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Dear Comrade(s) , -------

Chris Kinder 
New York 

14 Nay 1972 

With a number of members in several areas in intermediate 
industry (II), plus the good possibility of a couple more recruits 
in another area and other reinforcements, our future fraction is 
our most important political work in the unions at this time. This 
letter is to report briefly on some of our work so far and begin 
laying the groundwork for a fraction. 

The union presents a tremendous potential for political work. 
Seething discontent has reached the boiling point in many areas, 
oppositional political formations are growing, and there are even 
schisms developing in the cliquist and cynical bureaucracy. The 
workers are generally young, racially mixed and militant, and the 
industry is central to the U.S. economy, while at the same time 
being caught in vice-like contradictions of outmoded plant and 
foreign competition. 

The union, although bureaucratic, is sufficiently open to 
make intervention possible. An opposition booth and some floor 
time, as well as radical paper sales and distributions inside 
the lobby--unheard of in more reactionary unions--were allowed at 
the recent National Convention. Furthermore, the main oppositional 
grouping nationally, the opportunist Caucus (o.C.) (the only organ
ized left opposition on the convention floor), has been growing and 
provides an initial opportunity for recruitment to a principled 
caucus perspective--on the basis of a much-needed split in the o.C. 
Membership in the o.C. requires no agreement with anything; we 
could be o. C. "members," intervene in all their meetings, et c. , 
while maintaining our own, independent caucus formation (this is 
in fact already done by many local caucuses which are vaguely 
"affiliated" to the o.C.) 

Enclosed are copies of the leaflet we produced at the end of 
the convention and of a letter I recently wrote to Cde. Wes E. on 
IS trade union work; these two items complete this report. Our 
members in II, as soon as they become members of the union, should 
begin writing to the various oppositional groupings, particularly 
the o.C., another specific caucus, etc. asking for information, 
subs to caucus papers, etc. They should also, of course, follow 
the union articles in the ORO press, particularly Workers Power, 
Bulletin dnd Challenge. At a later date, letters to individuals 
may also prove useful in one way or another, such as probing the 
black caucus which has been providing speakers for Workers League 
rallies (all black caucuses are reactionary?! ••• see ~ullgtinsj. 
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and developing contacts for our caucus. 

From the official roll call of locals at the convention, caucus 
and ORO literature, I have prepared a key list of several score 
locals which because of size, political activity or close proximity 
to our branches bear observation and eventual contact by either our 
fraction or public members through sales, etc. This list is broken 
down by regions in which we have branches or members, plus a special 
list for the lVIid-West (mainly the center of the industry and some 
other specific places). I listed virtually every local within a 
50-mile radius of one of our branches; others were listed only if 
size or political activity warrented. 

The first purpose of this list will be a mailing of an issue of 
our paper, which will contain a detailed feature article on the union. 
Organizers in every area are therefore requested to get the street 
addresses for these locals and send them to the NO. This can be 
done with phone books and "directory assistance," which will usually 
give an address if you ask for the phone number first. 

Secondly, locals \'lhere we have II members or close contacts are 
being sent a bundle of the leaflet for trial distributions at the 
more important plants and/or locals. The third immediate task, of 
course, will then be to get the issue of the paper to as many II 
workers as possible. Key locations, both where we have members in 
and other areas (LA or Atlanta come to mind), should be aggressively 
and repeatedly pursued for contacts and subs to the paper. Finally, 
then, our fraction will have a well researched and annotated list 
of locals and plants for contacting and distributing caucus material. 

The lVIid-Western area, with our largest concentration of members 
in II and being closest to the center of the industry and the other 
rUd-West hot spots, will carry the largest burden in this work. It 
is up to this fraction particularly to monitor the o.C. and other 
industrial center-based caucuses and attempt to get to their 
larger meetings whenever possible (the o.C. has held national caucus 
meetings both during and in-between union conventions, and also co
sponsored an open conference on racism). Furthermore, the 1973 
bargaining union convention will be held in the center of the indus
try. Between now and then, our public Mid-Western members should 
make a tour with the particular issue of the paper to the center of 
the industry and some of the other important areas in the Mid-West, 
hitting locals and plants. Furthermore, public Mid-Western members 
should send at least one person to sell, contact and observe at the 
larger caucus meetings and the union convention. Admission to the 
conventions requires merely a letter of credential from the managing 
editor, which will be provided. 

Please discuss this letter with all fraction members and send 
comments and reports on the distributions. 

Comradely greetings, 

(Chris K.) 
enc. 
cc: all areas, files 
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Chris Kinder 
New York City 

Dear Chris" 
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Judson Smith 
Midwest 
Nay 2 3 , 19 '12 

In response to your letter of May 14, while it was not the 
letter I had hoped to receive (i.e." one in which the question of 
security for comrades doing trade union work was discussed in detail)" 
it does provide a starting point for a discussion of that and other 
important points. At the other ORO educational, my initial position 
was that the t.u. comrades should not attend because their union 
was involved and they had not completed their probationary periods 
on their jobs. Jennings convinced me that was incorrect, that the 
comrades should attend for the education that they would receive 
there. I agreed to that, and the Mid-West area comrades decided 
that every comrade would attend, but only the open members would 
intervene. 

At the educational, it developed that the open members there 
had insufficient forces to handle the intervention, that through a 
combination of laughter and ignoring people's hands, the other ORO 
was going to get through the conference without having to argue 
politics with the SL. I made a decision to intervene (it was ob
viously impossible to caucus with the open SL members for security 
reasons) as a simple t.u. militant and tried to kick a prominent 
member of theirs in the teeth for scabbing on the NYC teachers' 
strike. 

Following the end of the day's session, the comrades agreed 
that such an intervention was correct and necessary, and that more 
of the same would have to happen the next day, at which time the 
t. u. comrades did everything but announce organizational affilia
tion. Two comrades spoke from the floor quoting Lenin and Trotsky, 
defending Lenin's position on self-determination and Trotsky's 
transitional program respectively, while I attacked the other ORO 
for having a reformist t.u. program and attacked the featured 
speaker for having no programmatic basis for his caucus and the o.C. 
for not passing the demand that the union support no Democratic or 
Republican candidates. I did not want to go so far beyond the 
politics of an "honest center person" while still only a probation
ary employee, but it seemed necessary at the time. Following the 
intervention, the comrades here (including the rep. from the center) 
agreed that what we did was correct. 

As a result of that intervention, the other ORO and the featured 
speaker know very well who our people are and are hostile to us. 
Our attendance at o.C. meetings would be on the basis of being 
known supporters of the SL and could depend on our making some 
kind of a political apology and even mere attendance (except as 
spectators) would place us in an extremely uncomfortable political 
position, after the points we made about the featured speaker. I 
hope the remark "we could be o.C. "members" •••• while maintaining our 
own independent caucus formation" was merely a description of the 
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way the o.C. operates and not a suggestion that we enter that 
wretched, slimy little group. However, your remark that the o. C. 
"provides an initial opportunity for recruitment to a principled 
caucus perspective--on the basis of a much needed split" would tend 
to indicate an entry perspective, as splits are very hard to engineer 
from the outside. 

In general, entry into a group involves a form of political 
support. Political support requires basic political agreement. We 
disagree with the o.C. on a break with the capitalist parties (they 
leave open the question of support to capitalist candidates), we 
disagree with the way they raise 30 for 40 (when it is not clearly 
raised in the context of a sliding scale of wages and hours, it can 
be turned into an economist more jobs/more money demand rather than 
a demand which places the burden of full employment on the capitalist 
system), they do not raise nationalization of industry or open the 
books and we disagree with the organizational structure of the caucus 
(membership is not based on agreement with a program). There is no 
basic political agreement between the o.C. and the SL. 

Even if entry were politically principled, that orientation 
would still be incorrect for tactical reasons. The o.C. is an 
unprincipled bloc between a slimy radical, some bureaucrats in 
power, some bureaucrats out of power, and some aspiring bureaucrats. 
As you pointed out in your letter to Wes recently, there was one 
left oppositionalist at the o.C. meeting at the union convention, 
and this one person was hostile to the SL. In order to justify 
entry into the o.C. on tactical grounds, you would have to prove 
the existence of elements recruitable to a principled caucus program. 

The SL has a political orientation of work among ORO's because 
we are in basic agreement on our stated goal, i.e., a socialist 
society, the disagreements we have are tactical ones of how to 
reach that goal. On the basis of agreement on our stated goal, we 
can more or less easily assimilate members of ORO's whom we win over 
to our program. As for the ostensible oppositional organizations 
inside the t.u.'s, there is no such basic agreement. The o.C. con
tains opportunists, reformists, and possibly some naive militants and 
it does not recruit on the basis of socialist orientation. It stands 
a lot closer to the union bureaucracy than it does to the rank and 
file and I would argue that the average shop floor militant is better 
for our purposes than the average o.C.'er. 

One point that needs to be made about the IS and the WL is not 
just that they maneuver in an unprincipled manner among the union 
bureaucrats and aspiring bureaucrats, but that such maneuvering, 
even if done on a principled programmatic basis, is sterile. These 
people are usually not of the quality of which revolutionaries can 
be made. 

Even if the existence of elements recruitable to a principled 
program were proven, orientation towards splits in the c.C. would 
still be wrong. To fan out and do mass distributions at various 
locals around the Mid-West would give us contacts we do not have the 
resources to service. To attempt to set up caucus locals around 
some principled caucus program where there are no SL members would 
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be to court political disaster. It would mean creating some monster 
. organization which we could not control--especially if we got a few 
operators from the o.C. We would scarcely even have time to run 
around capitulating to all the backward elements in the caucus, let 
alone winning them over to a principled political orientation. We 
have only a handful of members in II, many of them inexperienced in 
the party and in t.u. work. If we attempt to build too fast on that 
small base,·we would be placed in the situation of trying to maneuver 
in an organization we created, because we would not have the political 
authority based on intense political struggle and political agreement 
that we would need for leadership. 

What we should do for the moment is to try to build support for 
our caucus program on the shop floors in the factories where we 
have members. After building a strong base in those places we \'lould 
be in a position to consider branching out to other factories and 
locals. 

Besides considering your plan to be tactically unwise, I do 
not think that it can be implemented. You do not seem to realize 
"That our resources are in our Mid-Western area. Loose as I want to 
play security (I want t.u. membe~s to appear at public radical 
functions arguing for 3L politics on all questions while not speaking 
as formal 3L members), this does not include sale or distribution of 
3L literature in the IUd-West area and especially not at the union 
plants. To expect the RCY'ers to do that is utopian. After we 
managed to industrialize the majority of the RCY members, two comrades 
are barely keeping up with the campus work with the help of a high 
school RCY'er on weekends. 

Our Mid-Western area Organizing Committee (I would point out that 
it is an OC instead of a local because it is not yet functioning at 
the level of a local) is extremely low on forces, especially politi
cally experienced forces. The problem is not confined to this local
ity, although it is especially acute here. In general, a small org
anization is incapable of leading a real mass movement because the 
ties are always too slender. The point was made in the Turner/Ellens 
faction fight about the lack of collective 3L leadership. The point, 
unfortunately, had considerable validity. In the intervening years, 
real collective leadership has been developed on a national level, 
but the next layer of political leadership is exceedingly thin. It 
is so thin that for regional leadership, which according to Comrade 
Robertson it takes five years to develop, here the organizer has less 
than two years in the SL. Due to political and organizational inex
perience, we have a hard job here just trying to keep the OC from 
running off the rails and on top of that, you want us to be the key 
force in building a mass trade union base. That is absolutely incor
rect, we should limit ourselves to exemplary t.u. work until we ad
vance to a level qualitatively beyond our present size. 

You want too much too fast and while the perspective I outline 
of working on the shop floor in the factories where we have comrades, 
linking tllese caucuses up nationally, and then branching out to the 
areas where we do not have members at this time, is the slow way to 
do it, it is also the only way we can build a solid working class 
base around the transitional program. 
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To state the obvious, there are basic differences being raised 
here. I think these differences should be discussed inside the 
organization, not just between NYC and here and would therefore urge 
that this letter be distributed to all centers. Conceivably this 
discussion could be considered part of the pre-national conference 
discussion of trade union '>lork. This letter has been discussed with 
the comrades here and there is general disagreement that entry into 
the o.C. would be unprincipled and general agreement that the per
spective you lay down for here is out of proportion to our size, ex
perience and political priorities. 

