Answer to "Let's Discuss Political Differences, Not 0ld Wives' Talea!

Introductory m Preface

On August 17, 1973 the Leninist-Trotskyist Faction issuzd a
dealarationa entitled "The New Situation in the Fourth International."
@viously-fomeé:j)
This statement, explaining the reasons w vhy thelyLeninist<Trotskyist

Tendéency had converted itself into a faction, was published in the

International Internal Discussion Bulletin, vole. X, no. 15, Octoberw, 1973.

The IEC Majority Tendency % to the LTF declaration was

published in IIDB, vol. X, no. 20, October, 1973. It is entitled,

and is sometimes referred to in the article below as "Let': \

s s 1
"Let's Discuss Political Differences, Not Old Wives' Tales,"l \D:Lscuss...w

The following article by Gus Horowitz is based on a report given
to the SWP Political Committee on November 5, 1973, in response to

the IEC Majority document. It was prepared for publication in

January, 1974, but publication was deferred in order to concentrate
the article below, a )
attention on the disputed political questions. , few references are

made to events that transpired between the NolWember 5, 1973 meeting

\§‘A)€._ ( F:’:Lrv.afj 1 'qﬁ.)

of thep’olitical Committee and theF)rld congress. These are

enclosed within brackets.



[The Content of the IEC Majority Document]
FALRT 1 i Lot <1 & —ae iEd Mu:l)n.'l} Lo ow

= =

A. The Tbe W\-ﬁjorlt’j Avoids ‘kv\.svd'-h‘wd e LT

L Lentnior Irotskyint Fuction

a documenc¢ purporting to be a renly ho 1im>ﬂl!b§”uot‘s Discuss. o oY

ror

spends remarkably little time renlring to the aclual substance of

the serious charges made in}ﬁ?f LTl declaration. 1n faci, in its

- 'orL§5 5

‘\%L A &D(ML‘_'Lt’

entire 10 pages,

chomp]otely avoids

Ceived by ) 4 prove
discussing the main evidenca gl Lhe LTF/W {that the

\

15C Majority, or at least a key part ol it, has been overating

as an undeclared faction in the Fourth International; that part

of this secret faction was pursuing a split course; and that this

development posed a grave danger to the unity of the International.
Yet it was for these very reasons that the Leninist Trotskyist

Tendency decided to convert itself into a faction.

I ne Barzman letter eﬁ@@. showed that the IEC Majorit% without openly

saying so, has an organized structure that goes far beyund the norms



%)

— —

cosereos applilicanus

. Vo T
of an ideological Lendencrs é%%%

for membershin; it reavires diccisline; 16 o o sheorin: commitbee
empoweraed vo take action in the nome of the 1w booberity 'lendency

as a whole. 3

{ Such a structure is the distincuishing morh ol a Jochbion.
\\nm
/fir The 1EC Majority document does not speak to bthis point. Hot 5o wuch

)

as one word'.lUJ.it does 1s issue o simple denial. "We hove

never dreamed of rorming a faction. We are and wve rewmain g tLendency.

We are a tendency that refuses to recruil widelv. . ." (page 27).
Reading this, one can only conclude that either the IEC HMa ority
leaders do not know the difference between a tendency and a faction,

or else they deliberately choose to misrepresent the facts.
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13 vigorous deiense

of Comrade Barzmnan's right to hold discussions and correspond with _
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the other members of his grouping in he WP,},O audnf Ny oosition
#~ |and for the right of all SWP members]|
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they @ choose in the internntional debate, and To participate in
international tendencies or factions. fUhe defense ol these elementary
rights is quite forcefully stated. . .and entirely beside the pointl
The ITF declaration and the SWP leadership never objected to the fact
that Comrade Barzman wrote a letter or joined an internationsl
tendency. The objection was raised to what the letter revealed:
the existence of an undeclared faction in the Intermational, with
a split-fminded component. The objection was raised to the fact that
this secret faction has informed neither the national sections nor
the world movement of many of its decisions that the movement as a
whole has the right to know.

For example, after the SWP minority decided to adhere to the
IEC Majority Tendency, several Americans were placed on the steering

“art m roper.

TSR,  Vhat

comnittee of the IEC Majority. That was
was impermissible, and a mark of the secretive method of operation
¢f this factional grouping was the deliberate decision to hide this
fact from the SWP. %]Tle examnple is not unique to the United
States. The world movement as a whole still does not know who is

(T E_ Myerty 5
on AggeP [steering committee. Another example: +the decision by
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United Secretariat members of the IEC llajority to collaborate with

the SWP minority in producing documents on American questions. That

ot i \
too was perfectly in order.w impermissible%o have done

%5/’-
& without informing the leadership of the SWP, SRR ~

[ | Py ,.-D
“;:ﬁ?ﬁg;Leen no previous expression of differences on questions

@_ﬁiﬂ,ﬂ%&iﬁd&p_&ﬁ_&‘ 900w h‘—\..J M..’
within the United Secretariat. | o
no s-«ck,&“’k’/w CA’J&"UQ-
Such dissimulation violates Leninist norms, which require open,

en polhed goeshions
straightforward functioningby all members, tendencies and factions.

The IEC Majority's method of operation cut across trust and

F
collgboration, If were to become the usual standard of conduct,
it would breed continual suspicion, sub rosa clique formation, and

et acvess the a‘}‘w\-os‘phcre ok
principled discussion.

Instead of attempting to respond to the serious charges such

as the above, the IEC Majority document sidesteps the issue and
defends what has not been challenged: the right of the SWP minority
to collaborate internationally. Such diversionary tactics may be
appropriate in a debating society, where all sorts of polemical
tricks are employed as a substitute for serious discussion.

They have no place in the Fourth International.
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Furthermore, P bgrd%f7é£ deliberate
\ by imelging )
misrepresentation,

that the SWP opposes the right of its members to
collaborate internationally if they have a minority point of view.

