Palitical Summation of Forum oI Draft Flan with Rectification
Torces TL/258/79 oF

The Marxist Leninist Education Project (MLEP) invited me
tao participate in their meonthly forum, wnose toplic was the oC's
Draft Plan. Ths was +he same Iorunl which 2 month previously

I 4id notvT participate in on theGC'S Pirgt Year. I nad tole
+hem that I would participatein 52 November Iforum, and do kept
my word .

Preparation:

Participating in he forum wWas Bob Wing from rectification
—~argpective (1Leader of the NCORD, no# the qaR0). In addition,
ilar from the 3a7 Area Soclalis® Organizing Comnitee ( BASOC)
spoke =1though not 235 = representative of that srganization.
PASOC has not sormal position on the draf 1an, but most of
their members 2r® sympathetic to, but cri 21 of the 0CIC,

i

We met Twice, the speakers and MLEP board reprasentatives,
to discuss the forum. WNe agree %o spezk on 3 malin arsas:
2) the conditions and history of the cendency 2) strategic
conception,underlyiﬁg the draft plan 3) tactilcs necessary
in puilding an indeological center. 1% was clear from these
preparatory meetings that rectification forces wanted ©O

focug on number 2, especlzaly drawing out what nay pelieved
gas an implidit fusion view 2%TC. They wanted TO sty away
srom makingihe speech toplcs specific, 1ikxe the need for

2 common center. e argued SONE, wut 1T was clear that
they were going to have i+ their own way, SO pasclally we
allwrote speeches from cur own point of view.

t+ ct

They demanddd that we begln the forum with 2 cummation of
the previous One, which was a summation of the rectidicatlion
critique of the QC first ye&ar document. I protested argulng
that this wmld start the ferum witn 10 minutes of criticims
5f 0C, But they wouldn't budge SO they gave me 10 extra
ainutss in WYy speech TO deal with shelr arguments. So 1

took itT.

The basic format was +hreespeeches, and then open i%
up to questions and commments Irom the floor. The most
unprincipled aspect of the preparation was thatat the first
neeting thelir wes 1O jention of thelr lo page critique of
+the Draft Plan. yet 2 week vefore the forum the paper appeared
given to me by anotherl BAWOC member whRO recieved accadently.
T confronted them on =orining the 'critique’ and they responded
that they 'forgot' TO tell me. This T doubt, and generally
they use the tactic of rgurprise’ and a well orehestrated
plitz beifore such public avents.

Sgeeches:

T opened the corum wih the sirgt speech. I have enclose
a2 COPY SO their 1s ne need to restate content. BoD Wing was



sscond, and his speech 1S captured in the Crituge of the
D?afﬁ Plan documenz. He didn't really nake any new points.
ytiary's speech Was nasizally good. She amhphasized-her
agrsemens with basic aspects of +he Draft Plan axpecially:
“he nesed To do =& thorugh summation of ultra-laftism, and
the need for a common ~anter. She also raiged her critlclsms
of rectification and saii that she agrss with fysion. She
raiged criticims 0% the Draft plan &s: 1. not a clear enough
4+ 1 : i
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sectarian. She pointed %O weaknesses 1L

ninority cmference resolution &t recent labor day conference.
And ened generally talkingzbout the need for both 0CIC and NNMLE
forces TO OVercome sectarianism. She abviocusly doensn'®t

agpee withour approach 10 struggle with NNML T will try t

to get CODY of the speech she gave for people.

Questions and Answers

The gquestions ang answerss wWer

S e 4
ctification For

struggle detweel the re2 ez and O0C forces.
Mzin points of contention occured over the followigg areas:
1} the charactdrization and history of tne +tandency, 2) the
possibility of a center without 2 1ine 3) tke need TO
critiuqe gintra-leftism L) the relationship of pre-partles
to the ideological center. 1 will try to take gach area
and gle 2 sSense af +tee exchangse emphasizing the strong and

yekke pONTS of the various arguemenis as they unfolded.

