planation, no consultation, nothing. Is there a pattern emerging?
Shouldn't internal censorship be taken more seriously than this?

Fourth: Our third main article during the 1972 gay liberation
internal discussion was "Women and Gay Liberation." This article
was concerned with showing the links between anti-female sexism
and anti-gay sexism, and the links between the struggle for sexual
freedom of women, and of gays. Nat had argued that "sexual free-
dom" was relevant to gays but not to the women's liberation move-
menty his purpose being to show that there isn't a link between
these two movements, at argued that working class women don't
have time nor energy to worry. about sexual freedom. We replied:

"This is exactly, down to the very last detail, the same
reasoning that we see among most of our opponents, and that we
saw from the FAPO group last summer. Only they draw a more logi-
cal conclusion. They oppose the movement for legalized abortions
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which the party favors; instead, they prefer movements for free
abortion on demandy equal pay for equal work, etc.”

When this paragraph was printed in the internal bulletina the
phrase "from the FAPO group last summer"” had been changed to "among
critics of the party position at the last convention," and they
were not all alike, and they did not all have positions resembling
comrade Weinstein's, This change in our text not only made our
comment more vague, it even made it less accurate.

We again don't know why this chop was made (though we suspect
it may have been for the same reason as the previous two chops,
whatever that reason may be). Again, the effect was to make our
article somewhat less understandable. Again, no notice, consul-
tation, or explanation; the pattern continues. Shouldn't internal
censorship be taken more seriously than this?

Wouldn't any comrade have to object to someone snipping and
chop%ing away at their articles, preventing them from presenting
political arguments which they consider important?

FOUR: MATILDE ZIMMERMANN'S APPARENT SPECIAL PRIVILEGE

If comrades check their files of the 1971 preconvention dis-
cussiony they will see that our article on the "generation gap"
was immediately followed, on the very next page of the same issue
of the internal bulletin, by a rebuttal by comrade Matilde Zimmer-
m.la]gné tiEled "In Defense of the Revolutionary Party Against Sudie
a eb.

This is of course unusual. Usually there is a wait of weeks
or more, between an article appearing in an internal bulletin, and
any response to it appearing in the bulletin.

We are happy to see comrades discussing our ideas. If we had
had any idea that Matilde would be interested in writing a response
to our article, we would have been happ; to give her an advance
copy of it; this would have bezn easy to do, since we were all in
Boston at the time. But in fact we had no idea that Matilde would
want to write a reply, and so we didn't give her an advance copy.

What must have happened is that, after the national office
received our article, an advance copy coming from the national
office must have made its way to Matilde; the national office
meanwhile delayed publication of our article while Matilde rushed
together her reply and got it to New York, where it was then
printed on the very next page of the same issue of the internal
bulletin, as our article was.

We don't understand why Matilde got a special advance copy,
or why the printing of our article was held up until her reply
was received.

If comrades will look on the very next page after Matilde's
article, they won't find our answer to it. In fact, they won't
find our answer to it in any 1971 bulletin. We had no knowledge
of Matilde's article until we saw it in print in the discussion
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bulletin, a couple days after the discussion period had ended, so
we couldn't respond to it in 1971 (let alone in the same issue of
the discussion bulletin).

Matilde of course had plenty reason to think we might be
interested in responding to ‘her article, but she did not choose
to give us an advance copy of it. The national office did not
provide us with an advance copy of it, either. In short, we had
no special privilege comparable to the special privilege Matilde
had.

How is Matilde's special advantage over us to be explained,
in terms of Trotskyist organizational principles? Will something
similar happen again?

* » *

Our motive in making this appeal is to try to see to it that
such infringements of internal party democracy, won't be repeated.
If only one of the four (actually seven) incidents we mentioned,
had happened, it would have been much easier to be much less con-
cerned. But with so many similar incidents involving us since
1971 (and what has happened to others, that we don't know about?)
we have to conclude that there is a real political weakness in the
party center, on the question of democracy of internal discussions.

We don't feel that we have to talk in great detail about what
this can lead to; we all can remember very well the role that
undemocratic internal procedures have played in a whole list of
disasters of the socialist movement.