Judson Smith 
Mid-West 

Dear Judd, 

* * * 

Comradely, 

J. Smith 

Chris Kinder 
New York 

10 June 1972 

The points in your letter of 23 May concerning the pace and 
course of development of the work of our II fraction were well taken, 
as were your tactical considerations on entry into the o.C. They 
were not significantly at variance with my own or other PB members' 
opinions. I was surprised, however, to find you reading so many 
errors into my letter of 14 May. Not only do you have me advocating 
an unprincipled entry into the o.C., but you think I want this in 
place of the basic SL strategy at this stage of exemplary trade union 
work based on caucus formations led by our members: Ii ••• you want us 
to be the key force in building a mass trade union base. That is 
absolutely incorrect, we should limit ourselves to exemplary t.u. 
work until we advance to a level qualitatively beyond our present 
size. You want too much too fast and while the perspective I out
line of \'lorking on the shop floor in the factories where we have 
comrades ••• is the slow way to do it, it is also the only way we 
can build a solid working class base around the transitional program"! 
No wonder you conclude that "there are basic differences being raised 
here," witn the SL program. My conclusion would have been the same, 
had I aaid any of these things! 

I intend to clear up these misunderstandings with this letter. 
I also want to disagree with you, however, on some of your tactical 
conclusions and with your general criteria for entry work, which I 
think are erroneous. The latter point, while not immediately perti
nent to our work, is very important and gives me a chance to discuss 
some points concerning Trotskyist work in the unions historically 
which I've been turning over in my head lately, for the benefit of 
the pre-conference discussion. 

Admittedly, my letter of 14 r.1ay, particularly the third para-
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graph, lends itself to a certain amount of misinterpretation, speci
fically over \'lhat kind of intervention in the o. C. and when. However, 
the purposes of the letter were, I think, clear. It was not intended 
to be a full discussion of our perspectives, but simply a brief 
report "on some of our work so far" and implementation of some immed
iate tasks. The latter had to do primarily \vi th preparation for 
distribution of the issue of Workers Vanguard, for which a long art
icle on II was planned. This required quick action on an initial 
report, the substance of which was really the letter to Wes, the 
leaflet, and the selected list of union locals. I intentionally 
left a full perspectives discussion to the Political Bureau, which 
had already planned a meeting to discuss the II work. Therefore, I 
considered a re ference to "our own, independent caucus formation," 
which requires the building process of "working on the shop floor in 
the factories where we have comrades," sufficient to place my remarks 
within the generally well documented context of the 3L program on 
trade union work. 

Your only references to sales of the particular WV at the II 
plants, \vhich raises the question of outside support work in general, 
were to point out that union members couldn't do this because of 
security, and, "to expect the RCY'ers to do that is utopian." The 
latter point refers, presumably, to the numerical weakness of the 
RCY in your area rather than to any principled objection to the RCY 
doing sales aud outside support work for our trade union fractions. 
The "thin" c~aracter of local leadership in general, and the parti
cular numerical weakness of your area are valid observations, but 
why no assessment of the situation in light of the PB's plan to rein
force your area with at least two more RCYers (in addition to another 
party comrade), which was one of the topics of discussion during 
Cde. Jennings' visit? The plans for reinforcement were an immediate 
reaction here to the successful industrialization of the RCYers in 
your area; the PB was determined to maintain a viable branch there, 
including the minimum necessary for public work. Is it still "uto
pian" to con;;;ider plant sales of WV? 

Of course there was never any intention in anyone's mind to have 
union members do paper sales or any other form of work publically 
identifying them as 3L members. The number of people presently in 
II if in any fraction is a de facto heavy commitment of our forces, 
however, and our II fractionmay go beyond that. It is therefore 
an important task for the rest of the organization to do outside 
support work, especially sales of Workers Vanguard at II plants, 
which should become as regular an event as possible in all areas. 
This is good and necessary work for increasing the discipline and 
consciousness of especially the newer RCY'ers. Contacts can and 
should be called .upon for this as well. Even if immediate reinforce
ment of your area were impOSSible, I would still say that while it 
might be difficult, the two or three RCY'ers you have, plus any 
contacts they can mObilize, should make at least a few sales at 
one or tvw of the more important plants in the area with the special 
iss ue. 

The PE discussion of 20 May on trade union work concentrated 
heavily on II, but since another discussion is planned for an expand
ed PB on the weekend of 24-25 June, I will just summarize some of 
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the main points of the earlier discussion. The discussion centered 
on plans for the fraction over the next six months to one year, 
and some possibilities ranging beyond that. The assumption was, of 
course, that work would begin slowly, after our members were in the 
union, in building up caucuses locally, then linking them up nation
ally, and finally coming out with a national caucus paper such as in 
transport. \Vithin this framework, the expressed desire was for us 
to surface in this way with our own caucus and paper as soon as pos
sible within a year (which would put it before the next union conven
tion and contract discussion next spring). Your area--beefed up be
yond its present size, naturally--was the indicated center of the 
future national fraction, both because of the size and character of 
the fraction there, and because of proximity to the Mid-West II cen
ters. Intervention (not formal entry) in the o.C. was seen as ~ 
of the tasks of "G ... le fraction, for the purpose of splitting or recrui t
ing whatever healthy elements were available as vlell as combatting 
ORO's. 

None of the above was viewed as in any way contradictory to a 
number of points made by Cde. Robertson about the work, specifically, 
that beginning a caucus is not done by leaping in with a leaflet on 
the first day after one attains membership in the union, but is done 
as a natural outgrowth of struggle against the bureaucracy in the 
local through which one first becomes a familiar figure; and that an 
orientation toward power blocs in groups such as the o.C. was to be 
avoided as especially dangerous for a new, small caucus. The PB 
also generally agreed that in order to ensure the production of a 
stable, functioning caucus during this period--one which is able to 
function politically despite the extreme rigors and danger of lay-offs 
in II work--we should continue to run as many comrades as possible 
through the att~mpt to get hired in the areas where we alre~dy have 
future fractions. We will thereby maximise our chances that a suffi
cient number v..rill survive the lay-offs and begin to build up senior-
i ty in jobs they can handle. Finally, a speculation viaS made that 
perhaps, for the next period of II work (i.e., probably after a year 
or so of development) we might want to colonize the center of the 
industry, although there was not unanimity of thinking on this point. 

In my letter of 14 May, I had the same timetable of development 
in mind; perhaps some of the confusion in your mind as to vlhat I was 
advocating came from too sharp a juxtaposition between the few immed
iate tasks I was primarily concerned about and a few longer range 
tactical ideas I wanted to mention. Nevertheless, the period of the 
next six months to one year is not so far in the future that we should 
not now consider, for a new fraction that will be doing our most 
important political work in the unions, many of its specific tasks. 
I would reiterate, for instance, that a tour by public comrades to 
the center of tne inQustry and other important mid-west II areas with 
the special issue of WV (as well as the current issue for that month, 
of course), sometil,le between now and the next union convention, is 
most likely quite Dossible and should be considered. In addition, it 
is necessary to begin planning and collecting information now (largely 
through sales of the paper and other public work) for various tasks of 
the caucus which will become important later (such as giving it a 
greater public face within the union by leafleting plants other than 
those in which we have members). 
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I continue to maintain that one of the tasks of the caucus 
\'lhich vlill become important later is some form of intervention with 
regard to the o.C. Exactly what form this will take tactically is 
open to question. In any event, it will unquestionably be a subor
dinate part of our over-all task of building and recruiting to our 
own, independent caucus, in which we may very \'lell find that, "the 
average shop floor militant is better for our purposes than the 
average o.C.er." The fact remains, however, that the relationship of 
forces is such that the o.C., or some similar left-reformist grouping 
replacing it, will be an obstacle to our growth for an indefinite 
period. It will reach many shop floor militants \'1i th whom we will 
have no direct point of contact, as will the ORO's that are currently 
in or around it. Of course the o.C. is a "slimy little group" and an 
unprincipled bloc betvleen would-be bureaucrats and would-be radicals, 
but you are forgetting its central purpose, which is to tie the mili
tants and radicals in the union to the left wing of the bureaucracy 
and to reformism. It is already succeeding in doing this to some 
extent, as evidenced by the wide range of degrees of committment t,O its 
full program within it and the large number of ill-defined caucus 
members and individuals who attended and simply observed its meeting 
at the last union convention (about 50 total attended this meeting, 
not counting a large number of outsiders). To ignore groups such as 
this would be no less an error than to turn work in them into a strate
gic orientation instead of a tactic, as does the IS. 

You say, "The SL has a political orientation of work among ORO's 
because we are in basic agreement on our stated goal, i.e., a social
ist society, the disagreements we have are tactical ones of how to 
reach that goal ••• As for the ostensible oppositional organizations 
inside the t.u.'s, there is no such basic agreement." This is 
gobbledegook. To say that we have "basic agreemel1t" on stated goals 
with the ORO's uas about as much meaning as to lump Scheidemann, 
Noske, Luxembur~ and Liebknecht together as different varieties of 
"socialist." As far as recruitment goes, while it is true that we 
can recruit frOm the ORO's partly because of their ostensible social
ism, it is nevertheless an alternate strategy--the conquering of 
power by the proletariat--, not tactic, that vie offer. rrhe same holds 
for oppositional caucuses, with whom we have the same "basic agreement, 
if you want to call it that, of "reforming the unions," to which we 
offer their militants the alternate strategy of replacing the reform
ist bureaucracy with revolutionary leadership. Because we can form 
caucus formations with the better militants on the basis of this 
strategy and the Transitional Program without necessarily obtaining 
prior agreement Ol! the full SL program, your schema would seem to 
make more sense in reverse, in the long run. 

The same schematism characterizes your approach to the specific 
question of o.C. entry and its implications for general criteria. I 
agree \'lith you that formal entry into the o.C. is undesirable for 
tactical reasons at this time, although our basis of assessment could 
change between now and when vIe are able to implement this position 
(i.e., after our caucus is established and when the o.C. has national 
meetings again, which probably won't be much before the next union 
convention). This is based partly on my observation of their extreme 
organizational looseness, which would allow us to be members without 
agreeing to anything, but which would also allow us to intervene 
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effectively enough as technical "outsiders" in their larger national 
meetings. However, you assert that entry into the o.C.would be 
unprincipled because it 1) fails to rule out support for individual 
Democrats or Republicans, 2) raises "30 for 40" in an insufficient 
or reformist manner, 3) fails to raise nationalization of industry 
or "open the books," and 4) has a loose organizational structure. 

This approach is formalist and wrong. A grouping within the 
labor movement is not the same as an organization which crosses class 
lines, such as NPrl~/SMC. In the case of the latter, or of a working
class party in a popular front government, we are against entry on 
principle because the link with the bourgeoisie dominates and pre
vents the discussion and thrashing out of program on a class basis, 
i.e., what course the working class should take in its struggle with 
the bourgeoisie. Organizations that are clearly within the labor 
movement can be entered as long as we don't compromise or subordinate 
our program in the process. 

ThUS, in the case of the o.C. at the present time, entry would 
be principled unless it implicated us in any way in 1) use of the 
bourgeois courts against the unions:-support for which is extended 
by the c.C. to various frustrated bureaucrats, 2) support of one 
wing of the bureaucracy against another in a general. split, towards 
which the o.C. is clearly headed, or 3) of course, support for any 
bourgeois candidate in the elections. In other words, entry is not 
based on complete political agreement, which would be Oehlerism, 
but on conditions "'hich continue to allov1 us to struggle freely for 
our program, unhindered by political compromise. 

In 1946, Reuther made a drive for power in the UAW by moving 
programmatically to the left in a real sense--i.e., actually support
ing key slogans in the interests of the workers against the rest of 
the bureaucracy such as "open the books," "wage raise without price 
rises" and "negotiations in public"--; but only going just far 
enough to place himself at the head of thepost-war strike wave during 
the GN strike and from there into the UAW presidency. Basically no 
different than the other UAW and CIO bureaucrats, he had sold out on 
the no-strike pledge during the war, and after winning the UAW elec
tion he became a typical reformist and a rabid anti-communist. How
ever, during the GM strike, he was clearly leading in ~ of the 
political interests of the workers and was the focus of attack of all 
the other UAW and CIO bureaucrats in their efforts to channel the 
strike wave in a safe direction. His caucus, with its partial transi
tional program--in this respect no different from the o.C., which 
also includes smile points and leaves out others--was thus both a 
real reflection of the interests of the ranks and clearly a vehicle 
for the personal pcwer of a new reformist bureaucrat. Was the 
Trotskyist entry in order to reach the many advanced workers in the 
caucus unprincipled? By your criteria it would have been, since the 
program was incoi.lplete. Numbers don't change this. 