1) Characterization and hsSTory of the tend

exicy s
The main thrust il rectification criticisms were that B
we had 'shifted positions', once characterizing our tendency

o a trend and nNow arguing that wer wee part of & single antl-
revigionism® movement. In addition, tBY argued that the 1in

of demarcation nad occcured over international 1ine, andthat

now T 0C #as trying to "tamper’ W1Th the demarcatlon AYEELR

oy asserting that it never really nappened, or that it was over

a left partgbuilding line. ~They sumed up that this shif?® refledted
a2 the s1loppy +theoretical work of the 0GC, and that the 0C was

trying to change the line of demarcataon Irom left internationalism
to a left parﬁybuilding 1ane so that they would be read out

of the movement. :

I pointed out shat there had been no qualitative shift
ipour positacns. The initial draf® resolution descriped =X

L as a wing in a single movement, and as & Trend in embryo.

T said that the shift had been semantical in +he sense from
+rend in embryo +o tendency, .ut that there had been 1O real
shift in seedng that we wee 2 single anti-revisionis® moement
and not yet defined as & Marxist Tenigt +rend fully develored.
Secondly, I pointed sut that it was inecorrett TO characterize
ourselves as 2 Telly developed +rand, Or a3 4 separate movement

because We hadn'®T articulated 2 get of alternative politics.




L

drew on Lenin's dafinition of 2 trend as afully devel Loced
olitical trend with definitive pogitions on guastions of both
coutner-ravolution and ravolution. mhirdly, 1 arguesd that we
had not completed thebreak with nltra-leftism, WﬂLCh we tetgan
on inmernational line.

3ok

They tried to surther confusd the igsue by arguing that
if we gaw ourselves as the same movement drrth the ultra-left
then tht meant +that we wanted %O establishe party relations,
ar See bulldl thesE party with hthese forces. Secondly,
they brogght up the example of the Second interrational split
(1914) to show nhow jemarcation aver This 14ne meant & seprate

movement had oeeﬂ formed.

¥

the party with The

ing we were in the

+ra-lefts., 1 pointed
the same movement but

t doesn'?t Wog$bally collow that they any interestin trying

+o puild the party Wi ith eakhotker Regardless, objectively
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thy are in she same wing because of thel_ ultra-leftism, and
secondly, in the same novemopu phecause They are anti-revisionlist.
T repeatéd that we can't Say we are & f;LTJ develoedd trend zm
57T & Ssperdue wovement unElL e Tave & anliernative pf]u”aﬁ,
FTTETE0y alid LaCcuicsS:e ffoorie —roi recTITication would argue

that we do. I pointed out that putting the maturity of the
rendency zhead of itself was 2 congstent ide slist, volunteris®
error that theymade.

Brezk with Ultra-leftism:

.

U1ogely following +his discussion was _an eXCﬂange to what
extent had we pooken with ultra-lertism. From the discussicn
the following pamnts begame clears 1) the re ctlflcaulon forcs
see the break almost purely 1 n terms of international line.
23 they do not want +o make a all sided summation the most
immediate task, and in fact Bob Wi Lng gald tha+ they don'®

see it as The mosT pressing task 3) they don't really sSee
+hat thereg was an wl<ra-left partyoul ilding line.

Tyis last point is worhit pursiing decause i+ wamn't directly
said but implied in theilr arguments. During the discussion
the rectification forces tried to draw a Daf”alﬁll with the
0CIC/Fusion forcss with the ultra-left® artybuilding s° trategy.
They argued that +he national pre-parl +y was the central
strategy of the PWOC, the 0CIC was Jjust an anvelope for the
pre-party. and the real 1ine behind all of tnis is fusion,

They Lnnl ed, that ational px re-partiges were, 4. ongm ous
Teatut g 2P 185%T Tratedy and that Thes 66 Was

33
similar to +the Liazon committee, the Unity commilttee etec.,



MLEP continued: 4

Given this lire of reasoning I pointed out hat +he rectificatimon
Torces must haze summedup the ulira-lefts vartybullding approach
as rightist, and mechanical materialism, since this is how
they characterize the O0C and the fusion rartybuilding view.
I pcited out that the 0C would have reall 1iffernces with this
analysis 1T the rectificatinn forces denisd tha+t thers was 3
an ultra-left partybuilding line. I forced them to say if they
were opposed to natlonal prs-partiss, and if they didn'zt
think kat there was 2 left line on partybuilding.