Little bits of abandoning of internal democracy may only lead
to little bits of disasters. But little bits of abandoning of
internal democracy can alsc¢ lead to bigger bits. Isn't internal
democracy to be taken seriously?

It's hard to admit a mistake. But revolutionaries have to
do lots of difficult things. If the national office would admit
that it was in general mistaken in the above incidents, we would
be able to be much more confident that this sort of thing won't
happen again.

Comradely,

s/ Sudie & Geb
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE "APPEAL TO THE NATIONAL
LEADERSHIP OF THE SWP CONCERNING INTERNAL DEMOCRACY"

(note: the first document is the Appeal itself, which you
received from us probably around Feb 6 '73 -- S&G)
IT —- Comrade Sheppard's response

Shortly after we sent the above appeal to NY, comrade
Barry happened to be on the West Coast during a national or-
ganizational tour, and while in our respective cities he had a
discussion with each of us, to answer the questions we raised.
In reproducing his remarks here, of course there are some dangers:
we might easily misunderstand or distort what he said, or perhaps
Barry might have used a choice of words at some point, which
doesn't exactly reflect what he meant or would choose as a formal
response. We are being careful to try to be fair to him and his
views, and we do think we are reproducing them adequately, but

of course comrade Barry may wish to clarify whatever might still

need clarification.

(1) Marijusna policy censgrship: Our proposal for a change in this

policy, was censored for reasons of legal security, as we had

suspected.



 at onilz,ti‘lig:ﬁér.mét’h‘ei'. It's also possible that some ga& comrades -

L 'iny hn.vetakon partin gay sex acts even in those states where th:l.s

DOCUMENTS RE: APFEAL p. 2 ’ , ’

g gany 9”1 ﬂ‘f

4he following policies had been decided upon by the PC, as securit
/( 2 4

rules fot the literary discussion in '71: first, there could be "no
discussion of hard drugs" -- specifically, there could be nothing
gl‘th;t would suggest that "any comrade even wanted to change...

our policy on heroin or other such drugs"; second, there could be no |
-ugggstign‘ that thefe are positive benefits in marijuana use, mxm and
MM~ fh.t "cqnld he intefpreted ’to mean that actually people in
the partymnsing marijuana secretly"; th:lrd, theﬁ could ke no
uuggution ?hat.»‘cbu"ades’ sometimes break other lgws(thgre.l;ay also

have been other similar policies, too).

, :  Tho third reason was relevant to our case; we had suggested T"‘fj'f o

ometimes some comrades may break some 1au'.f‘",{:’

Woatatedin the ‘c'e‘:i’sorgd, siction, that "It's quite peuible;that

1

e L
remains iliqgal . Illegal extra—marifal sex may also sometimes ocour."

Ve daqiﬁfdd ‘that 1t vas “inevitable" that some comrades would -

“violate laws about being in the presence of marijuana, just as a

result of attending and antiwar demonstration or rock concert where

. others were using grass. |



a /’f" re nf/y

The decision to censor,wasn't made out #f a feeling neceasa.rily :

that we were in danger of being victimiged for illegal abortions etc.,
but rafher from the view that any sort of suggestion that comrades

might break laws, no matter how trivial, produces an atmosphere where

it might be easier to victimize us on whatever might come up. Comrades

may be openly gay, for imstance, but we must not call attention to "

th.}if.cc:%h.g vo are th,im KEIKIGE violating the mti-gay laws. . - |

Of. course, only some parts of our discussion of the mber-hip

. RCCOF&"\J ‘lo BAN"’J

g policy wcro unprintu’blo; Bu't/\so much would have had to be choppod out

: of“'th‘il diuc ] ﬂs : ;ioh',: that it:vould have maie ouf"arsunbntﬂ very

Ik

‘ 'inconplete, lnd 80 — f;imés- to us — the whole section was cng*

qf‘f'ahlld'dﬁte 7‘40‘/‘ :/e'auua[ ”A""WJS‘”

There was no discussion of why we weren't consulted aboﬁtﬂi E

‘the change in hopes of working out a wording acceptable to all. No

LT
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discussion of why we weren't even notified or sent an explanation.

And no discussion of why there wasn't any notice in the printed

;rticle to show that a section had been removed.