Since the SUP's trade union work during this period was not a 
perfect model by any means, it is worthwhile to diverge here for a 
moment and examine what was wrong with their work, in order to both 
correct errors and avoid-OVer-reaction. There is no lack of indica
tions of serious problems in connection precisely with the various 
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blocs and caucus-entry tactics undertaken by the SWP in the unions. 
In the discussions between SWP leaders and Trotsky on trade union 
work and the elections in 1940 (published as the pamphlet "Stalinism 
and 'J.'rotskyism in the USA" by New Park), he accused the SWP leaders 
of adapting "to a certain degree" to the trade union bureaucracy by 
being in such a close bloc with the "progressives" against the 
Stalinists that they had lost ability to maneuver independently. 
This led to an abstentionist position in the elections and inability 
to seize the opportunity presented by the temporary left turn of the 
CP during the Hitler-Stalin pact. Furthermore, some of the SWP's 
blocs were more dubious than others, such as their switch from the 
Reuther caucus to Thomas-Addes, the ousted former leadership, in re
action to Reuther's bloc with right-wing forces and bureaucratism 
after becoming president. The Thomas-Addes caucus represented the 
former leadership and in no sense reflected a real thrust of the ranks 
against the bureaucracy. 

Cannon, as well as other SWP leaders, reflected on the implica
tions of some of this practice during the Cochran fight in 1953, when 
he denounced Cochran's method as one of trade-union "power politics," 
coming " ••• from the school of the labor fakers, not from ours." What 
was the nature of this "school"? "Factional struggles in the trade 
unions ••• have been power struggles, struggles for office and place, 
for the personal aggrandizement of one set of fakers and the deni
gration and discreditment of the other side." (Cannon, "Some Facts 
About Party History--and the Reasons for its Falsification," Internal 
Bulletin, Vol. 15, No. 19, Oct. 1953.) SWP practice over the previous 
10-15 years was at least partly responsible for the split under 
Cochran of trade unionists and others representing 20% of the party. 
It was not the tactic of occasional blocs, or the specific acts of 
entry into various left-reformist caucuses that caused the problem, 
however; it was hDi'l the SvJP used these tactics and approached trade 
union work in general. 

In the 1940 discussion, Trotsky, though he accused the SWP lead
ers of "pursuing a trade union policy not a bolshevik policy" never
theless endorsed the original bloc with the "progressives": "We 
tried to penetrate the trade unions with their (progressives') help. 
This was a correct maneuver, I believe." His argument was not against 
blocs or entries, but that the SWP leadership was allowing what 
should have been a temporary tactic to turn into a permanent strategy. 
In fact, he pointed out that were it physically conceivable, entry 
into the CP at that point would have been desirable. 

The lack of an over-all conception of always struggling for pm'ler, 
in whatever arena, and in an exemplary fashion when actual power is 
unattainable, was, I believe, the real problem with the SWP's trade 
union work. Though it was not the case in their general political 
position by any means, in the trade unions the SWP leadership seemed 
to have a conception of impotence based on size: if it was impossible 
to go directly to leadership, i.e., hegemony, in the unions, then it 
was necessary to make a bloc. They tended, I think, to see the bloc 
not as an occasional tactic in an on-going struggle for power, but as 
a substitute for it. "In the food unions," said Cannon in the 1940 
discussion, "there was an inchoate opposition to the Stalinists. There 
were office seekers, progressives, former CPers. We have only a feN 
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people. He must link ourselves with one or the other to come for
ward ••• Two things can compromise us. One, confusion \'1i th the Stalin
ists. TWo, a purist attitude. If we imagine ourselves a power, ig
noring the differences between the reactionary wings, we will remain 
sterile." Trotsky argued for a clear orientation towards being 
a "third competitor" for power, but Cannon's attitude here remained 
largely typical of the SWP's trade union work. Only when all blocs 
were ruled out by gross political betrayal, such as during the war, 
when all the bureaucratic factions lined up behind the no-strike 
pledge and the war, did the SWP adopt a course for an independent 
caucus. 

Thus the SV1P did make many specific errors which we should criti
cize, flowing from a doctrinaire approach to program, tactical in
flexibility, as well as a tendency to give "critical support" to 
bureaucrats who were essentially no different than their opponents. 
Reviewing the history confirms, for instance, our policy of never 
supporting one wing of the bureaucracy against another, but only 
supporting those movements which, \'1hile they may contain "lesser
evil" bureaucrats, genuinely express the real interests of the rank
and-file and strengthen the struggle against the bureaucracy as a 
whole. However, entering caucuses that don't have our full program, 
making occasional blocs and critically supporting genuine "lesser
evils" are not in themselves errors when they are tactically called 
for in the course of building a revolutionary leadership around a 
communist cadre in the unions. 

AS.I .mentioned earlier, most of the above is not immediately per
tinent to our present union work. I should reiterate the point made 
by Cde. Robertson with which I fully agree: nOVl is no time for 
"power blocs." Such an attitude now would be the most unserious game:: 
playing in place of the serious work of launching our caucus. And 
again, while entry into the o.C. would not be politically unprinciple( 
in itself, it would be tactically inadvisable at this time not only 
because a sufficient level of intervention can probably be achieved 
without it, but also because of the need, especially at the begin
ing, of sharply counterposing prinCipled, revolutionary-transitional 
politics as embodied in our independent caucus to the garbled mush 
represented by the o.C. It is in this sense, not as "criteria" for 
principled entry, that your points of differences we have with the 
o.C. program are a perfectly valid tactical consideration: given 
the relative minuteness of both ourselves and the o.C., the full 
program assumes the maxim';lm importance. Entry:Ls-not a "sell-out" 
of our program, but at this time we must emphasize our distinctive
ness. 

I hope, then, that there really are no "basic differences" here. 
Now is not the time for "power blocs" and nO\,1 is not the time for 
basic differences on these questions, either. We must be careful, 
going into a pre-conference discussion, to guard against the pre
mature outbreak of factionalism based on misunderstandings or less. 
This can be very dangerous if not checked. 

On security, while it sounds as though you may have pushed the 
limits a bit at the other ORO educational you mention, I don't 
think there are any major differences, since I, too, want to play 
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it as leose as possible so as to maximize recruitment to the SL. I 
hope thEre will be more to say on this at the 24-25 June PB. There 
were one or two other minor tactical disagreements I had with your 
letter, which I will also leave to that meeting. 

cc: SLNO 
• file 

Chris Kinder 
New York City 

Dear Chris, 

* * * 

Comradely greetings, 

(Chris K.) 

Smith 
{l1id-West 
[received 21 June 1972J 

Your letter of June 10 made a bad impression on' me. It seemed 
to be more of an attempt to prove that you are right, always have 
been right and by implication ahmys will be right, rather than an 
attempt to clarify and resolve political disputes. 

To begin with, on plant sales. The point about "to expect 
RCY'ers to do that is utopian" does in fact refer to numerical weak-
ness here, as the next sentence bf my letter made explicitly 
clear. Why no assessment of the situation in light of the PB's 
plan to reinforce our area? People who have been promised to us do 
not make sales. The particular issue was the immediate question ••• 
Obviously, I was not projecting numerical weakness for the local SL 
until infinity, just for the particular issue of the paper and pro
bably for the summer months here. Another comrade is here now, and 
he and our high school RCY'er have been doing plant sales in the city. 
by the way. In general, I agree with your evaluation of the need for 
outside support work and would only add that an SL political presence 
locally comes before t.u. work here. 

As to your perspectives for building a caucus, it was my im
pression that you wanted to build a real national caucus (25 people, 
say) out of comrades, whatever could be ripped from o.C. and from 
whatever contacts we could pick up through WV sales, or leaflet dis
tributions at the union plants. In light or-your timetable for 
development of the caucus, having a national press vii thin a year, it 
seemed that the above was the only reasonable interpretation of your 
remarks. If this was a confusion in my mind caused by too sharp a 
juxtaposition of ideas in your letter, it was shared by the other 
comrades in the OC here. Perhaps your vague formulations would have 
been clear to someone who had been in the center to hear the dis
cussion, we are not all so fortunate. In discussing this, I sloppily 
referred to it as a "mass trade union base," which presented an 
opportunity for misunderstanding or distortion of my position. 25 
people seems like mass work sometimes, it's a lot more than we have 
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anywhere else in the t.u.'s. 

Ny objection to that tactic was that in such a caucus our comrade~ 
would be in a minority in the caucus in a situation where they had 
not established leadership and authority in day to day work with 
their fellow caucus members. My view is that in general all union 
members outside of cities where we have caucus members should be 
treated as SL contacts, and should not be encouraged to set up local 
sections of whatever national caucus we eventually form, at leaf'.t 
in the beginning stages. If we have a real national caucus closely 
linked to the SL, we could take in some outsiders, but not before 
then. 

In that context, plant sales in plants where we have people are 
especially important as a form of outside support, as are plant 
sales in other plants in the cities where we have people. The center 
of the industry is far less important, at this tim~, as are the other 
large union plants in the midi'lest you apparently wanted us to cover. 

To reply to a couple of your comments that I would like to lump 
together, "They itlere not significantly at variance with my own or 
other PB members' opinions" (emphasis mine), and "None of the above 
was viewed in any way contradictory to a number of points made by 
Cde. Robertson ••• " Of course we value highly the experience of the 
leading SL comrades, but political questions are not settled by 
whomever has the backing of the PB or national chairman. Incidently, 
your claim to this backing differs from other reports I have received 
from the center, as does your claim that my letter raised no signi
ficant tactical differences regarding our union work. If we agree 
on fundamentals, hOvlever , it does not make. ·any real difference. 

On the question of whether entry into the o.C. is a matter of 
principle or tactics, I wish to withdraw the statement about principle 
If I insist this is a matter of principle, then so is the French 
Turn, entry into the Labor's Non-Partisan League, entry into any 
labor party formation, etc., and these have not been so characterized 
by Trotsky and Cannon. I yield on this point to accepted Trotskyist 
terminology. Principles are formulated to guide us in our work, in 
my attempt to generalize non-entry into o.C. into a principle, I did 
drift into formalistic rigidity. Your comments, however, fail to 
clarify the question of entry. 

Entry into some kind of mass upsurge that has not yet codified 
a program is different from entry into something like o.C. The o.C. 
is an .unfinished political form in the same sense that a still-born 
baby is an unfinished life-form. Obviously, if it contained masses 
of workers in political motion in its ranks (as did Reuther's UAW 
grouping in 1946), the situation would be different. In that case, 
the masses of workers in motion would be a more important defining 
characteristic than the formal program. Program, however, does re
main a factor. There is a point beyond which we cannot go in our 
support without drifting into economism. Your formulation "genuinely 
express the real interests of the rank and file" hardly serves as 
an effective guide line. The real interests of the rank and file are 
socialist revolution, logically then, we can only support revolution
ary socialist movements. The Workers League argues that reforms are 



, 

• 

15 

impossible under capitalism today, und therefore any struggle for 
reform is automatically revolutionary, which lets them support any
thing they want. My personal formulation of not the o.C. or anything 
like the o.C. is too vague to be an operable guide line. 

On the question of vlork among ORO's, the only gobbledegook here 
is what you have introduced. We do lump ORO's together, not as 
"socialist," but as "ostensible revolutionary organizations." There 
is some kind of basic defining characteristic here, if I have not 
caught it with "basic agreement on our stated goal" then, neverthe
less, it still exists. The same characteristic does not exist for 
oppositional caucuses, most of which do not break with the capitalist 
system. Our goal is to build communist cadre in the trade unions, 
in order to make a communist revolution, which is not in basic agree
ment with what an Art Fox is trying to do now, or what Reuther was 
trying to do in 1946. 

On that last point, let me go on to your comment about pre
mature outbreaks of factionalism based on misunderstandings or less. 
That seemed comical after your preceding letter. In my letter of 
May 23, I viaS faced with the problem of seeing what I viewed as 
serious mistakes coming from the center. I have no real political 
authority anywhere outside of this area and do not have the ear of 
the national leadership. My only recourse was literary, and I made 
my comments as sharp and hard as possible because I wanted you to back 
away from what I felt were incorrect positions, positions you now 
claim you never held. In that context, I deliberately chose to give 
your unclear comments the worst possible interpretation because I 
believed that there were basic differences being expressed, and it 
was the worst possible interpretation of your remarks that concerned 
me. Never, however, did I use the word "gobbledegook" or refer to 
confusion in your mind. I would point out that a vicious, sneering 
writing style can be useful, but should be saved for factional sit
uations. If, however, you wish to conduct our political relationship 
on that level, I have some nice formulations which I reluctantly 
edited out of the preceding letter, in the interests of a continuing 
friendly political relationship. 

Comradely greetings, 

J. Smith 
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Present: PB: Gordon, Kinder, Nelson, Robertson, Samuels (RCY), 
Seymour, Treiger 

full CC: Brosius, Foster (Boston), Schaefer (RCY) 
alt CC: Carter (L.A.), Jennings, Kelley 
stafr: Cantor, Rogers, Ryan 
RCY NB: Cramer, Kamkov 
Other: D-1124, Judy K. (Boston), Linda (Midwest), M-1124, 

P-1124, R-1124, Smith (Midwest) 
Absent: PB: Cunningham (on assignment) 

alt CC: Benjamin (on "assignment) 
Meeting convened 3:00 p.m. 