Even
Mrse is the insinuation that the SWP is

xenophobic and that its membership is incapable of discussing political
"

AF of Lefs Discuss... '’
questions objectively. | The SWP majority is accused on page 20 Jof

having q attacked the SWP minority for "entering into a so-called
'foreign alliance'" and for having considered the development of an
opposition point of view the result of "'foreign scheming.'" The

SWP leadership is sasccused of having used the Barzman letter "to evoke,

on the eve of the SWP convention, passionate, irrational reactions,

a closing of the ranks around the leadership in the face of a

threat that allegedly confronted the party, a threat created by an

international 'secret factinn' that supposedly found unscrupulous

people in the SWP who would agree to form an aglliance with foreigners

and engage in a plot against the leadership and the party." (ly

emphasgis.)
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It is inconceivable that anyone could believe this. kven without
firsthand knowledge of the SWP, how could anyone believe that
Marxist internationalists, members of a Trotskyist party, would

be swayed by l’xenophobic demagogy and refuse to listen objectively

to the views of comrades in other countries? Yet this is preciscly
what the IZC Majority chargeg,

Of course, this malicious insinuation is completely groundless.

Even the word, "foreigners," and the quotation marks placed around it

Cfgégications -
in the IXC Majority document are y they are entirely

the product of the imagination of the author of '"Let's Discuss...”
The fact that the leaders of the IEC Majority would stoop to such

a low level of argument surely testifies to the poverty of their

este
eesponse to the LTF. (It also testifies to the low in which

w\ud’
they'hold the members of the SWP.)

As it does in the case of the Bgrzman letter, the IEC Majority “

ignores the three other major pieces of evidence cited in the LTF

declaration asmproof of the IMT's secret factional activity: 1. the decision
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on recogrition of the PRT(Combatiente) at the last world congress;
E.B the "Domingo letter" written by Livio Maitan in November, 1970;
3.“the "Letter to the PRT(Combatiente)" written in October, 1972.

These items show the origin and development of the wnaimetis

" seeret
F e zf’)action. It began first as a rather loose and informal
leadership grouping which made certain key decisions and took some
important actions without informing the International leadership
as a whole. The logic of such a grouping -- and this is a law of
politics -- is to assume a more and more organized form. That is

\&s '
what happened thhe international debate deepened.



At the last world congress, the PRT (Combatiente) wag recognized

as the official section in Argentina. .Although the PRT(C) was not a
Trotskyist organization, the leaders of the majority vosition on
Latin America hid this fact from the delegates at the Cungress, in

the hope that over time they would be able to progressively assimilate
the PRT(C). The ITF declaration has pointed out the gravity of this
leadership default: ". . .the majority leaders acted in the manner
of a secret faction, not informing the delegates at the Ninth World
Congress of their real views and calculations. This unprincipled way

of proceeding helped pave the way for the sibsequent disaster. . ."

CLZﬁﬂag;izﬂj
The IEC Majority reply does not:j.llnezthis. It does not state

whether or not it considers secretive methods of leadership functioning

2p permissible in a Leninist organization.



The "Domingo Letter" of 1970 and the "iLetter to the PRT (Cum-
batiente)" of 1972 are very similar. In bobh cases, a section of
the International leadership, without consulting or even informing
the leadership as a whole, undertook the circulation of important
political documents concerning Latin America to a privately selected

group of comrades. These documents included factional attacks on
1 aad Wis F“ftg) \_f‘«.‘hr.

SR

Conmrade Moren?iﬁﬁﬁgnﬁéT(Verdad)/andithe PST of Argentina), Neither
the IEC nor the United Secretariat nor the Argehtine sympathizing
section were informed about the existence or contents of these
documents, although the iEC was meeting for discussions about Latin

America only days after these documents were written.
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If selective circulation of such "private letters" was permigsible,
shen the leadership bodies of the International could never function
on the basis of mutual trust and collaboration. There would always
be the lurking; suspicion that sowe were secretly maneuvering behind

- Y ;. P g oy o=
the backs oi others. And retaliatory preventive action would becomc

the normal state of affairs. Warring cliques, secret

factions, and unprincipled combinations would all be encouraged.
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Such methods of leadership functioning are alien to Leninism; and
in both cases, the SWP wrote letters to the United Secretariut, pointing

out what was wrong, and calling for a reversal of the dangerous methods

that were being employed by the United Secretoriat majority.

Long experience in the workers movement has shown the need for
scrupuously high standards in a Leninist organication. We were
particularly concerned that the leaders of the United Secretariat

Majority would fail to learn from these past mistakes, and thus

L m-“_kf"
SIENERSESW /ropeat and exacerbate them.
It is now clear that instead of calling a halt, a grouping within

. . . .
the United Secretariat continued to operate in the saine manner. Thig

‘ [of the IMT becoming]
. (eoshed . ; ‘*/ f’Y'ﬂ“ LT becomy
‘-—\the point, as revealed in the Barzman let't'éi’”;j ».A,"C';’\ a structured

grouping with wembership requirements, iinancial comiuiittments,

discipline, and a formally established steering counittee. '

\

|
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These are tiie main pieces of evidence pointing to the existence,
origin and development of the secret facltion. On all of these poinis
the IEC Majority document is ei ther completely silent or cevades
giving a plain reply.