Bruce 0. got up a little rattled and said thzt they didnt ’

have any disagreement with pre-parties on 'principal’ but that
it was a 'conpsiciious ' form of the ultra-lz<ts and should be
put before the movement and debated. I 2xplained the 0C's
view. 1 chablenged around the ultra-left partybuilding line
and they didn't respond as to whether there had been one.

But Bob Wing gave his weakest reponse of the evening when

he sald that fusion didn't necessarily ha e to be left or
right approach, whatever that meant?

This is an area we must pursue mach ore sharply with

-

The next main area of debate was around the single
center. They arsgued that it was incorrect %o bulld 2 nsuzral
center, that the 0CIC really had a line {fusion), and that
1t ®s incorrect demand that all forces join the 0CIC.

Their main thrust was that itwent against Leninism to
demand that all forces be assempbled into a common organ-
lzational form, without unity on line. ZEvery line should
tuild xits own centerand try to wh other over to i%t, this
was the Leninst principal they argued.

I went through themain arguments as wowhy a sngle
center was necessary. Secondly, I tried to draw out that
they we re talking about unity on a very particular line
rectlification vs fusion. I explained that we didn't feel
that unity on this question was principal at this time,
although it would need to be taken up th the future. I
made an error in this section by concilliating withtheir
characterization of the OCIC as a 'nuetral center', bu
saying that at first the center would not have the leading
political line andthat ane of its first jobs wculd be
administrative. While this is true, it was incorrect
because I should have pointed out more sharply that we
have a limited line on building a center, that we hve a
theoretical agenda, and that the 0C steering committee
i1s not aneutral body, nor would 2 leaderhsip for a
national theoretical center.

From the floor a comrade from BAWOC made a very good
point: he asked what lmminist principal they wre paanting
To by arguing that everyone should build their own center.
He drew upon the Bolshevik experimce wherer Lenin established
ISKRA tc wage 2 struggle agzimstie main deviation in the
demengat: Bernsteinism. The journal included many social
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iemocr t3 whe disagreed on a number of other gquestions.
The xey here was that zll forces could te united in a common
effort around themaan desviation to the moement.

,

=

déd very =zuthoritatively that this was nci
ed in ISKRA. He said that Lenin went ott

journal, against the wishes and lines of
many smaller Zroups . He painted the ISXRA zxperience as if
if was similar to the recently established Rectificatinn
Jour?al (eg. unitad grup on fully developed partybuliding
line).

Bob Wing Respon
at all what ha ppen
and build his own

tTer whik u“e BAWOC comrzde
is working on to Bab Wing. Thi g 1
on now they distort t“g Hstory of de Q%5510n exper*ence iy
radlation to this gquesiion, and it ali&o take some of the
best quates in terms of supportingonr position.

I am enclosing a dr
(=]

Pre-Parties:

._

A large part of the rectificatlon’'s argumentation both

in the “ﬂlt;oue of the Draft Plan and the at the forum was
around PWOC's alleged plan for a pre-party. I put a section
in my speech on this point. mheg made uhe following arguments:
1) the real plan of the PWOC is *o build a natical pre-party

2) a leading ideological center would inewitably become subordin
to d@he leadership of a national pre-patty 3)the CCIC accepts
this as pepresented int #k their original DraAt Resolution for
an IC, where the IC is vein developed into z pre-party.

L) it is the responsibility of thke PWOC to put this before the
movement to be struggled wver.

T
1L

I first explained why we had changed our view in the

OC between the Draft Resolution and the current cr*:t plan.