Agenda: 1. Organization of Meeting 
2. Leninist Faction 
3. Intermediate Industry 
4. International 

1. Organization of Meeting: This is a very large meeting; all four 
l124ers are present, Smith and Linda from Midwest, and 2 members 
of the youth NB are here. Judy K. attends because she is leaving 
for Europe shortly. All these comrades should remain for the 
main political points under discussion; the Leninist faction, 
Intermediate Industry, and International; the technical points 
and national conference should be as closed as possible, so that 
only one l124er should attend that session. Smith should also 
remain, as I,lidwest has ho ce members. 

fJIotion: To adopt the outlined procedure on attendance. passed 
Motion: On the II pOint, to have Kinder and Smith give one half 

hour presentations, Kinder going first as reporter. To 
hold over the business points on minutes and membership 
applications to tomorrow's meeting. passed 

2. Leninist Faction: ••• 

3. Intermediate Industry: 

Presentation by Kinder: 

It is becoming clear that our II fraction is our current most 
important TU fraction and a tremendous opportunity for us. We have 
major national perspectives in 4 unions, in order to maximize our 
impact in exemplary TU work. We have colonized a real national net
work in the II. We're finding that the milieu is relatively fluid, an, 
that the ORO's are interested in this union and in some areas, e.g. 
Northern California, there is a lot of ORO work to be done. Mid-
New England is an exception to that. We have had a good response 
to WV sales at the plants. The central role of the union in industry 
and-rn the American economy is important, and makes it a good union 
to be in, although the work is physically grueling for the comrades. 
PB #49 contains a record of previous discussion on this union. 

We have a perspective of running a lot more people through the 
hiring procedure, in order to get a net increase as well as maintain 
our present strength, as we will have a certain loss due to lay-offs, 
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(; attrition, the demanding nature of the work, etc. 

On the dispute between myself and Smith; I think if there 
really was a tendency on my part to make opportunist power blocs, or 
on Smith's part to avoid all intervention in other caucuses, then 
we'd have a real dispute, but I don't believe either tendency to be 
the case. 

In my capacity as Trade Union Director, I wrote a circular on 
our II perspectives, and a section of that is written in a misleading 
way_ The circular was an attempt to do too many things at once, and 
I put in things which more properly belonged in a perspectives docu
ment. I did this because, since we'll be entering pre-conference 
discussion soon I thought it was appropriate and also I was specula
ting on how we might have intervened at the recent union convention 
had we had a functioning caucus. That circular led Smith to believe 
I had a perspective of an immediate entry into the o.C.; which I 
did not mean to suggest. vfuen I mentioned the possibility of an 
entry into the o.C., I didn't mean that \1e would bury ourselves by 
a deep entry; but only a shallow one, while maintaining our own 
independent caucus. I had written "we could be o.C. members"--I now 
think what would be called for is a strict intervention; in no case 
did I intend it as an attempt to make power blocs or to cut across 
our own caucus. I wrote a letter to Wes in the Midwest about TU 
work, which makes clear I have no illusions about the nature of the 
o.C.--I criticized it severely, said it was a hodge-podge, and IS 
goes along uncritically, etc. 

Another problem with the circular was that it was unclear whether 
it was an official TU Commission document or written on my own ini
tiative--although members of the TU Commission who read it didn't 
have anything to say about it, it was not formally a product of any 
body. I think in future all circulars out of the N.O. should be 
official, not individual efforts. 

Smith's second letter on the II question had some contradictions. 
In his first letter he said it was utopian to have the RCYers doing 
plant sales, yet in the second letter he said they were doing it. 
On the schedule for the development of the caucus, there's an ob
vious misreading of what I indicated--Smith assumes we must have at 
least 25 people before we can have a real national caucus; where did 
you get that figure from? The transport caucus paper is the paper 
of a real caucus, and there's less than 25 people there, but it's 
still a real paper and a real opposition in the union. 

Within a year we should begin functioning as a caucus--if Smith 
objects to that timetable, we should discuss that. His local area 
is the natural center for the caucus leadership. 

On my claiming PB backing for my position; my reaction to your 
first letter was different from that of the other PB members, but I 
did see that your letter was a healthy corrective, although I noted 
a tendency on your part to try to drive a knife in, and an unnec
essarily hostile tone. 
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I don't think there are any basic disagreements over tactics 
or principles. The circular was open to different interpretations, 
and you're probably right thar-I should have taken a more questioning 
attitude--but instead I interpreted it as meaning you wanted a loose 
and broad caucus, not loose in its program, but one without strong 
links to the SL. I thought you wanted to go into the o.C. and rip 
off people and develop the caucus in areas where there were no SLers. 

The number of 25 people was purely arbitrary--I just chose it. 
Yes, you can have a press with only a small caucus. But the real 
question is, do you want to build caucus locals where there aren't 
any SL members? No; I argue against that, at least not in the early 
stages of development. 

On entry into the o.C.; the principle I tried to formulate was 
rigid and wrong, ~ld became sectarian. My reaction came right after 
I had seen another ORO presenting a notorious o.C. spokesman and I 
didn't want anything at all to do with that guy! That ORO was also 
trying to blur the lines between us and them. If we did enter the 
o.C., that ORO would be able to use that to blur the lines between 
us, even though we'd enter only to criticize and they do it uncri
tically. Another reason for my hostile reaction in the letter is 
that I work all week plus Saturday and every other Sunday, and I'm 
the SL local organizer and I'm worried and thin-skinned. 

Problems with our local area: Wes is the no. 2 guy there and 
his only organizational training comes from my yelling at him--he 
lacks any experience in an SL center, and there's no collective 
leadership. There's only me being a kind of tyrant. I'm effective 
at that but I don't know how good that is and I'm nervous--we need a 
CC member in our area. I'm also party rep. to the youth--the youth 
NB ought to keep more of an eye on \·les. And now I'm supposed to be 
trade union director there too. Steve and Linda's arrival will take 
the burden off me somewhat, tut we still need more experienced cadre 
I will still have to go to the study groups, etc. We have potential
ly very valuable youth, but I don't know enough to train them and 
the local area is vital to us. 

Discussion: 

Seymour: 'Vlhat we want in our trade union work is parallel to what 
we want in other areas of work; that is, to be a clear pole of attrac
tion, with politics which confirm to experience in struggle in that 
arena--we always want a clear-cut identity. Smith's letter contained 
the implicit assumption that we are interested in recruiting on a 
fairly low level. The "average shop-floor militant" is a meaningless 
phrase. A "militant" pure and simple is the lowest level of politi
cal development. 

On the o.C.--in general we orient toward national oppositions, 
as the political consciousness of their membership is on a higher 
level, and represents a transcending of parochial backwardness. An 
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investigation of the Black Workers Congress and other black groups 
in the industry should be a high priority in our II union work. 
Politically the BWC is probably the main industrial center of black 
radicalism. 

The caucus program is the basis for mass struggle--the people 
we intend to recruit should be on a higher level of development. 
Smith is opposed to having caucus members in isolation, but once 
again that's assuming we're recruiting politically inexperienced 
people. I don't believe we want to recruit on a lower level in the 
caucus than in any of our other work. Smith was recruited essen
tially in isolation. Our work should be directed at the most con
scious radical elements, with a long term perspective. There is a 
left in the labor movement, and what we say and do now may bear 
fruit not immediately, but in long term impact, on, for example, 
CPers, black nationalists, etc. in the industry. This union work 
should be seen as part of our general revolutionary regroupment 
perspective. 

Gordon: I believe it is principled to enter any working class org
anization, if the intention of the entry is to smash and split the 
organization. I accepted Smith's contribution as being extremely 
valuable, \'1ith that provision. The SL has always insisted that if 
we undertake caucus work without a seasoned and hard cadre it can be 
a serious mistake to try to do a lot of maneuvering. If we do it 
without adequate political preparation it can blur our own impact 
and shore up opportunists. Smith was too intemperate, and the heat 
was unjustified in this particular-case, but we jumped on the oppor
tunity to have a good discussion and get him into the center. 

I feel there was a real difference on the timetable for devel
oping the caucus. I was glad Smith pOinted out that Kinder was too 
impatient, and I think the rest of us shared that impatience. Feel 
also Kinder showed a formalism towards the o.C. (as did we). I 
don't accept the fact that it is the existing vanguard of opposition 
in the union, don't think it has much of a real membership, but 
seems to be a series of blocs between local bureaucrats. The ques
tion to ask is do local militants look toward it in a favorable 
manner? Is the o.C. an obstacle between us and them? We must de
termine exactly how the o.C. is seen inside the union. I have tended 
to downplay the o.C., and orient instead to strongly developing our 
own independent presence. 

I want to stress the necessity to simultaneously bombard the 
union with the full SL propaganda from the outside while building 
our caucus--this will require strong leadership and coordination. 
I don't want the union work seen purely inr.terms of the caucus. We 
do not build caucuses primaril~ as recruitIng devices, but as exem
plary work in the class. The SEU was a failure because we did not 
manage the simultaneous tasks of being a hard communist OPPOSition 
as well as doing direct recruitment. We must raise the SL presence 
from the outside quite strongly--we never thought the caucus alone 
would do a lot of direct recruitment. That is one reason we can't 
put more than 1/3 of the org. into union work--in addition to the 
high priority of party building and developing campus fractions. If 



• 

Extract of PB MINUTES (No. 50) 
First Session 

5. 24 June 1972 

it were true that it was easier to recruit directly from TU caucus 
work, we wouldn't need such a sharply defined level of personnel 
commitment. 

Nelson: I believe there is a difference of substance. Kinder, 
in his attempt to consolidate a caucus in this union as quickly as 
possible, displays a preoccupation with the o.C. that bothers me. 
He says a formal entry is tactically undesirable at this time, and 
talks of a "partial transitional program"--that's like being "almost 
pregnant." There's no such thing! On the level of principle, no it 
is not a violation to enter a class organization, but I believe Kinder 
seriously over-estimates the o.C. We can try power blocs at a cer
tain point, but he says it is tactically undesirable now--but given 
Kinder's own description now, I think it would also be unprincipled, 
and become essentially a left-center coalition. I think there is an 
opportunist core to your attitude to o.C. 

I consider it axiomatic that, especially in the beginning, we 
don't have a caucus without a core of party cadre. We must treat the 
people we sell to from the outside as SL contacts. This union work 
is new to us--the experience in transport was different. Jennings 
was in there for seven years, and that caucus paper reflects a 
certain authority and knowledge. SSEU was an a-typical situation, 
white collar, very open to radicalism--we must be very careful in 
II, cautious and slow, but not overly so. Even with a younger mem
bership now in that union, it will still take a lot longer to estab
lish credentials. Individual members must establish credentials in 
each shop, which takes some time. The work will require very tight 
coordination. Our main task in the next year is to have something in 
that union. We must build our fraction and then our-callcuses, and 
we've got a long way to go. We've got to be competition for the o.C. 

Brosius: It's very clear that the II orientation has meant a big 
change for the SL locals, and if we're going to accomplish it suc
cessfully, we can't take the attitude that it's just one more area 
of work. The locals must make a conscious attempt to back up comrades 
working--people burning out quickly can be a tremendous problem, and 
the local must be sensitive to it, help integrate the work, etc. 

What level of cadre should be sent in? We can't pick and 
choose who is going to get hired; .. wehave to send in a mass of 
people and get in who we can, so we can't always get experienced 
cadre in. In Northern .california, I thought the best we could get 
in was middle-level cadre, and what we've tended to get has been 
RCYers and contacts--2 contacts joined us on the basis of their TU 
work. The local has had a tug-of-war between the trade union implan
tation and the RCY. We need to have men in that union, as chauvinism 
is rampant. We must rip more people out of other areas of work or 
else it won't go right. 

I thought it was wrong to hand out the first leaflet to the 
union, on their recent convention, with all that emphasis on the WL. 
Paper sales were good I thought. 
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The o.C. doesn't exist in N. California. Most caucuses only 
activate right before conventions. We must begin to develop a pro
gram for the industry, also need to develop the cadre. On the regroup 
ment aspect of it; the exemplary character of our TU work is very 
important to us, and has already been good for the N. Calif. local. 

Is the o.C. like TURF in the Teamsters? We should at least 
definite11 have a literary intervention. If we get a big caucus and 
they deve op fast, maybe then o.C. would be an obstacle • 

Schaefer: The TU director should have the authority to send out 
his own circulars. The problem with that union is developing cadres. 
We sent a lot of random comrades into Mid-Atlantic states II. This 
is a bad situation. 

We should be very careful in thinking about entry into o.C. 
How they define themselves, or what a caucus is, also has political 
implications. 