(z)‘ Censhrship in the '71 gay liberation article: this is the

p.r.graph that went out for being ”suggeltlons or advocacy on

&H’}’ Jmﬁ

strictlybgg‘r‘lonul matters". True,/‘it was just a short little paragraph, L L

but you have to draw the line somewhere. True, we obviously felt it

tobe d_po»i:"lrtiéal astatement relevant to the discussion, but the L
 national office felt it was not m patitimsixxtwtwsmmt politically relevant, -

andq{oh t\hibﬁis of that decision of theirs, they cut it out.

, “ There wuno erxj)lanation‘offere’d for why our protes;l; lottdi' -

' unttothauti‘m u dt"the time, vas no'ier :ansvered.f

ha.d said nbout VONMC Was. fair enough, but b 4 quoted out of

eontext tt it could be used aga.inst }p in this way. The vords "UOHALC" s

\ : ind "NPAC" had : also been cut from some other comrade‘s' articlef),for

2 _gimj.l_ar reasons. The dangerous statement in what we wrote, was:



o

w,

S céli':u&;’lla:ﬁ?wo'ihétoin's‘ position to it, it's only reaagnablo that some.
colrndunishtnnt to respond with a defense of the FAPO position on.

gay liberation. They might then claim that other questions were

A Vnistake; 'we lhould never have boen allowed to say anything more. :

i lpociﬁe than"soue eénrides" or efc. |

"WONAAC would probably not exist today if it were not for the work

we have done to help build it". By simply cutting out the name itself

and substituting a vague xfmxm reference, our political security was

’ fhus more secure, Sas Barr ye

(4) Mentioning "FAPO" by name: On this, Barry told us that bringing

“up the "FAPO" grouping ¥yxmmmm of the '71 convention, during the '72 . 3

g‘i‘yvr_‘fﬁliﬁériﬁoxi 'diicnsaion; would be reopening a broader discunibn.

| “ﬁ:,“‘alcﬁéled the FAPO position on gay liberation, and compared ek

d thultry to reopen dilcusuifo'n‘ of ‘other qué@tiq#ﬁl
this broadening . ning ’ofj th- o ,liber;tion dilcmion into other

iunu. vhieh m 'boing nipped in the bud 8o to speak. L

garﬂ( ll""kl
Tru‘,din Ly pnviws article we ho,d becn alloved to nontion
? ok i fe gp ‘g, : . Kaﬂyguﬁf
FAPO: by nm. md 1n f;ct at grel.ter hngth and detail Ahut vas a

In the case of XX "FAPO" and also "WONAAC", there again
was no explanation offered, as to why we were neverz consulted, sent

an éxplanation, or even notified of the censorship.
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(5) Mentioning "Workers Leacgue, Spartacist, Labor EXXE Committee™:

in one place where we compared Nat's view of gay liberation to that
of the FAPO and the above opponent groups, it was all cut out. This
‘was just a mistake: only "FAPO" should have been cut out, and

"Workers League, Spartacist, Labor Committee, etc." should have been

printed, according to Barry.

(6)_;@1,]4_‘0'_';‘1 m special privilege: Barry stated that no-ome

mthepu'tygeta ldvdncg copies of internal décuments before the

‘regular printing; he had no ides how Matilde had gotten her advance

_ copy of eur article, so be asked around, and discovired that comrade |

'Pet‘o?;\_‘c.mjp slidhehad iéen our article when it came imto the

. natiomsl office, ani with eur permission had given Matilde the copy.

-

!‘olloﬁ.ugthit,hmcopﬁ.oa Bf the exchanfe of letters nnong th

pe we hmbeon éoﬁpl’ete and fair in répfodﬁeing Bln'y,?sf
‘comments from our motes; we trust Barry will add or clarify if

2L LRI s \;xis‘ S
_necessary. .