I explained that our oringinal concpetion was incorrect tecasue
the IC process would be needed up until the founding of the
Party. Secondly, tht makéng unity around a national pre-party
pefoe the outstanding theoretical questions had been saved
would be sectarian. Thirdly, it would necessarily postpone

any natiohal DC formations until the idedlgical center was
completed. '

Secondly,I restated the O0C perspective on how DC prganiza-
ions participate in the 0C. Drawing usut our anti-fedrationist
approach. Thirdly, I said that whiel the OC wouldn't fnitiate
pre-parties that we had not oppostion to them in principal,
since aeople in the 0C had freedomm &f organizational form.etc,
Forthly, I said that questions concerning PWOC's plans shoul
e adressed to FWOC,

This was a serious gqustion- ?or many of the mddle
Torces. All of them asked me after The forum what PWOC's
"real Plans " wre,

+ea
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MILE? continued :

Participation drom the floor: The rectifiesation
forces definitely nad the intiafivep, partly because it
was their Torum, and they have their developed lesadership
there. But alsc necause they wers Betterprepared and consoli-
dated around their perspvectives. BARCC n and other sup-
porters were weak inthisr partic h z few exceptions.
I was relied on alct fo defandg + P
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I = he position. In retrospect
I think our weak rarticlipation reflacts 2 number of problems:
1) low level of consolidation around the Draft Plan

2) fear of ideological cstruggla, and intimidation in the
Tace of the secttarianism of the recrification force
3) liberalism

Despite poor participation from our perspective from
the floor, I think that the TForum was fairly smcessful
in winning over 2BAS0OC and indepednets to our perspective
For many people, the rectivication forces Sectarianism
was exposad, both in iimx fterms of their line and form,
Most people want a common process, and understand, axE at
least instingtually the need for critigue ulira-leftism,
I recieved a number of positive comments from middle forces
after the formm, on my spesech and “answery, The most zmuzzx
often asked questions by middle forces were:

1) How does the Draft Plan ¥iew Practice

2) Is the PWOC really going tobuild a pre-patty?
3) Sc giwen that the rectificatic foraces aren't g
be in the OCIC whakxaxzr how are you going to relte

Ldeas for Strenghthenine our Perspective in *he Future:

First of all I think that our line in the struggles towards
the Network is essentially a strong, and good one. I think
the draft plan is a good douument from whiech +o CATTY out
the struggle @with them. The documents highlights their two
weakest points: their orzanizational opportunism in terms of
wanting a hundred centers to bloom, ard their failure 4o want
o make the all sided break wih ultra-leftism.

I thinkthat we have to despend the struggle with them
on the followng points:

L. Why we are part of the same movement,until we have created
an laternative. Here we have %o draw more on the history, and
quotes frmm previcusultra®left groups that made partial breaks
but then fell bvackintoultra-leftisnm. Secondly, we should quote
from our Draft Resolution showing that we hae held a consistent
fesition on thisquesions.

2. We need to go after the fact that they don't see ultra-
leftism as the most pressingquestinn to be summed up. IN
particular we have to force them into theopen around &= their
Tew that there is not ultra-lefst cartybullding lne. Diferences
between ourselves zm nd them on this question is fundmmental,
Since oumr draftplan represents a brask with this lsgacy.



3, We need TO s+trass the need for 2 co ommon centar and deepen

sur critiue of their linecn thisquestion. Deepening our
oriticisms should be Two olé. WNe should atack their logic
pointing out fhat if we tock thelr *dne +o mm 1ts conclusion

we would have a QMAdfaa centers. S _condly, Wwe should attack

i+ historically., OV showing thaﬁ we adhere To the Correct lenist
pricipal by uniting the tenddn ﬂga1p33 she main deviation,
ratner than thelr lane. Here ie work thx C begun around Iskra

should be workasd on.
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5 e need to further daval je! our jdeas around the national
Dre-oartj, and whatthe uC approach will de. In D?”tlcu+
we Bholld =sk the PWOC comrades 5 share more of thelr
strateglc JhlP{TWg on "eques+io“, so that we cangeveloD
sne correct tactics towards this accusatinn.

4. I think that it would ve good if eventmally we could

write a response To THeiy Br

ard *the Drais Plan

lthue of
+0 further consolidated

+the 0C's first year,

forces around

the OC.
7, It is éssent ;21 that we deepen the political congoldatation
of 0C forces around the Draft Plan, and in pa*tlcu_a* struggle

againsT pasivity, llbefaLluﬂ,
struggle with the rectifl

and Conc*1llaTLOFlbn in the

catinn forces.