Am glad Seymour pointed out the importance of the Black caucuses. 
I generally agree with Seymour on II work as an extension of our re
gro~pment perspective, but I don't want too static a conception of 
what the caucus work will be like. The communication caucus is 
already looked to for leadership in meetings, even with a weak lead
ership itself--we may be thrown in situations where we're over our 
heads anyhow. 

Carter: I thought Smith blew the differences out of proportion, and 
so the reports today were too apologetic in reaction. I think we 
must send reinforcements to our Midwest center. 

On entry, I argued with the British RCL about that. They essen
tially were functioning as a left cover, and we must consider whe
ther our entry, given our small forces, would have that function. 
Cries of "principle" often obscure a real question. 

In PBH49, I object to the statement that the whole S. Calif. 
local wanted to send everybody into II--there was only one comrade 
who wanted to. We need a trade union fraction, and must look care
fully at who \-le're getting into it, its impact on youth work, etc. 

We have an ex-PLer contact in S. Calif II. He said that the 
o.C. always ended up behind the Democratic Party in behind the scenes 
deals, and the people he talked to there thought it had a bad repu
tation. The problem with creating caucuses without SL members is 
that we have no way to check on them or control them. K. got a lot 
of response to forming a caucus in public employment, and we had to 
tell him to tell interested people that they should study our program, 
and we would have to recruit them first on our program. 

Robertson: The tone of the initial literary exchange was disturbing; 
it appeared that two comrades were damaging each other in the course 
of their work, and that was very bad. Kinder is pushing ahead with 
his work, and needs authority to do it. But did he get that supple
ment to WV you sent checked out before mailing? 
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We need stronger fractions in each plant. S. Calif. is growing 
and think soon it will have the potential for its own fractions. 
Meanwhile, if S. Calif. wants to have somebody in II, you can send 
them up to N. Calif. One cue. here is in a terrible situation with 
heavy work--either she gets reinforced or we'll have to pull her out. 
The public employment people want out of it in the long run (say, 
in a year) and the perspective is to get them into II. Our Midwest
ern center would be the place to put them, but the center of the 
industry is the center of the union, and we should think of ways to 
be able to get people there. We want and need about 5 more comrades 
into our Midwest center: somebody with more SL experience than Smith, 
some more youth, and another party couple. Several specific comrades 
are available for our Midwest center and with TU perspectives of 
work. Of course, sending in inexperienced comrades with workerist 
enthusiasm may feed into existing local bias. The area is a higher 
priority for us than Atlanta. Linda can function there to take the 
pressure off Smith; she could be either the organizer or party rep. 
to the youth. 

Cannon sketches out the way to start a caucus that seems to 
be perfectly wrong. In 1940, he said that the way to do it is to 
find some struggle going on, make a deal with the left wing of it, 
and ship them about 15 or so youngsters; when small, you've got to 
make deals. They got their comeuppance in 1953 trying to explain 
the loss of their auto fraction. Our fractions must be communist, 
not another self-interested power bloc. We don't run anybody for 
office if he or she is not known as a red, and we must demonstrate a 
qualitative difference between groups if we do ever choose sides 
or bloc for or against a group. 

I don't think we should either enter or ignore the o.C. We 
should be sharply critical of the o.C. where we have the authority 
to do so. II is intrinsically valuable and we can get in, but we 
mustn't lose sight of our communication perspective. We've repeat
edly tried in the Mid-Atlantic region, and we just can't get in. 

We must determine whether comrades' exhaustion from the work 
will be a strategic or merely tactical problem, and must have a 
flexible attitude. Our party trade unionists are special,the pride 
of the party, and have special needs, particularly the newer ones. 
We must be very aware of this, if we are, we may be able to shift 
the difficulties from strategiC and presently insuperable to merely 
tactical. 

We must function in the labor movement in a parallel, two-fold 
way. Our party fractions in TUwork function ,in the form of caucuses. 
raising The Transitional Program. The party must directly approach . 
the plants--e.g. through WV sales and individual contacting--with 
our full program from the~ictatorship of the proletariat on down. 
To forego the former is sterile propagandism isolated from real 
workers' struggle; to forego the latter is profound opportunism. 

The SL is badly disrupted because of this TU implantation--we 
have two party organizers working in shops, Kinder is trade union 
director, and RCY is carrying the main burden of our movement's 
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public face and doing it poorly because they're inexperienced, and 
also it's an overload for them. 

Jennings: I think Nelson's comments on Kinder were legitimate. The 
o.C. does not define itself too well--there's nothing on paper of 
theirs which makes it unprincipled for us to enter. I came out of 
a democratic caucus in transport--that was the basis for my authority, 
not just my years in the industry • 

Our telling the o.C. we're going to investigate them, may create 
hostility and a lot of inner tension in their group. If we fight 
them from the outside, that may harden them up together against us. 
There was no illusion inside transport that we were working with 
the democratic caucus; we developed our own authority. There are 
different ways to approach the o.C. and I don't get a sense of that 
flexibility. 

I like the idea of the center of the industry. It's the center 
and it's important to be there. We should get in touch with Black 
caucuses, etc. If K. gets out of public employment, he and Smith 
could coordinate work between the two areas. 

Foster: I don't think we should enter o.C.; a sense of scale is very 
important. If we entered now, we'd bebuilding for them because we're 
in places where they don't exist. We need information on specific 
Black caucuses, on a whole lot of questions. We must be careful with 
our young RCYers; we can't simply pump them in, but must be very 
conscientious and develop them. On the industrial center and how 
soon--seems if it's a long term perspective, all right,. otherwise 
an alternative for soon might be to make a successful implantation 
in the Nid-Atlantic area, where the YWLL is, and where the center 
could monitor its development. We must work the security angle very 
carefully, and develop the dual outside-inside approach. Once we 
get established, we might experiment with an open SLer if it feels 
open enough. The WL is making a big outside push, maybe they can 
sour it for. us, even from outside. I suspect they'd try it in the 
Mid-Atlantic, so we should get strong fractions in this area. 

Samuels: It's 'a question of how legitimate the o.C. is. The center 
of the industry is where the real opposition is. The ranks are by 
and large atomized, don't know what's happening from plant to plant; 
there's not much inter-communication. The o.C. is not the union 
equivalent of the old SDS. If it's a phony group it'll be a real 
liability for us to be in it. 

On the RCY NB ~9hitQring Wes; well, we're dependent on reports 
we get from the field--you have to check on people to find out any
thing, it seems. On the other hand, we can't always wait for a 
potential problem to diagnose itself. 

~ We mustn't send in people we'll be sorry about later. We must 
select people to go in; everyone working in a plant must be party 
material. We must achieve a balance between the youth and trade unior 
work, and can't rip the heart out of the RCY. If our public face is 
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soured, that will hurt our TU work--people in the plants in the Mid
west areas, when they think about the SL, won't be thinking about 
that guy slaving along beside them on the line, but about the public 
presence of the SL. Apparently the Labor Committee is orienting to 
II too. 

Martha: I still feel vaguely uncomfortable and have questions--what' 
is a principled entry? I still see shades of differences here. I 
agreed with Nelson's analysis but am not sure if would be unprincipled 
at this time. I liked Gordon's formulation. 

Summaries to 1st Round Discussion: 

Kinder: Entry into a class organization is not in itself unprincip
led, but there is a way to do it, and it must be a hard Trotskyist 
entry. I meant by a "genuine lesser evil" a tendency within the 
labor movement which in some real way advances the class struggle. 
What was unprincipled about the SWP entry into the Reuther caucus was 
that they went in and did not have a split perspective during the 
presidential campaign when Reuther was selling out. 

My timetable for caucus development was the one projected at 
PB #49. We should try to get a paper like the transport caucus 
paper within a year. Points were well taken on how to build up 
authority in the plants. 

Smith: Appreciated Nelson's points. I was wrong in my tone, and 
then tended to retreat rather than fight. Jennings argues for the 
possibility of entry. 

Seymour talks about isolated members--yeah, I was recruited in 
isolation, but I was brought as soon as possible into a center. You 
can't just leave people in isolation. 

The o.C. has a reformist orientation. Caucuses aren't neces
sarily ORO type formations. I don't think we generally orient to 
caucuses in unions--we must evaluate each one carefully. I really 
don't know what o.C. has. On Jerry's "workerist deviation"--remember 
that's \I/es' s characterization, who has an academic deviation. 

Second Round Discussion: 

Seymour: The Reuther caucus in '43 was a reflection of mass dis
content with wage controls in WWII, and had a certain hegemony. It 
was necessary to enter that caucus. One must look at the social base 
for it. I also don't believe we should enter the o.C., but that 
doesn't mean it won't be an obstacle for us. It's known as the left 
opposition, and we must fight it. It's not true we can ignore and 
seek to go around it, because for any politically conscious person it'~ 
there and is considered. In transport, the democratic caucus didn't 
have that much of a base. 

~ I'm confused--didn't seem Kinder was talking about trying to 
split the o.C., but about trying to win over a section--what do you 
mean? I think Nelson and Smith have a too conservative approach. 
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Regroupment is relevant to TU work, and counterposes itself to re
cruiting isolated individuals. It is implicit in the concept of 
regroupment that we can win over people on a higher level than some 
of our own members. 

Gordon: One must. distinguish between the formal program of a group 
and the impetus behind it. An essentially healthy impetus will 
develop, so we would try to push for a split. I don't think the o.C. 
is l1ke that, or that it's paper program is its real program. The 
test of a real program is whether they are forced to try to mobilize 
the ranks on it. Part of the problem here is that Kinder does not 
see the somewhat tentative nature of the PB's timetable. I welcomed 
Smith's letter because I felt we were incorrect and it was a kind 
of tentative decision. 

On the o.C.; 1. we have a good basis for saying being part of 
the o.C. would not help us win hard union members. I don't think 
the o.C. has a membership in that sense. It seems to be blocs of 
local caucuses only. 2. Also, unless we have well-known representa
tives and good cadres in we can't orient to power blocs or maneuvers. 
While the SWP's trade union work wasn't all that bad, they did have 
the conception that while they were weak they had to make blocs, 
and that's backward. We can have a united front over a particular 
issue with our own independent base. A tactical error in this situa
tion ·could become a betrayal. If we were really weak, we could say 
we were trying to split the o.C., but we could probably be tolerated 
within it, and our only effect would be to recruit for o.C., and be 
a left cover, and that would be the betrayal. But one can't say it's 
always wrong to make entries, because that's sectarian. 

I agree with Nelson, there is no such thing as a "partial" tran
sitional program. Kinder's is a quantitative analysis. When a lead
ership is forced to sellout its program as a result of pressure from 
the ranks, that is a situation we could enter, to be the continuators 
and force the development of the program, in opposition to the leaders 
who have betrayed. 

Nelson: I am conservative on this question. One half of the dis
cussion here-has been on whether or not the organization can even 
afford to develop a strong caucus, so when the o.C. orientation is 
posed in terms of a possible entry, it seems much too premature. 
It will take us a long time to develop anything. Our first stage is 
getting the party fractions and supporting local branches--we can't 
develop fractions before we have locals capable of supporting them. 
We need a sense of scale. Seymour--yeah, regroupment is valid in 
unions too. Regroupment is defined programmatically. A lot of this 
discussion is premature. ~'m worried, because I'm not sure we can 
even pull it off right now. Comrades should be less impatient, and 
plan and plot to keep getting people in, and this other stuff should 
be considered, but for a long term perspective. 

Schaefer: There's been grumbling in the NYC HCY that the SL isn't 
doing enough. The Hey is doing a bad job carrying the public face, 
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and it's a problem. ORO work is not a routine job to shuffle off 
onto the youth. Our best RCY'ers-aren't good enough as public 
speakers. 

Carter: The S. Calif. public employee comrades want to pick up and 
develop what contacts they have now, and after that's done, then get 
out and do TU work, either in Midwest or N. Calif., whatever we 
want. They are potential TU resources for other areas we may want 
also • 

Robertson: The real side of how getting people into plants is done 
is that once we get a caucus, you get a friendly committeeman and 
make .. some sort of deal and they get in--that' s always how it t S done. 
It is very important to get cdes. in. We must be conservative. We 
are facing a different process in II than in transport, because of 
the different development of transport--if we'd sent people in there, 
it wouldn't be the same situation as we have now. We should take up 
the o.C. question again when we're in a position to act on it. Mean
while must look for opportunities to attack them. We will know in 
less than a year whether we need a branch at the center of the indus
try or not. I have grave doubts about an open SLer in the labor 
movement. You make yourself a hostage to the future if you do that. 
We might make a calculated sacrifice though, as a tactic, if it 
seemed worth it. 

Want to introduce the following operational motion. Motion: 
We do not have a perspective of entry in o.C. or similar formations 
during the period of implantation in II (i.e. prior to the emergence 
of a national fraction public face), but we do seek now opportunities 
to criticize such groupings and differentiate our fraction from them. 