. Signed,

Sudie & Geb
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|
. @ ' San Francisco

T Feb 12 '73

4 Peter Camejo

. Dear Pete —

‘I had a long talk with Barry She;ﬁpai‘d here today, aboﬁ’t_ an L

-
~S£

L:Jhlse/ ol Lymu/-zn. LDF'C}W{ )7/}&& rrmu Th,__a,?m‘(mb“ybah} “‘ P(:rh ﬁr H‘pg

appeal Sudie & I scnt td fho“N.o., concerning, among other things,



. and th.t thoywouldbe pi'iﬁ'ted in time since we were getting nea;f the cnd

" was amswered in the same bulletin. This would indicate that Mat

14 Charles Lane, NY

February 19, 1973

Dear Gebert and Sudie,

You have asked how it was pessible that in the precomvention
diséuaaién leading to the party convention of 1971 a contribution bY,Y°“;f'

ilde

5 i

pecial privilege"

=

' usual, qvemﬁbﬁc;g;l

conmtionaskod n;&f;.f to ;éayo Boston fg;‘: alhort peribd and

Sy Voo . N

4ving ‘in New York I discovered that

b

; Julyl?,yousubmittedthree méré docuncnts.

3 . :
Vhuk L T

P

mtj.onnl ot’f_i(ééjto make sure yoﬁ;'_docﬁn‘nints.;: ad arrived

s

called the

&

(14 . RS L

of the discussion period. Your call wgs passed to me since I was handling

"the doéﬁmcnts. You asked me if anyone had submitted a reply m to your



? (2)

contributions and I said no but that I would try and see if someone would.

“f( . : . That weekend, July 17 and 18, was the first WONAAC conference.
4

Matilde Zimmerman, a leader of the Boston branch, was attending it. I called

. her and asked her if she would consider taking up your points and gnsvorin‘g

' them as n‘l_'t;o,dqiu'ﬁf foffthe Bostqn branch.

with your own request to have taken the steps I did %o facilitate an answer

" which you yourselves requested.



nformation — two years after the fact. So I am rushing this off so you
Cbnradely;

You state in your letter that you are in a hurry to get this
it as rapidly as possible.

N
-

i
will have




o L;z/ San Francisco
Feb 21 '73
A : Peter Cameje
Dear Pete —

I want to express my eppreciation for your promptness in gnaver{ﬁg <  L

'bny fecent‘lcfteh; You didn't seem to understand why thOfé'yna 8o ?ﬁcn h *:‘ 3“:

vas 80 Sudie could éee youi{r§ipoh

's in L.A. later in February; we didn't have much adv

g

tactics in the world.

We felt that the problems we ran into would only be taken seriously;
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by a subsequent convention, or -- we hope — maybe a plenum. We were, and

still are, more concerned with the censoring of articles. We wrote the N.O.

" about this as well és the other, some 6 months before the next convention,

‘aﬁd_nearly 3 months before the plenum.

I'm afraid there's going to be more to be said_on'!atiidé's‘

i

e

:,;It aeéﬁs:uaureninber differently. Unfortunafely it‘i‘“'tﬁﬁ"i‘fi

“nittbr of n@nories conflicting after the passage of time. Offhand I can think

:@f three arguments whieh back up my memory and Sudie's:



Y

ONE: Sudie and I were shocked when we saw Matilde's article, right next to
r ( ours. The only explanation we could imagine, was that it was considered

. acceptable for the national office to send advance éopiés of discussion

£

artciles to selected comrades, such as Matilde. We eontinued to aasum‘that

this was ytk‘xb"oxplmtion until Feb 12 '73 when Bafry told me ofbei;gis‘e‘.yfvlt"

P

élv.dpd thl.t giving out advance eopies ’ ﬁas -an oﬂ‘iein.l o

£

you *had ssked Matilde {o vork o

oy

have: explained

)

interestedi.n !i;tiide ‘,; reap '

“hitional; Jesdership of the party — someons

S “

v

national committes. We

i
SF

£

Ve would h.u prllinedthis to you, and suggested that you ‘findr another -

[

G R

—

cma.do:.f Péglibiéf—-;,e,ven yourself, perhaps. If you had spoken With us,

«

would have giv-e'n' ybu such a response, We didn't give you such a reswiiae,

i-

beeau.. you didn't give us any occasion to.



our
THREE: If you had informed us of your action or asked us for/aukhorization,

.( ' we certainly would have approved —— gladly. For the same reason, we gave

.,,John.‘KcCann of the FAPO group advance c0pies of everything ve wrote. Also,

in the 197). YsSA convention discusgion, I wrote two articles reapondinc “bo tha

: ylet_tgrv. I'm hoping it will help dlarify the situation for you. I feel I




could kenefit from some clarification, myself,

Can you understand our position in this matter? Can you understand

| $ee |
how cértain we W that we never in any way #¥¥E consciously authorised

 now in, of not knowing waat eomclusions to draw?