Nor does the "Let's Discuss. . ." document respond to the
evidence, as revealed in the Barzman letter, tnat at least a part of

- the secret faction is favorable to a split in the Fourth International.
/'[Lg v dineg 5 in cotrovertible. N

e

Iﬁhfééé;.sihbéuthe publication of the LTF declaration, further

verification of this evidence has cowe to ligh%E’l!!!!-!-U-iI-lllu

( Particularly revealing is the planned split rfrom

the Canadian section by supporters of the IEC Majority. . nsasiER
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B T TeC MApety irhbemphs b Turn the Tables

Sidestepping the central issue is not the only polemical trick

employed by the IEC Majority document. Another of its favorite
- L3 ) \l\
devices is the attempt to turn the tables, aCCUHing//)

A A S Y ""’*‘mmm.h-wmmwmw‘/

pems
. .M‘.’*@“"’d

»

\l’ebill‘*_,wu

;‘fﬁé”éﬁpporters of the LIF of Jeconducting themselves in an improper

»
e

factiongl way. The SWP is singled out for the brunt of the attack.
In fact, the IEC Majority document unabashedly suggests an identity

between the SWP and the LTF; this is a gratuitous insult to the

e ————— g .
i o

=

supporters oi the LITF in other countries Who

form a
majority of the IAF.

Rather than answering each of these accusations against the SWP,
I will respond oﬁlynto four of the most important. These accusations

are the following: 1. that the SWP leadership attempted to prevent



its wminority disloyal for adhering to the IEC IMajority Tendency,

and violated Trotskyist norms by refusing this minority representation
Swé )

on %ﬁglﬂational Committee; 3. that the SWP has formally associated

the entire party to the LI'F, violating the rights ol the minorivy

party members who do not wish tolxa"part of the LTF; 4. that the

SWP's committment of resources to the world moveuent is wminimal,

falling far below its potential.

Each of these accusations is false. Let us talke them up one
by one.

1. _The IEC Majority document accuses the SWP leadership of dealing
with the Barzman letter in a way designed to evoke "passionate,
irrational reactions" on the @ve of the SWP convention for the purpose
of "preventing the great majority ol SWP members from studying the
political positions of the SWP minorities and the international
majority." (pp. 20-21)

The facts show the exact opposite. Far from Urying to prevent

the membership from studying the International debate, the SWP leadership
D N4 ’

has made a vig@rous effort to maximize the political ‘liscussion in the

party.
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For cxample, the SWP has tatten recponsibility for the

publication of the international Internal Dlscrusiua Sulletin in

English. It is well known in the world woveuwent that wcrticles
submitted to the IIDB are translated promplly, publisiied and
circulated to the entire SWY mewbership snd to the Lnglisn-spealing
organizations of the world movement. In addition to new waterial, the

Btoa,

documents from the last world congress and all ﬁhe‘&i

scussion since

then hawe been reprinted to make them available to the wany new

.a‘oh,;‘g; e -»"2
xfwho would not have had the opportunity to obtain them before.

The members of the SWP are continually encouraged to study this materizl
and make up their own minds about it.

In addition, the SWP publishes an Internal Information Bulletin,

which often includes informational documents relevant to the iscussgion
in the world movement, but which are not published in the IIDB. The

SWP members are also encouraged to read Intercontinental Press,

which carries news of the world movement regularly, and which is
an indispensible aid in giving comrades access to information on world
‘ F‘O’uv‘H‘\ $

politics, which is necessary for a thorough discussion in théllnter—
[

national.



‘Iae circulation of this large bull: material was \
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ey \\;;\'u” That com be ‘wpa;k for \n othar ‘ﬂ—'\ju dAJ :ﬂ“,z"““‘

e |

no hasty, last-minute affair, ‘5[hdu Leen clrculating fuT years, dbl méirﬂf

kﬂ& 3 s come s
qﬁﬂilthe comracdes have had u chance to study the question at length.

Organized discussion on the questions fucing the International has

QLshT L)

also been in the SWP In fact) the August, 1972

SWP convention was the third SWP counvention since the last world

congress where international questlonu were on the agenda ans dis-

ka.s lr)un ukeiujaé §°"
cussed. And a fourth, special conventlon m December,1975.

\\._n"rer-\o.ﬁ \m\ld’m W s &Fwei e ™
When the g;%mpf;for written preconvention discussion RN

ol
SWP

$8% members, it was obvious
that the membership had assimilated this large volume of material,
had thought about itjand had discussed it seriously. Thirty-five

4 internal SWP discussion bulletins were published prior to the

e
August, 197% convention. These 35 bulletins contained 194 articles
totalling 1,033 printed pages —-- the equivalent of ten books of 250
pages eachl The vast majority of articles were written by rank-and-file
members of the party. Ninety-one of these articles dealt with issues

relevant to the dispute in the world movement, and mwre than half of
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these (47) renresented minority positions held by o very small

percentase of the party wembership.

A3 ‘E *‘U h°+( o
To i R

.:-,ra;,.»,y '\\ ‘('Imf nt)
| [recora in French,

N

JEC Majority have been in the leadership in the Frencii-spea ing

sections and bear the responsibility for ovganizing a serious discussion

in the menbership.] To learn the truth on this matter,
(et Comtitled o
%l |the document™ Against the Streamt A Lomirmbulien

b the TevperaCnd Debabe .
.
Cg;l“ document has been translated into English and

ne. L in f"l7‘f
G- H., Septesber, 1474,

k_k

appears in SWP Internal Information Qgiigﬁggé?l*

&

The discussion of the Barzman Efffé%)»f

94D
2 i did not cut across the political discussion in the SWP. To

ua. fﬂur:wL' bqu/ﬂ no ., o‘,d)
the contrary, ﬂ@ilb came very late in the debatef arter most of the

Wﬁ;

oral discussion had talken place in the local party units, after most
of the written preconvention discussion had been circulated, and after
the political issues had been made thoroughly clear to all. Only
then was the Barzwmen letter raised in the discussion. The Barzman

letter brought to the fore an important question Ilor the Inbtermational.
w“‘ﬂw_ .&“esﬂh oF Lewinisk a"ta’mu.‘hwn(’ Vlowo»:?""}