Jennings: The reason I emphasized the question of the democratic 
caucus in transport was because I wanted to emphasize that we must 
be tactically flexible and aware. Am in favor of the motion. I 
believe it's correct at this stage to expect that any caucus member 
we recruit should be in the SL. 

Foster: What are the S. Calif. public employee people like--how 
fruitful is the arena for recruiting? It might be very open, and 
we might want to continue that work. 

Samuels: Of course we will pick up isolated people, but what do 
we do with them? That's the question. We don't build caucuses out
side-the fraction and the party fractions must be linked to a local. 

Kamkov: I learned the real criteria for entry into a class organiza
tion is not so much its formal program, but if it reflects a real 
left-moving mass movement, and then we'd fight for a program in it. 

Summaries: 

Smith: I don't have much more to say. Not the industrial center 
now--we have to shore up our present Midwest center now. We need 
more political leadership and more people. In our area concretely we 
are objectively over-emphasizing TU work--we were too successful in 
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our trade union implantation. We need more open members. Maybe 
colonize the center of the industry next year. 

Kinder: Re Seymour's question--I never projected any intervention 
into o.C. to make a bloc, thought in terms of a ripoff instead. No 
intention to build o.C. at all. Jennings sounded like he was argu
ing for an entry the first round, and now he says he agrees with 
Robertson! 

During the war, in '46, the SWP took the correct attitude when 
it pointed out that all TU leaders supported the no strike clause. 

I think there's a qualitative difference between a fracture 
within a bureaucracy and a movement of the ranks against the 
bureaucracy. Remember there's still communication, which is No.1 
priority in the Mid-Atlantic. We're going to be near our upper 
limit there--I'm not sure how easy it would be to develop a caucus 
there and then shift it to the center of the industry. 

Reads proposed motion on general criteria for the caucus entrisr 

Motion: To have a 3 minute time limit on discussion of motions. 
passed 

Disc: Schaefer, Gordon, Jennings, Seymour, Robertson, Foster, 
Nelson, Samuels, Kinder 

Kinder withdrew his proposed motion in the light of criticism as 
to its vagueness. 

Motion: We do not have a perspective of entry in o.C. or similar 
formations during the period of implantation in II (i.e. prior 
to the emergence of a national fraction public face), but we do 
seek now opportunities to criticize such groupings and differentiate 
our fraction from them. passed 

Motion: To adj ourn for 1 1/2 hours for a dinner break and to 
reconvene promptly at 10:30. The last full PB member back has to 
chair the evening session. passed 

4. International: ••• 

Meeting adjourned 11:45 p.m. 
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ON THE SKILLED TRADES CONTROVERSY 

--submitted by L. Davidson 

The success of the recent SL industrialization drive has raised 
a tactical problem to which widely disparate solutions have been 
produced in the different locals: the problem of whether our com
rades should apply for the skilled trades apprenticeship programs. 
This paper is an attempt to briefly summarize the position reached 
by the mid-Atlantic II fraction and the reasoning behind it. 

Our perspective for work in the industrial unions must extend 
for a period of years--the proletariat does not readily abandon its 
existing leadership, and it is only through the development of caucu
ses and leaders who gain the respect and trust of the rank-and-file 
by virtue of a long history of consistent and principled revolution
ary opposition to the union bureaucracy, that we can expect to 
successfully implement even our exemplary perspectives for trade 
union work. Therefore our attitude toward skilled trades vs. assem
bly lines must reflect a realistic assessment of our ability to 
survive as an effective tendency in the unions and in the factories. 
While physical and mental endurance are important factors to consider, 
the decisive element in this period will be job security--our opti
mistic plans for the construction of a balanced national fraction 
rest on rickety foundations: our successes have depended in large 
part on an artificially induced hiring boom resulting from the tem
porary advantages to U.S. industry from the newly raised tariff bar
riers, and will be easily reversed by the layoffs we should antici
pate in the future. We will have little seniority to protect us, 
and our continued existence in the plants may well depend on our 
ability to become crucial to plant functioning, in such categories as 
skilled maintenance worker, whose job security generally remains 
stable through layoffs up to the point of plant closures (automation, 
which results in layoffs for production workers, can even increase 
the demand for skilled personnel to service the new machinery). 

A major drawback is the extent of required overtime, with six 
or seven-day weeks and twelve-hour days not uncommon for skilled 
workers. While this places severe limitations on onets ability to 
carryon consistent outside political work, it is somewhat compensated 
for by the vastly reduced strain of physical exhaustion and psychologj 
cal tedium, and greater opportunities for engaging in other activities 
(in particular: reading, rest and political discussion) during work
ing hours. 

Another criteria to consider is that of intra-plant mobility: 
although we -should avoid those jobs which would restrict our access 
to the main body of production workers, many skilled and non-assembly 
unskilled occuaptions allow for greatly increased physical mobility, 
which can prove extremely useful for the information-gathering, com
munication, and contacting essential to caucus-building. 

There has existed an historical tension between the skilled and 
production sections of a union, reflecting on the one hand the nar
row craft consciousness of the skilled tradesmen, and on the other 
the resentment typically felt towards these relatively privileged 
layers by the assembly workers. Although moving off the line would 
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inevitably curtail those comrades' ability to become shop stewards 
for production, lead wildcats, etc., it would not necessarily pre
vent us from gaining political influence with the production workers: 
we seek to win support not on the basis of workerist moralism ("see, 
we will share your oppression to prove our true devotion to the 
proletariat")--but on the basis of a revolutionary program which 
unites the skilled and unskilled in common struggle • 

The ideal situation would be that of a full range among frac
tion members: more experienced comrades in the relatively secure 
skilled layers, and more recently implanted and/or recruited com
rades on the lines, giving us the widest possible network for the 
exposure of our politics. In spite of the most concerted efforts 
to acquire upgraded skills (as well as the advantage in apprentice
ship tests afforded those with intellectual training) we will pro
bably not face the problem of too few left on the assembly lines. 
If this situation did arise, it could easily be rectified--downward 
mobility is usually no problem to arrange, and can always be explaine\ 
by e.g. too much overtime. In general, then, we should encourage 
comrades to seek upgraded training, entry into apprenticeship pro
grams, or other job categories (e.g. unskilled maintenance) which 
would facilitate their effective and prolonged participation in 
communist trade union work, along the guidelines earlier proposed 
for the RT comrades in Geoff White's "The Tendency and the Party," 
p. 44, Marxist Bulletin II: 

"Our young comrades should be encouraged and be guided 
toward occupations where they will have the potentiality of 
participating with and eventually coming into leadership of 
decisive sections of the proletariat, and away from the 
Bohemian fringes. Factors to be considered are: economic 
survival, physical demands, job mobility, and strategic 
position within the structure of the class. This means 
special attention to the acquisition of skills which give a 
degree of job security, job mobility, economic sufficiency, 
and whose physical demands are not so great as to render 
after-work political activity impossible. A policy which 
sends young people into grueling dead end jobs is not only 
destructive, but also rather than being truly proletarian 
in fact reflects petty-bourgeois romanticism." 

--28 October 1972 
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Extract of letter of 23 October 1972 to the National Office from 
Jan Norden, one ofthesecretaries of the Boston -Local -'Committee: --- --- -- --- -- --- ----~ ~~~ -~~----

Enclosed is a xeroxed copy of the Boston Local SL minutes for a 
special preconference discussion devoted to the factional situation 
(minutes of 4 September 1972 meeting). The remarks have been 
checked and approved by all the comrades, with the exception of 
comrade Noore. I sent Moore a copy of his remarks (and a xerox copy 
of the same) requesting him to make changes both on the original and 
his copy, and then to return the original to me as soon as possible. 
This was done in a letter of 28 Sept., \'Ihich was mailed on 30 Sept. 
I again asked for-him to return the corrected remarks urgently in 
a letter of 10 October. However, to date, I have not received any 
communication from Hoore. Therefore, this set of minutes \'las typed 
up with his remarks uncorrected. But nevertheless, I think the 
minutes as they stand accurately convey I100re' s remarks, perhaps 
with a few fuzzy points. 

* * * 
BOSTON LOCAL SL HINUTES 

SPECIAL PRE-CONFERENCE DISCUSSION 
Monday, 4 September 1972 

Chair: Steve G. 

Meeting called for 1:00 p.m. Begun 1:15 p.~. 

Present: Norden, Simons, IiIacNabb, Susan S., Scott, Barry, Lynn M., 
Crawford, MorriS, Bergman, Foster, Victor, Sharpe, Steve G., 
Keith A., Moore, Carl L. 

Absent: Stuart (unexcused). 

RCY: Ken R., Val IvI., James S., Alice L., Paul C., Sandra 0., John, 
fvIelinda, Fran F., I'IIark L., Maryanne D., Richard C. 

1. Procedural Motions 

a. Motion to extend voice rights to all RCYers and to have their 
votes recorded if desired. Passed 

b. Notion to appoint Susan S. and Norden as supplemental 
secretaries. Passed 

c. Motion to inform Ali S. of factional situation and invite 
him to attend meetings. Passed 

2. Factional Discussion 

a. Procedure: Reporters have 1 hour reporting time each, and 
1/2 hour summary time. 10 minute speakers rounds. 

b. iJlajority Report: 

Foster: The minority has not given us much information on their 
pOSitions yet. We only have the HIS statement submitted to PB #53, 
the motion on the Moore oral report adopted by PB #53, and the 
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remarks that Noore blurted out at the last Boston Local Meeting (26 
August 1972). There is a need for documents from the minority. 
Despite the paucity of material, taken in light of the history of 
Moore-Stuart, in light of the defections, in light of the 1968 faction 
fight, what we have points to a definite thrust and a motion. (Quotes 
Dave Cunningham on the democratic centralist nature of the SL and 
the Pabloist functioning of Moore in Germany. From PB #43 Minutes.) 
I want to focus and concentrate on the centrist methodology of the 
minority, especially in their charge that the leadership is ineffi
cient to the point of liquidationism. The question of organization 
is a political question. We want a statement on the Cunningham
Treiger-Benjamin defections from Moore-Stuart; still none yet. The 
cliquist political thrust of the defectors' CC slate would have 
opened the organization to Pabloist degeneration: there was a sys
tematic conception of the beautiful people vs. the clods. Cunning
ham was flushed out at the Treiger defection. He was forced into the 
open when caught lying. This is what revealed "the Cunningham clot." 
Thrust of Cunningham's position (quotes from Gordon document). Dave 
Cunningham said the organization's leadership couldn't carry out the 
transformation of the SL. rJIoore-Stuart made the same statement, but 
had said earlier that they wanted to run the Cunningharn-Benjamin
Treiger "lash-up," giving it some "politics." Now they corne up with 
the same position as the defectors. This is the core of the minority' 
position up to now--hardly the basis for a principled faction. Moore
Stuart claim that the majority 1s using the defections to hide its 
own failures, its inability to carry the transformation of the SL. 
Aside from the point that this does not constitute the basis for a 
faction, this claim has three flaws: it is politically illogical; 
it contradicts the facts; it is an appeal to an anti-party bloc of 
disgruntled elements. This characterization of the leadership is 
precisely the same as Turner's in 1968 and--as with him--led to an 
anti-party bloc. This characterization is politically illogical: 
the program is correct but can't be implemented. This is a not so 
veiled implication of centrism. Centrism will first ShO~l up in a 
perspectives document, but the Minority agrees with our Transforma
tion Memo, a product of the leadership. This is precisely where 
centrists would be confused. Cunningham et ale withdrew their 
statement as inadequate. 

On international questions: The leadership can't carry out the 
transformation, Moore-Stuart argue. Moore-Stuart offer themselves as 
alternative leadership--but what is the record of Moore in Germany? 
He made a rotten de facto bloc in a selective move to bolster Bolfra 
in the IKD! This is a blatant example of Pabloist functioning. When 
a halt was called he went into instant opposition, and then said he 
wasn't functioning as our rep. Noore has besmirched the SL's reputa
tion in the international Trotskyist movement. The leadership's move 
to stop Moore was our most important international work. There is a 
monumental disproportion here: circumventing the PB to support Bol
fra was egregious; Moore equates this with failure to get lit orders 
or put out the IDB! 

The charge that the present leadership cannot carry out the trans 
formation is also not true and contradicts the facts. In the last 
period this leadership has consummated one fusion (Vii th the CWC); it 
has recruited comrades from the Mass Strike group; recruitment from 
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the Leninist Faction and the Buffalo Marxist Caucus is imminent. 
Our press has been regularized--sometimes to 16 pages. It has built 
a large youth group. And we now have the largest TU fraction in SL 
history. Our international work has been expanded; we look forward 
to the establishment of an International Secretariat. Five comrades 
have just returned from Europe. Plus our New Zealand work. To 
request immediate political and financial support to Spartacus/BL 
right after the split is egregious. 