;oii Mﬁtand hew-— qven%ccepting \dnatyon

E

)
27E i H

Fapecial privilege” that Sedfs. asd Geb

{
\




San Diego

26 Feb '73

¥

‘ I received your letter today about the preconvention diaqussion

«'AArti§105 two years ago. I did get copies of Gebert's and Ptterfavl§%tnfh'

[ o
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( After the discussion with comrade Sheppard described above,
and the exchange of letters printed above, there still remain a
number of questions in our mind which we feel need answers. Some of
them are questions which have been answered,mmmutx but we aren't
satisfied with the answers so far; others haven't been answered
at all, It is important for us to all have a proper and full
ux;deratandiné of internal procedure, and so we wish to stress the
queltioﬁs that still need answvers.

pece I o= | .

( 0@: lgost comrades do not know how much internal censorship we hnn,
or gil the reasons for it. We think that most comrades ‘havo a vague
ideavthav; theroisa ;c;siisility of security censorship in theory.‘

p%ut ih‘.t,i;lsuchf;eg-iity' ‘as}ve have in the US today it wouldn't ha§e

much real effect. We also think most comrades have not had any ides _

k that internal documents are also censored for being ”-uggcltiéu qr' Lo

~ advoeacy on strictly personal" questions even when the authors have

S
Y

fﬁiﬂy‘nuonable ‘grounds for feeling that what they are saying is"
politiciliy relevant. We think most comrades would not have expected

"WONAAC" or "FAPO" to have been censored in these examples.
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contralin, \rhich generally gives comrades the impression that anything

There may even be many other reasons why articles are commonly
censored; we only know from the ones that happened to us. Are there
any other grounds why internal documents would be likely to be

censored by the national office?

WO'; We have internal education about the theory of democratic

usuﬂ”
ﬁ.my conrade mts printed, gets printed, imitedAonly ;nntn: by

time ud vﬁéﬁui‘ol;lpace. why don't our internal classes teach us

about ali the other possible exceptions to the rule?

THREE: Irinternul bulletins are regularly censored, with no sort of '

; utioet& fh.re th;t some section has been nnx cut out or'" |
mnmrded,thcnhovmve supposed to have any ’ido;df hov
much is boineeonsma? Maybe 1t happens a lot to Sudie tnd.qu.bﬁt
hurdly ! vertomyone olse. Maybe it hppcm nlotvtq evoryonobut

thooenlm the-solves. Vhy ien't the readar of our internal bullctins

o infomd,‘ uybc‘br a 831“’°1 uxe [...] 7

se of] tenso i; of " arfidles, Jt\would ‘.

y {fol\ the nitiohal pffice \to ponthctlus apd tiy to jwork

sort of \word\ng acceptable \td béth \sides) Youldn"™|it De
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FOUR: In every case of censoring of our articles, it would have been
reagonably easy for the national office to contact us and try to work
out some sort of wording acceptable to both sides; in each case this
wggn"t done. In fact, the national office went so far as to decide

in the case of our discussion of the marijuana membership policy,

S e 4 )
that they had to cut out so much that it was only fair J’to us to cut
‘out the whole thing; so in effect, they allowed no discussion of the
neubershtppolicy at all. Shouldn't we have been allowed to decide

vhether we vanted the printable parts printed? Shouldn't there have

e

been sn effort to work out a compromise vhich would be at least KEE

partly scceptable to us?

r
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moveJf ez $o7 at) 1ehel mekean efEOEL 4y 4 RFaT