L SSRA R 3 < N Pl

ﬂ.jfuuld not be ignored. It had to be discussed. But discussion ol
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th 8 question by no means oversiaitowed btne political ddocussion.
2. The IEC lajority scys that the OWP leaderchi: accused
the SWP minority of having commitied disloyal acts ior colleborating
with the IEC Majority Tendency ("entering into a su-called
'foreign alliance,'" is the way the uvnrestrained aubhor of "Let's
Discuss. . ." puts it.)
Yes, the SWP minority was accused of having committed disloyal
acts; but Jjoining politically with the IEC Majority Tendency was
never put in this category. The disloyal acts of the SWP minority
consisted of such niceties as refusing to give financial support to
the party; refusing to accept assignments or otherwise engage in
political activity under the direction of the party; as a group,
refusing to function internally in an open manner according to party
norms (for example, their previously cited refusal to inform the
party that several comrades of the SWP minority were on the steering
committee of the IEC Majority). All of these acts of the SWP minority
are out of keeping with SWP stgndards of loyal conduct, and specilically
violate the organizational principles of the SWP, as adopted in 1965

and reaffirmed ever since.
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Do the IEC Majority leaders approve of this method of

. \ﬁ!'r‘ | - 5
functioning by i@@ American supporters. Do they consider such
conduct to be propexr for loyal party members? Those are the questions
that should have been answered before hurling their uniounded
accusations at ‘the SWP.

These facts about the conduct of the SWP winority lie behind the
decision not to give them representation on the SWP National
Committee, a decision vehemently denounced by the IEC Majority.

This decision was out of the ordinary. It is the usual practice
in the SWP to give National Coumittee representation to minority views,
even if the minority is very small -- 7.5% of the membership in this
case. The SWP fully intends to continue that tradition.

But holding a minority view does no®t automatically give one
a right to representation in the elected leadership. One must also
merit election to the party's leading body. One must maintain a
standard of conduct and have a record of party-building activity
and leadership to warrant being ch sen to such a responsibility. The

3o
delegatea‘ﬂithe SWP convention felt that the long and well-documented

record of disloysl acts by this minority -- inactivity, financial
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sabotage, repeated violation o IrEmEEEEd Dorty norus, cte., --
mﬁowlw Concern Wi Ve ‘?‘?i;_uei }-uihan wetlods o ofamt'On./>

disqualified them as party leaders. | Despite this, the convenbtion

was willing to give this minority representation on the National

Committee if they had indicated in any way that tiey would conduct

theuselves henceforth according to the standards sel down in the

party's organizational principles. The SWP minority comrades

refused to do so. That is the basis for the decision not to place
them on the National Committee. ]E-hese decisions are documented in

the "Report From the Numinating Commission," presente: by Wendy

Refiflyner, SWP Internal Information Bulletin, Deceubexr 1973
(Wo.7 14 1673) == G.H, Septanlber, 1979

A final word is in order on this point. The presiding comnmittee
I o~ the SWP convention discussed this matter alfter it
became known that the Nominating Commission would recomuend to the
delegates that nobody from the minority be elected to the ‘ new
National Committee. The party leadership was well aware that if
this were done, some supporters of the IEC lajority night try to
manufacture a scandal in other countries, where the facts about

the SWP convention were not known, and the convention decision
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could be misrepresented as a vindictive measure uallen against
dissenters. The SWP leadership considered waether it would be wise
to recommend placing these comrades vn the National Coemittee,
sinply to avoid having Lo answer a horror story. 1t wag our considered
vpinion that it was fa‘jlcTre iwpoibant for the education of Trotskyist
cadres to maintein proper Bolshevilr standards oi’ conduct as a pre-
requisite for election to the SWP Wational Cowiidittee Lhan to avoid
the unpleasant business oi answering gossip.

Sure

M| cnough, the IEC Majority has published its horror story

 We Wil vpubl‘-*l\
and tried to create a scandal over this matter. ’(W

Cgeoo mrudes Cétan )

the Report from the Nominating Comwuission and’[dugge for themselves.

3. Next in the litany of unfounded accusations against the SWF
is the charge that the SWP has formally associated the entire
organization to the Leninist Trotsityist Faction, violating the rights
of SWP members who disagree with the LTF, or wao do not wish to
adhere to it. (page 25) This charge is deduced frouw the following
wotion passed at the SWP convention:

"The convention proposes to the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency

that in the light of the new developments il discuss counverting

itself from a tendency t¢ a faction."
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The IEC Mujority decunent wrecommen's a rereading f this
motion. Fine. Bub no watter how often you read ibh an' reread it,

the motion is pexfectly in order. 1t stands as a stabewent o vosi-

tion on the political and organizational questions facing tle

International. That is all. It is not a decliaration ol organi-

zational affiliation. 'The IEC Mejority's deduction is uuwarranted.
The IEC Majérity, however, goes mucn Jurther than thigJ ﬁ%ﬁg

‘c«Jerskit ) l-lﬁi'fﬁﬂ,)
L utilizing ﬂ; resources Qg

factional purposes.

This accusation is truly base.

The SWP does not have a policy of putting party resources
at the disposal of any tendency or faction. Ani "resources," by
the way, is not the same as "finances." We"lmte cadres as our
most important resource.

The resources of the SWP are used only for party activity, that
is, to inplement the political line of the CWP as decided upon by
majority vote at SWP national conventions and as carried forward
on that basis by the elected national leadership bodiesg of the

party. Party resources are used for normal varty activities such

as office space and equipment, publicuatinus, staff, travel, etbc.
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Travel includes inbernational bruvel lox Ghe 1nuq»nw;‘ﬁ'\uf

observing the acuivities of ©nce world wovenent, ooserving the
activities of the world movement, oboervin; the aciivities of obher
groups in the world novemwent, engaging in puvlic speaking btours,
reporting important events for the publicutions, engaging in leadersiiip

consultati.ns, an® other such activities which are wart of the noraml

functioning of any revolutionary party. This type of activity has

been the stamdard practice of all groups in the world T otskyist

movement, and remains sol

The SWP convention also adopted the following motion: "ihe
convention instructs and empowers the incoming National Committee
to use all the forces and resources at its command to struggle
for a democratic world congress and a Trotskyist Fourth Inter-
national."