On cliques: It is clear a clique existed. It is'true, as 
Moore said, that Lenin made harsh characterizations but at least they 
were congruent with open political positions. This is not so with 
Moore, Cunningham, Treiger, etc. If f'.loore-Stuart have specific 
charges ("lies, slanders ••• ") then they should bring them to the 
CC and they will be examined by the Control Commission. 

Further on anti-internationalism. Moore misreads the Robertson 
letter to Moore. Moore's conclusion from this letter is that W&R 
issues took priority over production of the IDB. But this is wrong. 
The letter is clear that delay on the IDB was because of putting out 
the Spartacist issue--which had great importance for our international 
work. Anyone who can read English can understand that. 

On the subject of Cunningham: After Treiger quit, Cunningham 
wrote a letter to the PB. Cunningham, in March, saw a motion in 
IvIoore's work; after Cunningham's letter, Samue Is saw an identical 
motion in Cunningham. There is a parallel motion now in the minority. 
Cunningham saw himself as a self-appointed Left Wing Guardian of the 
SL and lay in "watchful waiting" for an opposition to develop. He 
said Brosius was not a Marxist but more importantly she was not a 
"hand-raiser" for Robertson, so he was willing to support her for the 
CC, i.e., willing to bloc with someone he considered a non-Marxist. 
Cunningham went from a Left-Wing Guardian to an anti-party leadership 
bloc-ist with anyone. He went through a political degeneration from 
lying to instant opposition. Now there is a rumor that he's reconcil
ed with Treiger and saying that Turner was done wrong in 1968. Cun
ningham is now an enemy of the SL. Our internal documents leaked to 
Turner who has selectively turned them over to the Leninist Faction. 
One of the recent departees has done this. Moore appears to be in 
the same motion from his comments at the last meeting about being in 
contact with Cunningham--we eagerly await more information on this 
contact. And from his comments about Cunningham, Benjamin, Rogers, 
et al., not just leaving because of personal weakness, "loss of these 
comrades is critical to the SL." Perhaps Moore means that these 
comrades were the physical Trotskyist continuity of the SL? If so 
their departure implies a substantial change in the character of the 
SL. The minority has an obligation to clarify these statements. 

On the Leninist Faction: Want Moore to elaborate on his 
charge at the last meeting, that the majority acted in a "bureaucratic 
and sectarian way" in this matter. Want Moore to make the case that 
this organization acted toward the LF as Healy did to the RT. What 
does this mean? How was it an unprincipled split? How did the SL 
leadership's actions "expose them as attorneys for Barnes"? On the 
basis of the Spartacist (#21) article this charge is ludicrous. 
That statement was written so that there was no fingering or viola-
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tion of SHP statutes. There is nothing in the article the S\.,rp didn't 
know already. BesideG, the LF l'las already a public faction. Another 
burden of clarification for the minority here. 

On the organizational question: The minority is clearly un
serious in their fight. They have written off the membership of 
the SL to some extent: The statement by Stuart to comrades that 
Moore-Stuart are returning to Europe imminently, only returning for 
the conference; Stuart's behavior today, missing an important meet
ing to pick up Franz in NY, show not a trace of communist conscious
ness. On Franz we still have no word from Sp/BL if he's an official 
representative. Stuart informed Bergman that she would meet Franz 
today; Crawford called Stuart telling her it is intolerable for her 
to miss a meeting held because of the factional situation she start
ed, and told her Franz could be met by NY comrades. Foster informed 
Stuart that since Franz had no official status with us that her trip 
to NY would be considered as her going to meet a personal friend. 
Stuart replied, "That's a fine international perspective." And also 
(to Crawford) that if the organization could tell Franz to stay with 
a majorityite, then it was her obligation to inform him of everything 
going on, i.e., to make the factional situation public. She backed 
down on this 't'/hen talking to Foster. She has taken it upon herself 
to rollout the red carpet, appointed herself secretary of interna
tional protocol for the party. Stuart later backed down on the state
ment that she had a right to inform Franz, however, there may be 
grounds to believe Moore-Stuart divulged the factional situation to 
Horst when he visited the U.S., staying with them. Our representa
tives were questioned by Sp/BL members in Bonn, referring to a 
letter from Horst. There is a consistent pattern here, consistent 
with Moore's behaviour in Germany, of an incapacity to comprehend 
Leninist functioning: 111aking oral factional statement to the Boston 
local, and a similar statement to the Chicago local, one and one-half 
weeks before informing the PB; even then Moore didn't present a fac
tional statement, it had to be dragged out of him; attempting to make 
an international report to the Boston RCY before giving a report to 
the PB. (Quotes Cunningham, PB #43 Minutes, on Moore making a ser
ious error on Germany which can't be slipped over so easily.) Moore 
capitulated to the PB then, returned to Germany, continuing his 
errors. 

c. fvlinori ty Report: 

Moore: The majority report on Stuart's phone calls was wrong. Stuart 
said that if Franz was forced to stay with majorityites, he would 
have a right to an explanation why. Stuart did not act on her own, 
the minority has its own discipline. We wanted to send someone to 
meet Franz to double-check on the majority because of past fuck-ups. 
No one else could recognize him at the airport and Franz' English 
is not that good. He would have been left high and dry. This is 
just a question of elementary functioning, comrades. The minority 
stands on this, we won't respond to provocation. This incident 
is a typical betrayal of proletarian internationalism. The SL 
showed a particularist, provincialist attitude toward Horst when he 
was here. People didn't even talk to him. 

I have not seen a majority document. The "Transformation Memo" 
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is supposed to be rewritten, but where is it? JR says he accepts 
the "thrust" of Gordon's document. What does this mean? Lenin would 
never have said this. The majority called the faction fight. After 
going after Cunningham-Treiger, . Robertson came to Boston to start 
a factional struggle through organizational means. When I got back 
from Germany I was faced with a factional situation. On Cunningham, 
he'll have to get his stuff on paper before I'll make a judgement. 
People have made correct political statements before they degenerate. 
Paul Levi published his criticisms of the KPD and left the party. 
But that was not the question for Lenin and Trotsky, rather it was 
his political criticisms. Dave called me, I didn't call him. If 
Cunningham is an enemy of the organization, then there will have 
to be a decision; but I have seen no proof of this. 

(Reads from letter to the PB): I am taking up the option given 
me by the PB to return to Germany for "pressing personal career 
reasons."· There is no possibility of a real struggle for leadership 
now. I am returning to finish an important Marxist scientific 
study on German imperialism. Academic career questions do play a 
role in this. There are financial reasons also, I have many debts 
which must be repaid if I stay in the U.S. I would have to get a 
high-paying job, and would have little time for literary production. 
Or else declare personal bankruptcy. 

Comrades, this fight is simply a pro-forma defense of the SL 
program. There is no struggle for power. Anyone who doesn't see 
that is blind. (Reads from "Cliques, Blocs and the Regime") The 
fundamental premise here is the petty-bourgeois cliques versus the 
healthy slobs. VIell, if the regime is so healthy why didn't they 
force Treiger to bring his complaints into the open? Why weren't 
Treiger-Cunningham exposed by Crawford or Brosius. The majority 
can't explain why their criticisms found such wide acceptance. Four 
full CC members are gone now. Why do leaders have to be crushed? 
In the "Cliques, etc." article, the majority doesn't even define 
cliquism. (Besides, Robertson, in particular, doesn't believe the 
theories put forward by Gordon, on the petty-bourgeois literati, etc.: 
Cannon called Abern a cliquist because of the latter's unprincipled 
combinationism. He blocked with the left (Oehlerites), then turned 
around and blocked with the right. But Abern came out with signed 
documents in open fights. Here there are only two real proofs: 
Treiger accused of making a rotten bloc with women's liberation 
activists to get Seymour in the youth; and Cunningham's original 
statement. 

Cliquists have no other program but cliquism. But the organiza
tional question is a political question. Robertson says opposition 
to the slate is political. But how much more true this is of the 
question of the ability of the leadership to carry out the line. 
This is the syllogism of the maj ori ty: Once a person becomes hostile, 
then he blocs with other hostiles. Therefore any critic of the 
regime becomes part of a rotten bloc. The regime is the program: 
layoff or be crushed. Criticism of the regime was the beginning of 
the present factional struggle. The inability to carry out the pro
gram is the fundamental characteristic of Robertson's sectarianism. 
This has revealed itself in several key areas: The failure to con-
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struct a collective leadership, a centrist accomodation to women's 
liberation, anti-internationalism. The arguments in "Cliques, etc." 
inexorably lead to a workerist, semi-syndicalist deviation. The 
Robertson-Gordon attack on the leading Marxist intellectuals in the 
SL, calling them "beautiful people" means breaking with Marxist 
scientific analysis. It was Cunningham, Benj amin, IvIoore who made 
an extension of Marxism on the Ireland question. Robertson's steam
roller tactics didn't give the SL a position on Ireland. Robertson 
wants this type of discussion, but then crushes the comrades who lead 
this discussion. The chief virtue of Robertson is an ability to 
recognize and fight revisionism. But the "cliquists" in this case 
have not abandoned Marxism, rejected the SL program. Moore's docu
ment on the SPD was accepted by the PB. Robertson-Gordon have no 
political basis to declare a faction fight. Robertson has beheaded 
the organization in order to maintain his own position in it. He 
doesn't even have Wohlforth's fig leaf of internationalism to cover 
his tracks. If Robertson is wrong he will have engineering one of 
the most unprincipled splits in the history of American Trotskyism. 
In attacking the most talented intellectuals in the' party, Robertson 
is breaking with Leninism. He makes a workerist deviation from 
Marxism because he terms IVIoore, et al., petty bourgeois but does not 
show their deviations. 

On the supposed organizational inability of the cliquists: If 
Cunningham failed, Gordon is a miserable failure. Nelson failed mis
erably, among other things bungling the floor leadership at the 1970 
SDS convention. The reward for exercising criticis::ns is def<:...mation 
and organizational steamrollering. Robertson condemns "cliquists" 
and then approves their documents. Robertson lacks many of the 
qualifications of a revolutionary leader. In choosing Seymour and 
Samuels to speak his line, he indicates his inability to make the 
transformation from a propaganda group to the nucleus of the revo
lutionary party. Robertson's flav/s are elevated to principles, and 
the professional dilettantism of Robertson-Gordon become limitations 
of the party. To attack Marxist intellectuals without cause is a 
denial of the scientific basis of Trotskyism. The majority admits 
that the SWP degenerated after its loss of intellectuals in the 1939-
40 split. The SL will now go the same road as the SWP, only faster. 
This whole analysis can be documented in the majority's own documents. 
In "Cliques" the majority makes the anti-Leninist syndicalist sug
gestion of putting the "cliquists" into the factories. In fact, 
the "cliquists" are the ones who functioned the best, recruiting in 
Boston, Cunningham in winning the Washington comrades of the Leninist 
Faction, in the CWC, Moore in Germany; not just literary work. 
Workers Vanguard was produced by Benjamin, Rogers. No comparison 
with the SWP in 1939-40, with the clear social division in the NY 
local. If there is any comparison then it is with the Communist 
League of America. 

Now the regime attacks private correspondence, without which 
pre-tendency discussion is impossible. The charge of cliquism was 
raised to cover up the real clique of Robertson-Gordon-Nelson. There 
never has been a real collective leadership in the SL. Benjamin 
told Robertson his criticisms all the time, yet he is called a 
"cliquist." This is the last faction fight in the SL, comrades. All 
the people who could oppose the leadership have either been driven 
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out of the organization or relegated to the status of political 
pariahs, like myself. If you don't believe this, just stick around. 
On other questions: My letter to Cantor was to a CCer. There is a 
fundamental dishonesty of Robertson and the regime he runs, such as 
the Stalinist technique of editing minutes. For the meeting on the 
"Boston Secretariat" there were three sets of minutes. Then JR 
claims they kept it inside the CC, but even the minutes say there 
were innumerable RCYers wandering in and out of that meeting. This 
is supposed to be democratic centralist functioning! If you want an 
example of what's happening, look at the careers of Zinoviev and 
Radek. On the Leninist Faction: The leadership behaved with sec
tarian hysteria, fingering the remaining LF members to the SWP. WV 
said the LF had knowledge of the \'iashington comrades fusion perspec
tive with the SL since 15 May 1972. This opens up the LF to charges 
of disloyalty. It was a typical Healyite smash and grab operation. 