FIVE: The only censorship we were notified of, was in the case where

our entire article on gay liberation in '71 was rejected for being

too "personal"; if we didn't carefully check the printed version of
ever}thing we wrote sgainst the originals, how would we even vhavo;
anoyn that jcensorship had occurred? Shouldn't we have been sent some
mtic:"; otwhn.t wes dome — and, for that matter, an explanation of

why it was done? |

Itluppens that one of the several motives in our minds, for =
v :8,1' uing mt thef‘SUP should support the marijusna legaligation movement

vuthntlonlizltim wuld ”lead\ to use by hrgor( numbcrs‘of puple,

end use of higher quality grass and hashish (i.e., fewer bad side-effss

» wofee fﬁ.t_‘_."mq'voua'hm a positive cultural impact with omtnal

o poli c.l bonoﬁ.t. u u happenod, we didn't ehoese to put torurd

S ,.f- e
i our «

o thil g{e orAreuoning in the " discnu:.on. Barry now tolls us tha.t
L3 G ! ‘(“t . :

o if we h-d naﬂe any snch claims about benefits of marijuana, such a
‘ discuséioﬁ \;ould have been censored out. We do not at all understand :
how such an internal discussion article would significantly endanger

~ the party; isn't the danger much greater, to m our internal health
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cant
and internal democracy, when such a viewpoint cigu—Ipn't even be put

forward to the party by a comrade?

SEVEN: Barry also told us that the decision was made not to allow any

¥

suggestion that "anyone even wanted to change...our policy on heroin

xxsiimrxaasirirags
or other such drugs®. But isn't this a serious vidlation of the D

internal democratic norms, and rights of any comrade with such a view = .

-e‘or, potentially, any other minority view the political connitt'“‘

‘dacidés‘:te ban? Wouldn't the denger to our internal health be much
. ; R . .

fg.rei.te; than tha dangér- from the law in such a case?

Tot to hide from

anyome, which is a good thing, since we

L

inthe pramcekq.t‘ grass by going to ‘an antivar deionatration)', doeln't :

£ ﬂnt,uggolt that we do have sonethiné to hide? Wouldn't openness

o and plain talk make more people realize that we don't have things

to hide?



nonérih¢lerl|‘h!!n printed up efiesapieaiasbatuiagcR——"

} vbut rnthr "if" As it was printod, the passage certainly could 'bo
intorpntod touan tha} omtines our policy has been violgtod by

conudu. ’l‘hialms nuch/' fnrther than what we wrote.

¢ _th politicaleonitteo nemrandun being uncensored; we h.m'tm

Zia_bygipg;;p;iiﬁ‘;;i;ii\;rkénythjng.fBut how come §§;. okay f;:ai;ii 

i political ,oom:‘ltﬁgo»_t; aécide#ta.lly inplﬁ tﬁat some comrades lay
ha"mk.d dope, yet \’}et'ca.n't sven :;uggveat that some con;aioe nay

" be actively gay in stytes where that's illegal?

I A

NINE: The November '70 Political Committee memorandum which decided

to allow gays to be members of the SWP, also discussed our membership

policy banning use of marijuana, which wasn't changed. One passage
says "When we know of, have evidence of, or even hear rumors of the
o
use of marijuana in the organigation, we look into it. If it's true

we tull the comrades they have to knock it off, we explain why and

say they must co-ply with this rule or leave the organization". This
| was also as a 197 wternal bulletin.

‘Hi&bo the political committee shouldn't have said "when", .

eSWP

:'}It'sntru{ thnt nothing bad happened to “ as a rcmlt of

Is it just that the censors mainly censor everyone else but

don't bother themselves practicing what they preach?

+
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e TEN: In the case of the "strictly personal” last paragraph, our original

~ article was simply returned to us as rejected for containing such

mgéestioné or advocacy. We were told we could rewrite it and re-submit
~ 4t, but we were given no suggestions as to how. When we phoned ahout

the uttor we even were given the general impression that there was

e lot mrcthm XKE just the last paragraph, that would have to go.

Wouldn't it have been better to tell us right from the start, that

all n_h;ul ‘to do was chop off the last paragraph?

} xx.xvmw. fgiﬂ't that that last parsgraph was politically relevant; =

’ thona enal ,q:gfiéé felt it wasn't. In cases where it's debatable -

mething ‘{4’ politically relevant or not, wouldn't it be

na¥s a policy of reasonsble flexibility?