The IEC Majority quotes tuis motion and concludes that it
amounts to fictional use of party resources. That is completely
and totally false. This motion means precisely what it says, and
no more.

For example, in addition to publishing the Internabional Internal




LY

& 2y, ..
Discugsion Bulletin n;%{w :»;-w use Lhioughout thwe worlid
(sone 4,000 copies of each issue, publiched without cost to the world

movement ), the SWP is also putting resources into the publication
of the Spanish-language edition of the 11ID3, the publication of
which is a prerequisite for a democratic world congress. Activities

guch as that fall within the scope oif the conventi.n umotion. We
consider hese  achivties part st our  rorek C-.H-&od'.o.« +8 fla werld TmT‘}A.(;-‘f
o : |[Movement,
What about expenses specilfically incurred Ly any of our .

cadres in support of the Leninist-Trotskyist Faction? This would
include expenses for faction mailings and faction meetings, and
gimilar faction activities. The SWP does not devote any finances
to this. Many SWP members have joined the Leninist-Trotskyist
Faction, and have pledged financial support to the lfaction. It is
from voluntary contributions like these that the faction expenses
are met, not from the SWP budget.

In regard to this latter point, our policy is in conformity
with the declaration of the Leninist-Trotskyist Faction. Peint no.fg
blisted under the leading, "Structure of the Leninist-Trotskyist
Faction," says the following: "Members of the faction must conduct

themselves in a completely loyal way in scctions o the Fourth
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International or syupathiziung orpanizablions, uainbaining

their activities and f{inancial ovligations in an exenplary way."

e e it A S X 1 S 8 T o

I stress tuat in Lhe OWP ti.e supporters

\‘ -

of the LTF must not lower their financial obliguiions to the parby
in order to conbribute to the faction. They vust continue theair
pledges to the party, Jjust as before joining the Lacvion. Any con-
tributions they make %o the faction are in addiiion to their
obligations to the party, not in place of such obligations.

This policy stands in marked contrast to -hat of the supporters
of the IEC Majority in the SWP. These c¢ mra‘es have lowered their
pledges drastically -~ on the grounds that they had to contribute to

5 | \
ol -gv 5
{ a c_v+‘|€ N s

their own tendency. In olher words, their ¥ contributions

e

% came first, and the came second.

\h‘}; i M%
As long as the IBC Majoritylraised the subject, it might
throw some light on what they consider to be proper if they would
explain to the entire world wovement just how they Iind the resources
for their international "tendency" activities. And they will have

to do a litlle better lthan to repeat the ingenuous thene of "Let's

Discuss. . ." I hope bhey Jon't expect us to really believe that
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a group which "never dreaume! of foimwing o Taction' and which
"refuses to reciult widely" naturally has no need to wo.ry about
resources for its acuivilies.
4, Finally comes the scurrilous accusation thoet the SWEF is
"devoting resources to their world activities thot are not in accord
with their considerable total resources." (page 24) The IEC hajority
suns up its allegation about the SWP policy as [folluws: "no resources
for an aeffective intermationzl center, no resources to W enable
a tendency to meet, but plenty of resources to the minoiity's
factivn struggle." (page 25)
The IEC Najority offers not a shred of evidence o prove this
most serious charge. They cannot. Their accusation is totally false.
in detai
Moreover, for obvious reasons, this subject cannot be discusse%.
The accusers cannolt publish any "evidence," nor can the accused reply.
So why bring up an allegation like this? All it does is insinuate
the existence of a scandal and poison the atmosphere -- hardly conducive
to a discussion of political differences.
Even though comrades around the world have no access to documented

records on such matters, there is one verifiable fact that should ne
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noted. Up until now there has been no mention, in United S¢cretariat
winutes or any other formal records of the International that there
was ever any openly stated disagreement on this nauter. Lhere has

been no formal challenge to the present allocation of resources by any

et e n - o chrufrer Sweh os publi ol
('{‘:k& moval credit ﬂmf tha 5:0(" as  recelned Mwi*?u fzad;ﬁ.& Tichericock f_": ;’rts:-w
group in the world movement. | Surely, if there wus a seridﬁgwﬁg?aﬁfgj has  wot

/ betm

Q“é“{_«a&..‘

of Bolshevik norms on such a serious matler as this, one would expect

at the minimum that soweone would have previously vepistered their
disappraval of whst was happening.

It is well-known in the International that after the last
world congress, unnecessary frictions had begun to develop in the
functioning of the international leadership. The minutes of the 1971
IEC meeting indicate that this matter was discussed, and steps wexre
taken to rectify the situation and reestablish collaborative relations
in the international center, which had broken down in the previous
period. The attempt began to work well for a while. In that
atmosphere o improving collaboration there was no problem in reaching
agreement about the obligations of each section and sympathizing
organization. While nobody since then has changed the level or nature

of their contribution to the work of the world movement, the leaders
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of the IEC Majovity now make a factiocnal interpret:ation o a situztion
which they had previously found to be satisfactory.
"he organizational friction on this point is just a reflection
of the deepening political differences. In other circumstances,
\‘_'Hﬁs o
the leaders of the IEC Hajority would surely be able to see It
is a regrettable disservice tev the entire Fourth International that
Therr.

they now publish such shameful factional charges as al?ontribution to

the internmational discussion.

The IEC lMajority's attempt to turn the tables ranges sround the
world, from Spain to Australia, from Urugusy to Britain. In
trying to divert attention from the main points of the ITF declaration,
the IEC Majority throws up a smoliescreen of howror stories, all designed
to shift the blame for any factionalism onto the ITF. Yet most
comrades cannct possibly be familiar with the Tacts in eaci specific
situation. Ilow are they to judge?

An accurate Judgment can be mode by contrasting the two methods.
The main contention in the LIF declaration is that the IEC lajority

Tendency, or at least a core of it, has functioned as an organized

grouping, whose existence, structure, and aims have still not been
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fully revealed Go the Intermational, and that this secret faction
includes a splib-minded wing. The wain evidence bacldig up these

assertions is contained in documentation availuble t. all comrades.
~

o Mnagswcreﬂ, 7

A Sy e

he main evidence remains Mnd is irrelutable.

By way of contrast, the I&C Ms ority cites several duzen
incidents of alleged wrengcoing by supporters oi the LY —— wilhout
even bothering, in most cases, to olfer a semblancce of prool ror itse

allegations.

Every single one of the IEC Majority's accusations against the

. \S
supporters of the LILF is false. But it an/ Cruitless and tiwe-
attenpt o rsped B (et by )
consuming to horror storis m po:Lnt

Since The A’eoa'hge; o# Yis kwd °C Mguw.i mcr&‘J Yhrow wp ne«J ‘w*rror

Stomes  Ohsuwever Wi old oves wear out



4 3 O [The Significance of the IEC Majority Document]

Part IT ke Dvomystoarese o0 A Zuuiﬂﬂuyw+7
= . Vocum ta/
ﬂ [The Slgmhcance of the IEC Majorlty Document]

(= ke
1he IRC Majorit;yq documen ‘ '}" '5‘*’%9.

1&&“ ﬁ@ys_

A o al [s]
?Wygﬂéepresentﬂ a retreat from the spirit of the

unsnimous 1l0-point statement adopted by the United Secretariat on

September 19, 1973. That statement, taking note of the fear of a

R AP ) litemized]

potential split in the International, Mm:jthe preconditions

for an guthoritative world congress and made a series of recommen-
dations designed to prevent any undue sharpening of the atmosphere.
Among these recommendations were provisions for continuing the dis-
cussion on several questions after the world congress. Given this
leadership initiative by the United Secretariat, it should have

been obvious that all comrades were called upon to conduct themselves,

in their polemics as well as in their actions, in the most responsible

.(,f 9 U{ LL\AL\\V\\_,) ;}
manner. !Instead of following that @ﬁﬂ&ﬁjfhe IEC Majority

l?__‘) \.._‘ “\45 deluﬁ)(_ ,«)
s pourlng out ¢%§Eg!!.p of unfounded accusations and misrepre-
sentations against the LIF. The effect of this document is contrary
to the intent of the unanimous United Secretariat statement. Its

"\ Lut _‘)
extremely factional tone threatens to lﬂﬁayﬁp the etmosphere, to
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¢ neck . [need]
close minds to the ‘EE%L?f continuing ‘rpOlitical debate, and to

encourage those who have few scruples about provoking a split.

To grasp how serious the matter is, one need only stop and
consider what would happen if thellhternational discussion were to
degenerate into a series of charges and counte%gharges along the
lines of the IEC Majority document.

Another very disquieting sign in the IEC Majority document is
its concept of democratic centralism.

‘TLL .Lf;C, Ma:}on'l'j hes rui'sg’(,Q‘ "‘H«I.\' 5%

B from time to

The a(fﬁ}wm arg. §ormedhat mbS‘uM‘Q) Lx(,a,usi;,t"

e cmrin 4 8

L, e T e

’Iboth sides state that they favor democratic centralism and a strong
e

- P, N « To Ly fL(, LTI" o T
international center. Yet Tl Lec bdoyar J t; , f ‘ Fod T T
% . 8 . S - ot - " n, 5 e (M O ety yEL
ko‘éy‘w:) @ «x'\((ig, rwﬁ_\')‘i’ NP4 u\,&;«,\.n.;fﬁa"lw ot ,? st € omed (VW '\\j L

Onﬁacertain aspects of this debate, particularly concerning

the nature of the international center, the 1EC lMajority document
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[introducing clarity]
(M,, \l"r\’ﬁ)(‘u AL & ' TRy -

makes very little heaéway B

they charge

the LIF with having an administrative concept of the center;

but

-
nowhere ﬂ'Let's Discuss..." do they spell out’b@:}'v"'

[the differences between] " = . i Ly L TF «eincn ')L
‘fL\L 06]'}(/7\ Al by b +“\Jt\y\ ( ol i o o f
: D e

b g o

-.
e

In fdcy)the

ver

. £ -Jand the LTF concept]
[ A “f& r)rta s«*‘r‘w \

&
fu v'c&i‘a'f'_v “ﬂw.«;

; E ST Tete proposals is e . <

[the closest they ever come to presenting]

in the concluding section of the IEC draft

political resolution, which outlines "Specific tasks of the Fourth

International in the forthcoming period."” ( IIye, vel. X no. Joe 7f

Py

A Lg_)mt b wgm_;wx x\m.j‘_.f “Uhak the S

Internatlonal should carry out solidarity campaigns with various

%

v
struggles around the world, should campaign in defense of x/ictims

of repression and in defense of workers' rights, should expose be-

trayals by Moscow and Peking, should carry out theoretical analysis

[ 23

it

on some important questions, and should expand Wpublicationﬁ freyfam,
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;AR LB\lt if that is uall that the IEC

."’I LJ"\WL ‘ ’d
Majority can say when :LL gets specific, thenjwﬂ&mﬁ%

f Ho.) d(:&> i, show Thet T Tee M\Uor-a*"t) M»j:“‘{;\'
all the fuss about. Fagkgini for a strong center while Sos

hou, ‘ | [How does this show that the IEC Majority stands]
the LTF ”Lfederallst and administrative concepts?