THELVE: M'th'e ‘cej:i-orchip_ of this paragraph occurred in '71,;1;0'
lro‘boalottor to 'th,v,‘mﬁiatrative Conmittee ﬁich is deacrihoa . :
in dotnilin our Appeal sbove. This XX letter asked a few dpecit‘i‘o;
 questions sbeut the action the AC was taking, and we asked for a

tritten explanation. That was fairly close to two years ago —- vhy'

didn't we ever get mn answer?
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THIRTEEN: Would it really be all that bad if some opponent stood up

at the next women's liberation movement conference and read from

an SWP internal bulletin, a sentence like: "WONAAC would probably not

help to
exist today if it were not for the work we have done to/build it" ?

Wasn't it basically true? Isn't it more dangerous to have the attitude

reglly
thn.t we bave to hide tim mtiiiwiw what we/think about WONAAC ? Why

act as 1f we have something to hide, when we really don't?

FOURTEEN: Concerning the mention of the "FAPO" grouping — what
difference doeg it make whether we referred to them by some specific
m'“chu "FAPO" or by some vague reference like "some comrades” —

 when mmconradgg could still figure out who we meant?

rn-rm: ‘The nutiox.ioii offi:éé' agreed that our references to thol"APo .

poéition on gay liberat:lon. were relevant to the gay liboration

 Wword “FAPO'W‘
iiacussion, a,tter all, it was printed. and Juat the qﬁﬂ;‘o-nu

oppedf,ou't- m R‘“Qn‘bli enough, some couade or eon‘rad'e’s!

.,-j,ght mt to m\ler anythi.ng we said ‘about the FAPO position on g.y :
ylibyé’-"tién‘- Wbﬁ, as Barry suggested, these comrades would want te iy

reply with a discussion much broader than gay liberation, which would

have been out of place in the special '72 literary discussion on just

‘the gay liberation movement.
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We think defenders of the FAPO position on gay liberation

should be treated like anyone else. Whatever limits were on discussion

4'. by comrades in general, should simply have applied also to them,
) Vhere is tho sense in i preventing Sudie snd Geb from naming
FAPO by name, just because some FAPO-supporter might —- might! —
v m respond by trying to re-open discussion ef
g ;ﬁenﬁon;f,Léutsid; of gay liberation? Isn't that punishing us for

something fh(t someone else might do, and then again they might ,nbt?

SIITEEN: In our previous article in the '72 gay liberation discussiem,

nditcusodthc VFAPO’ position at length, and by name. Barry tells us ’

‘wes' u mtm ;:;‘thc utienal office should have chopped it out SN

m’htsd,for lbnvtt;rwqr wom » with FAPO untioned repeutcdly_@@ bdiééﬁu'tvn'd

'ma.tor length It was_ too late to undo what had bun dono :Evon,
[ L
Auru"’ej-

if thero m Treason to cut ont tho )ae word in the first plo,co, nn

un't it too 13’(:‘3%0 nake a difference?

SEVENTEEN: Barry tells us that it was a mistake for the national office '
to have chopped out the "Workers League, Spartacists, La.b9r Committes, etc.";

only the reference to the FAPOs should have been chopped, and the rest
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was completely XiE accidental. Doesn't that suggest that maybe the

( censors have been a little trigger-happy? We think any censorship of

internal XXE discussion should be done only in the most extreme

- situations, that it should only be done as a serious decision of more
' than one comrade, and not wherever EEEXEXNFEEE someone thinks maybe
there might be some sort of grounds for censoring. If internal

censorship was beiﬁg treated as very serious business, then "accidental” -

conaof;hip jn:t wouldn't happen.

"l'_ll)ouy the ‘n;tional office think twice before censoring, or

- im'tth. nttor taken quite so seriously?

' natkmnl _iéaderahip on the feminist party concept, we definitely reeall

" never having been asked by anyone whether Matilde might have an advance

.

copy of something we wrote on a different subject. Feter's evidence

- beyond his memory and Matilde's, is his daily diary.



P
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Peter surely has enough political savvy to realize that, on

an inportant question like this one, someday he might need some more
convincing proof than a little memory and his personal diary; why didn't

he put something in writing to us stating what he did and why? Why

didn't Matilde's article mention the advance copy (maybe even thanking

‘us fdr fh&.courteéy)?

o Hmi;&pposing we had agreed to Matilde getting an advance copy
(which n:‘!puld have agreed to if we had been asked) — why wasa't the
cd.‘trtes!y“i'oiufned_to us, by us getting en advance copy of Hntildo's_.,'}f

i

Carticle?

decads ending tbo“*m -mr- ago, the party hal a seai i-tormgh 41 policy

banning gm fron the party, on neurity grounds~ this policy hu

e Q : ' "
thon been seen as a niutake, an cxaggoration of what security

nd M(u.nse We
we have built up a fairly substantial

: ~:'-reqﬁ1j'ed_ from us

‘kulount qf 6ﬁdence, just from our own personal experience, to shew -
XHE that the national office has been censoring too many internal

" bulletins on security grounds.