So, unfortunately, the differences expressed by the IEC Majority
on this issue@ still remain somewhat obscure. Hopefully the IEC

Majority will clarify its position in some future document. Until

m\.)lr\ﬁ '
—;

then, however, we should at least expect them to refrain froxﬁ)\'
C’/‘w.r»)i‘)
L)
unsubstantiated EEW: about the LTF's allegedly administrative
concept of the center.
There is one point that should be noted, however, in connection
\Wway
with the m that the "Let's Discuss..." document attempts to answer

Joe Hansen on this point. Comrade Hansen stated that it was not

within the province of the international center to lay down tactics

for the sections, much less for entire continents. He said % "The
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central team should concentrate on broad anslysis, on assembling
and circulating information, on taking up political questions within
the framew¢erk of congress decisions...in general, the central team

should not try to 'run' the intermational or intervene in the
(e dmderlying Pifseranes Go Plies)” S

"t e ) ot R

internal life of sections. '1 e e N P I J
["The Underlying Differences in Method,"
IIDB. Vol. 10, No. 12, p. 43]

One would thilzx’that; there would be no disagreement. But the

IEC Majority document does -’ express disagreement—--if only in a

L: ngf’_’; }.“JoMJ ves ”_,,__.J

roundabout way. @[refers to Comrade Hansen's view of a center

that concentrates on broad analysis as one that "limits itself to

the generalities on which everyone can agree.'" And it takes Comrade

Hansen's admonition not to intervene in the sections as a refusal

"to concern itself with the sections" or to "assist them in their

day-to-day activities."

a T f«;:t"‘f‘) Ul TEC M, j.,.+[ y [the IEC Majority's]
{ Tengenderd speculation aboﬁ%ﬂmﬂi@lﬁéél“'positi,ons. Does the IEC

————
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international center that elaborates

favor an BEZED

the application of tactics for sections? Does it favor a center that
I_g’ ﬂﬁ.i'; ‘r‘\—“—v\ ~,bl‘\‘J mb'é‘/‘t' ‘+-°

LTS
intervenes in the internal life of sections? i

<.

Clowa v'w.Q_Q \L""Mi c*\\i

Whatever else can be said about the responsibilities of an

international center, one thing is indisputable: given the depth

and scope of the political differences in the International' and

(4

the ﬂmportance of the questions involveéjabsoluteﬁg top priority

has to be given to preparing the International discussion. Of all

4

?vflghe most important.

authoritative political decision on the

o p flan fo mode only 3F
disputed questioﬁ,(:ﬂnﬂlﬂplzhe ranks of the world movement have

access to all-sided information, and to all the internal discussion

!{éﬁ*w \f
documentsz/%u:’flﬁtwvwv

opinions
°

e

kg can T in e discmssion
Bbudiboms L. particibatighnd register their

i R ? -
oA et e 5 918K L.;»‘."l.;.'\‘.‘.“s‘!“;‘““ B Foims

To prepare this,

naturally, reﬁuires time, expense, cadres, and leadership.

Y £
&

Xy

&
i the FROCNAJ o P ¥y-tnlka of the:




W 3C‘u

Rather than seeing it this way, tie 1BC Majority talks
of the resources devoted tu iﬁﬁ translation and nublication
of the international internal Jiscussion docuwnents as

"disproportionate in relation to expenditures made during the

same period for external activities." (page 22)

The future course of the world Trouswyist amovewent is at staike, and

yet the discussion on these matiers io treated Ly

o~
the IEC Majority as ﬂﬁﬂiﬂ!ﬂﬁlﬂﬂllinconvenience, oI @S some
sory of irritating aduilnistirative problewm gevting in che way

of more important things! What more important things?

Whaet is more important than this discussion?

No wonder the record of the international center has been
far less than adequate in organizing the internal discussion.

No wonder that the advocates of a "strong center" never talk

-

’oarg

of strengthening this area of work -- where there § y/indeed

glaring weaknesses.,

This revealing attitude enables us to better understand

why in the French-speaking sections, where supporters of the

IEC Majority bear the main leadership responsibility, the
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Sgo
preparation of the internal discussion id nol rneasure up to
the size, strength, and capaciuies of these sections.
) ) L
For self-professed derfenders of a strong center, the
73 b

(/;r-,wl,\fkqb‘j |
IEC Majority treats this serious problen in %4' 3 3

prriIR
cavalier way. There were, the comrades put 1t so delicately,
"some delays" in translations., But now, they assure us, these

have all been overcome; the ILTF and other tendencies have

all been able to get a full hearing -- all they could

demand; there has been adequate discussiifsalillz=mzﬂlilu

T
i i )
C‘\"\, Not so, Steps Yorwurd ‘\%m. been tulken. Rt ﬂ\—‘-g?roﬂtm I

Crom resolved. There sHill ~Lxist uifays wand N
+Vau) ‘ﬂ:f'u‘ons v Time s 3 /A l( Aced ..4. Fore Tl o )"-'JVJ te - ‘h&b{l:j TL{

ﬂM‘j-»eab'l\J‘\f&Q do(,vl.w\t”nﬁf's in h”bmo‘\ W .'}‘)}M,UJL ik 4‘(
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& [organize the internal discussion so that the]

_ . b o At e D [can]
Gre oé. Yhe yut: vm.\.l A\ Yeaad s bw.,.., e (et
ranks as a whole, and not Jjust the ieaders, /participate.

It was for reasons such as these ans in order to
overcome other outstanding problems in corgonizing the discussion
that the LY supporters on the United becretariat proposed at
the September 1975 meeting that the world congress be nostponed
for a few months wore. (For some inexnliciile vreason, the
"Lst's Discuss..." document accuses the LTH comrades of
proposing an indefinite postponement and tries to make a big

hullabalo o’_'pwy*gﬂ\b Cﬁ".ﬁ,’,ﬁ‘_‘:ﬁfﬁ _that D
gmnzﬂzﬁezthis, going so far as to questio?lzmhﬁﬂﬁa the LIF

Aces r1qf:) v
want the congress Lo be held at all. The minutes of the

meeting clearly show that this accusation is uniounded.)

For all its assurances about democracy, the IEC Majority
really does protest a bit too much. How revealing are its

Cohich is,)
statements about ﬁ%@ the "avalanche" of documents,”ﬁqﬁﬁfo
some, extent, prejudicial to democracy." Where is this the
case? Can they possibly have in mind the French-spenking
sections, where the last minute publication of rocuments was
\‘\4)+~ quu+g

indeed an ”avalanche"all4And jflﬁﬁﬂl "avalanches" dc¢ prejudice

democracy, then why was the 1EC HNajority omnosed tu extending
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the time for the discussion so that the conrade:rn would e

able to give the documents the study they deserve? Could it
h‘”m“' i are «fhe\ﬂl ot "':»‘:v’"‘"k;v ‘d\suu:ar‘w\ < L 'm-»dlr‘.ﬂj,f L’>o

[that they are afraid of further discussion? I suspect so.]

SRS T TOR Y Hhe DU ETHIEH R TR G

The IEC Majority speaks il loudly about the need for

democratic centralism in the Fourth International. But its

actual practice miregard

dragged its feet and failed to prepare an adequate discussion;

iew  Qpices )
d‘.iit IEﬂIfZirritation and nervousness about the limited

discussion that has taken place. These signs can only be
{,,__ ndei u.\“H\

, "
,‘ffr"; @ e

A

“pprehension.

el N ot &lg,

VJ de “H\u) *QVT‘M ¢



Further cause for disquiet is ev1denced im the ILC

Majority's ¥ WSS S IO T Ll
0‘“M"“%\~ hWiwts about b5 diew od. Cceubralism,
i ]

The SWP is accused of arrogating to itself the right "to

publicly attack members or organizations of the International."

n——

hatfcne&g_)
certainly be underminfled it P the
—

2 organizations

made of practice of "attacklnw" each other.

T R

“

{ scem
It lﬁﬁﬁﬁ%iiAke an ominous situation -- until the IEC

Lo t “§ bmh'&’lj)
Majority gets down to specific cases. lIlhl?xaane four of
those that the IEC Majority considers most scandalous.

1. Tariq Ali publishes an article in his book The New

Revolutionaries saying that "Mao's stature as one of the

greatest revolutionary leaders of this century is beyond question.”
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Tom Kerry writes an article in the lbv‘Lu iosue with this view.
The IEC Majority denounces Tom herrr and save nothing about
Tariq Ali.

2. 'The PRT (Combatiente) commits an act of terrorism by

kidnapping Sallustro. The Militant, while defending the PRI(C)

Marxist view that terrorism is not effective. The IEC Majority
\‘.,:_‘_,'.,QH\\% rcm»&\n‘mj sl ot oklor severad o4 its
assails the SWP for its "attack" on the PRT(C )\

lgadi ) “'&\"QMS \“‘\a *”‘ 3[wh11e remaining silent after several of its leading adherents hail the]
X’PRT(C) action.

3. Pierre Rousset writes a book advancing the thesis that
the Vietnamese CP has "as a whole, assimilated the decisive
implications of the permanent revolution for the colonies and
semi~-colonies.," His views, which have never been formally

adopted by the Fourth International, are published by several

{; “—‘-,L-"‘ ‘ ."V\D} t C\w—k
: . . . ; s BT~ s
European sections and given wide circulation. The}?ﬂﬁr‘“"wmmuf

Soctali \+ (W.""—‘-’
/{pdﬁilshes a long critical review of Pierre Rousset's book.
rebukes
The IEC Majority eS| the SWP for "attacking" Pierre

N

Housset, but says nothing about the propriety of Comrade

Rousset publishing his boolk.
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4y Peter Camejo nublishes o oarcicio o toe SR
/
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R e

et wAlst Fludonss

..+ [International Socialist Review]

oy
j criticizing Che Guevara. The 1BC Iajorit, comnlaing that
o~

this is in reality a use of the magozine "o o ractionsl organd”
It does not state what it Jdndse ob ecticonsovic in Peter Janmejo's
criticism of Guevara.

Four specific cases. Four oulrazeous scandals!  Tour
clear exawples of « « « . of what? The IEC liajority, believe
it or not, says that these are exaunles of the BWF's double
standard!

Comrades can Jjudge for themselves who is employing a

double standard. | For further discussion on these and a

few other cases raised by the 1EC Majority,

article by Tom Kerry, aptly titled, "Old MHusbhand Yarns Hamper
Discussion of Political Differences." (SWP Discussion Bulletin,
Tt ]
) . o H. sept 19td
vol. %2, no. 1 December 1975f —- Cr-H.  2<fh -
The IEC Majority's citation of these snpecific examples
would border on the ludicrous, were it not for the fact that

the underlying issue is quite serious. Just consider the

implication of the ILC Majority's allegation: Sasskiemsssoboesius
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that ﬁgb public discussion of political differences is

impermissible uader all circumsbances in the Fourth Inbernabional'.

A,
. N
Docs s

X . e
CLec Maritys 2

disagree must keep guiet? 1s that the.EZEEﬁbept off sl

it
If so, they should say so directly. Fog(

be rat kc"v//

vnotZa strengthening, butla change in bthe application

of democratic centralism in the International today. As the

world movement has been functioning so far, each national

organization has the duty to publicize the resolutions and

statements adopted by formal gatheringsof the International.

But in addition, each national organization has not only the
Lt

right but the responsibility to analyze new events as)?‘.-!

seeg them. It is not expected that there will be identical views

on all questions, especially on theoretical questions. Agreement
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on basic programmatic questions is essential, but wonolithisu

in public on subsidiary q