’ In addition to the pattern of an EXX exaggerated stress on

security, there is another parallel pattern which can be seen in what

we've discussed; the pattern of the national office XEERXFXEREXEEER

ERSEEXTEXXEEIAIAE being too fast to decide that someone else should

make ‘some particular sacrifice. We'll give three separate examples.
ﬁo fit't fxn»pie "il the question of internal censorship

itself. ‘Tho‘_hationai,crffice has been too quick to chop kmims chunks out

of intmal bulletiu mtton by others, while not being equally strict

on themselves (moe npechIHihat was printed in the Nov. "70 PC

-

- memorandum to allmbera, -compared to what was chopped out of o!urr’ q)ﬁff L

thatw podﬁle'qhonld"ivahe a saéﬁfice, a saerifice they nro:v‘not abcut :

tonh themselves (the laws against extra-marital sex that some

afraight comrades violate, were naturally "unenforcable", but the laws

g8y 1 yere considered a security problem!).

- e - DYl

" against

— A A =



Lnd = 4y

We feel that the present membership policy on mgrijuana is

another example; we XXX won't present our full thoughts on this

nno‘H\cr olru

subject here, but we will say this: if it were that was illegal,

might

there are some leading comrades who Wd be more concerned with

mught

winning legality, and who 9{(1 be able to better understand the

concept of a ‘onhneod approach to timwrijwsmarizwsxumixswrxessemiyn

our ewn mbership i)olicy. There are comrades who think that any

urious mclutionary can give up marijuana, yet they themelns

i ) ""0‘9““ or aituation vas
would hava a bit of a problon giving npAdrinking if the,

L

e m"mlv written explmtion to the mwml’

:pocial .p,oligy :onv couradeﬁ uoking Gl‘qss':";pﬁtﬂi_'

‘strmm‘th.humstit, d"thohntrodotunyoftho

m”"’m’y for. _;“hQ‘n-fcotics "’/)m o

don't nov vhtther there are norc oppronod pooplouin

%Luw or -

US who hnto ;narijuna, or who hateAalcchol, but it i.- clea.r th;t thc

o dobecgor '
onea"lho h;to/\albbbol would han bettor acientiﬁe evidence to bmlc

~ o Ry +¢Lacco or '
thenl np. Vhy u'en't eourades asked to gin n%alcohnl, beeme of thn
; umd of’ many of the oppressed, for deeg?™ Isn't this another

case of some comrades volunteering that others should make a sacrifice

- lhlch they themselves would not be quite #o eager to make if things

were reveraed?
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Any national leadership must be made up of human beings
,. recruited from capitalist society; as a result, any national leadership
is going to give themselves the benefit of the doubt, more consistently
than they do for others. This is why we have a constitution, and this
is vhy we ha:re clear norms for everyone to follow.

But it seens as if the norms of internal censorship need te

" be udo m ap;ﬁiﬁ.é and clear, and firm.

mt 0 indic.,tion h tho rudnr thnt mth.tng hu ‘been eu

o changed, 86 tm-iudar u' at. 1eut ‘somevhat informed. And our.

-dvl’-——-—-.., -—r-—ﬂl

. :mgrm edncation should explain mte@; cénsouhip policies are

- decided, so eomrades aren't taken by surprise when it happens.

The situation at present leaves us with very little way of

predj.éting hovw much of this present appeal and post-script will ever



L ,pxg-convcntién Discussion Bulletin. We feel the need to close by;a:k:l.n'g

— see print in the Discussion Bulletin. We have assembled our Appeal
itself, our paraphrase of Barry's informal response, copies of il vooa(r-
 letters concerning Matilde's special privilege, and this post-script.

,ﬁoat of our readers will resd these words, in the pages of the 'T3 internal SHP