On international questions: The reason I formed a bloc in 
Germany was not centrist methodology. I received two sets of instruc
tions, from the PB and from Robertson. Robertson shouldn't have 
given instructions, but he did. There are two different things, 
recruiting and fraternal relations. If recruiting is the focus, 
fraternal relations go into the background. Robertson gave me instru( 
tions to recruit an authentic Spartacist tendency, but later he 
shoves these instructions under the rug. The IDB is the question of 
getting organized international discussion going and this they will 
never do. By now we should have had four or five IDB's. 

d. First Round Discussion: 

MacNabb: I don't knm'l where to begin. Moore, your charges are 
ludicrous and unfounded. They raise questions as to your mental 
stability. You make all sorts of statements that Robertson forced 
an ersatz faction fight, in order to purge leading comrades. But 
Cunningham, Benjamin, Rogers, Moore had a gripe group for years. 
Cunningham, Treiger and Benjamin brought the fight to the party; 
Robertson didn't want it. They behaved in an unprincipled, anti
Leninist manner. You never raised to the leadership charges that 
Robertson-Nelson-Foster-Kinder are a gang of cronies, but complained 
to your tight clique. Your positions reveal ambiguity of your loyal
ty to the SL. By your analysis a split by you would be principled. 
Your cliquist activities here are obvious to all your old comrades 
in Boston. You show a fundamentally skewed perspective on our inter
national work. For instance, you misread the letter by Robertson 
to say women's liberation document was more important than the IDB. 
But the letter says clearly that putting out this issue of Spartacist 
was more important than the IDB. In general, the center of the 
world Trotskyist movement is in France, not in Germany. You conceive 
of international work as being wherever .£vIoore is at the moment, as if 
Bill Moore is going to reconstruct the Fourth International. A 
collossal arrogance warps your conception of international work. On 
the LF, the article in Spartacist was scrupulously written to pro
tect those still in the SWP. 

~ Carl~: Generally, the minority presentation says more by what it 
doesn't say than by what it does. It doesn't answer Foster's questior. 
or even document charges raised earlier by the minority. Moore capi-
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tulated last spring, and now is returning to old positions he had 
previously rejected. A large part of what Moore states today is an 
apology for those who have already quit. What is your position on 
Turner, then? The minority really should give us a statement on 
Turner. There is a real question of the seriousness of the minority. 
What is a faction if not a body to fight for leadership. But you 
don't fight. Do you intend to remain? 

Norden: Moore complains that the majority doesn't attack the politi
cal positions of the minority, simply charging "cliquism." But 
that's all we've had until now. Cunningham didn't claim political 
differences, and Moore so far says he stands on the S1 program. But 
what you've said today constitutes a real deviation from 1eninism. 
By declaring that declassed Marxist intellectuals are the only ones 
qualified for leadership, that attacks on intellectuals behead the 
organization, that· the defection of Cunningham-Treiger et ale is 
critical to the S1, Moore essentially denies that the party is the 
vanguard of the class. He places it outside the class. On the 
charge of cliquism, r.100re now claims he had private instructions to 
recruit in Germany. But he only brings this out now, not last March. 
This is cliquism. Your charges that this is the last faction fight, 
that you are now a political pariah raise the question, are you. 
going to stay around to see? In general, Moore charges the leadershir 
is too inept to carry out the transformation of the S1. Yet this 
comes at a time when the S1 has more than doubled in size in a year; 
we have a regular monthly press for the first time; we have the 
largest trade union concentration in the organization's history; and 
we are doing more international work than ever before. So there is 
a question of the sincerity of these criticisms. Moore's method is 
to pick up any criticism he can think of, throwing it all into a 
hodge podge: incapable leadership. What you've done today is defend 
the defectors. These people were not excluded, they defected. Fin
ally, your charge that their loss is "critical" implies a qualita
tive change in the S1--perhaps the organization is now centrist, and 
a split consequently principled? 

James S.: The Moore-Stuart statement is a textbook of cliquist 
errors. Criticisms are not just personal, but vital for the work 
of the organization. But you don't take the facts into account. 
Crashing out the IDB was prevented by the attempt to recruit the 
Johnson group of Blacks. But you don't mention this. Your covering 
for Cunningham et ale is amazingly similar to Turner in 1968. He 
said the S1 had no right to expel them, and then proceeded to leave 
the organization. 

Scott: It is unbelievable that you and Stuart are going to make all 
these accusations and then run off to Europe, and to have the gall 
to expect the organization to give you tasks to do there. You talk
ed to Cunningham but didn't report it to the leadership; yet this 
information is vital to the organization. It is fantastic to think 
you are going to be allowed to do this. We have to stop our own 
transformation at this time to deal with this creation, and-then you 
run off to Europe. Where is the factual basis for your Bonapartist 
analogy? A Bonapartist leadership implies an organization racked by 
internal conflict where the balance of forces allows the leadership 
to rise above the struggle and exert their authority. But where is 
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this struggle in the SL? One person against the rest of the 
organization? As an alternative leadership, you fail miserably. 
You have Moore's past ignoring of democratic centralism in the 
German question, and Judy's action in missing the meeting today. 
You have internal contradictions: Forming a faction you delcare an 
alternative leadership, then flee to Europe. Last summer Judy 
admitted she wasn't a leader. And to raise these criticisms now is 
cliquist behavior with no other purpose than to wreck the SL. 

Nark L.: You charge the leadership with inability to carry out the 
transformation. But it is being carried out. The Intermediate 
Industrial intervention, for example, in many areas and with leading 
comrades. The SL is now known and hated, and this shows a qualita
tive change. The charge that there is no collective leadership is 
false. People are urged to take leadership roles. The example of 
the Mass Strike shows the SL is careful to avoid workerist or syn
dicalist deviations. If the leadership had a workerist deviation 
they would have taken us all in as we were then. Yes, cliquism 
was condemned and that was necessary. But if it had been Healy you 
would simply have been smashed, instead of having de~ocratic discuss
ion and then simply a resolution. I need more clarification from the 
majority on the situation with the LF people in the SWP. It's my 
impression that the people mentioned in Spartacist were already 
known to the SWP and we didn't finger anyone. The losses of Treiger 
et ale are too bad, but taken in the perspective of the transforma
tion, more friction will probably lead to more struggles. 

Susan S.: I'm annoyed we have no document from you to read. In 
your original statement there is no political criticism, and'you have 
given us none today. In none of your statements have you criticized 
Treiger's defection. If they were so competent, why did they fail 
to fight at the crucial moment. On the question of collective lead
ership, Treiger refused the post of national organizational secretary 
If Cunningham had all these criticisms why didn't he raise them 
earlier? And where has your fight been all these years? Only since 
you were cornered have your positions come out. In Germany you 
acted as an individual, so who's interested in collective leadership? 
You show numerous errors in understanding democratic centralism. 
It was an error that people walked in and out of the meeting on the 
Boston Secretariat, but look at your own behavior in Germany, and 
here. For instance, trying to give an international report to the 
Boston RCY meeting before reporting to the PB. You make no comment 
on our big changes and growth in the last year. You show a lack of 
seriousness. Your reasons for going to Germany are more important 
than staying here and fighting for leadership. On your loyalty to 
the SL, I think you're leaving the door open. I believe that in 
your mind, with the pOSitions you've given today, you have already 
broken with the SL, as a "bureaucratic swamp." Your arguments are 
the same as Cunningham. On our anti-internationalism, look at our 
New Zealand work, the visits to Europe. And we don't just jump into 
a bloc without a principled basis. 

Kerl R.: You start a civil war in the organization and then run off 
to Germany. You start a faction, and then claim there is no struggle 
for power. Yes organizational questions are political questions. 
You poisoned the atmosphere in Europe by bureaucratic organizational 
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functioning. You claimed the leadership knew of the clique. The 
opposite is true, they were stunned. You claim the cliquists were 
the best recruiters. But the SL has been built by a collective 
group. For instance, with the CWC Foster went out to the Coast. I 
don't see how it is possible to interpret the LF situation as Moore 
does. There was a turn to VNL. The subsequent focus on VNL in 
WV shows the leadership is sensitive to it. The transformation is 
being carried out. We have a 16 pp. WV on a regular basis, and a 
real youth organization; there is an enormous amount of international 
work. The main theme is you have had a light attitude toward organ
izational questions, which means a light attitude toward the party. 

Sandra~: As Crawford said in the study group, when a revolutionary 
organization takes tactical turns there are usually groups that 
fight that change. The Ellens group attacked the leadership and used 
many of the same arguments. I wish you would substantiate your 
charge of centrist accomodation to the women's liberation movement. 

Lynn M.: It is contemptuous that until today your documents have 
been very vague, and now you drop this bundle of slanders and dis
tortions in a draft document which is not even yet submitted to the 
PB. Your criticisms of SL work in the international arean are 
technical rather than political. The Boston Secretariat was allowed 
to function until we found out it was being used for political means. 
You show a very personalistic viewpoint: wherever Moore is we should 
reinforce him. You say we are anti-internationalist while you're in 
Germany, Sharpe in PariS, and work in New Zealand. In Germany you 
admittedly circumvented the leadership, setting yourself up as an 
equal to the PB. You have made flagrant violations of democratic 
centralism here, and in the Chicago local, since you've been back. 
In none of your documents do you explicitly term yourselves a faction. 
What is the role of the cliquists in building the collective lead
ership? You are planning to go to Germany for personal, career rea
sons. Hhy haven't you consulted with the national leadership to 
figure out what was best for you to do now. You say that SpartacusY 
BL is being won over. But what is it being won over to, a bureau
cratic swamp? 

Barry: After your contributions last Sunday on the Deitch defense, 
I had hopes for much more from you, Bill. But now I'm concerned 
because you just came in with a whole new pack of unsubstantiated 
charges. You read from p. 11 of "Cliques, Blocs and the Regime," 
but you didn't read the next paragraph, which says how we have been 
growing. I fail to see how you can substantiate the charge of syn
dicalism when the leadership calls for "only 1/3 of the organiza
tion in TU work." You say we have fingered the LF people, but their 
statement was read publicly in the SWP, and the leaders' names were 
available in documents that were being sold openly. On collective 
leadership: a comrade here today is going to NY to become.::1htegrated 
into the collective leadership. And Robertson wouldn't have agreed 
to Treiger touring the country if he had had questions. The lead
ership is trying to build collective leadership. To say that "the 
'cliquists' functioned as the best recruiters" is a cliquist formula
tion in the first place. The SL recruited the ewc, Mass Strike, and 
Spartacus/BL if that happens. On protecting people: a very unusual 
procedure of a secret PB meeting was taken in order to protect 
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Treiger's authority in the organization. This is far from steam
rollering. These charges raise questions about your party loyalty, 
as does the phone call with Cunningham. Why do you want to work for 
an organization that has seen its last faction fight? Your attitude 
to Treiger and Cunningham should be hate, because of organizational 
reasons and because they got out and left you here alone. If this 
is a bureaucratic regime, why are they planning to devote a day of 
the RCY educational next month for pre-conference discussion? This 
certainly isn't necessary in order to maintain a democratic front. 
It's done because the leadership sees factional discussion as educa
tional. 

Sharpe: Bill's arguments amount to circular reasoning, to prove 
that only "kept" intellectuals are left in the organization, like 
me I presume. The reasoning is: the good guys were driven out, 
therefore only bad guys remain. It's a self-justifying argument. 
Moore counterposes formalistic objections to political correctness. 
But there is a pattern behind the formal questions, they are not 
just isolated incidents. Bill states that this is only a pro-forma 
faction, there is no real struggle for power. Formally it is true 
that right now you have x against two. But the only way to have 
political struggle is to stay in the U.S. and work, not going to 
Germany. On meeting Franz: he speaks English well, and Judy doesn't 
speak German so the whole argument doesn't stand up. r.lessages can 
be transmitted. On cliquism, Cannon defines it as including among 
others, constant gossiping about the regime, and the subordination 
of principled questions to organizational and personal questions. 
And this does fit Moore. In Germany, for instance, the leadership 
of the SplBL did not know we were going first to Bonn, and we didn't 
knm'l the Bonn people were in a minority in the organization. Their 
leadership reacted with surprise to our suggestion of conducting dis
cussions from PB to PB, as if no one, i.e., Moore, ever suggested it 
to them before. On the IDB, Bill claims the leadership either doesn't 
want or is incapable of producing the IDB. Moore is right that there 
should have been four or five IDB's by now. But the point is these 
criticisms are technical, not political. I could make much sharper 
criticisms. But we are having international discussion; we are 
forming an international secretariat; we are now putting out a 
second French edition of Spartacist, enabling us for the first time 
to penetrate the OCI cadre; we have had discussions with the OCI 
leadership. There are many possibilities and we have every inten
tion to follow them up. The material on the IKD/Bolfra split is 
translated, but the introduction by Bill was unclear, so I had to 
rewrite it. It will be out imminently. 

Alice L.: Permeated throughout your documents is the notion that 
political positions are the line and intellectuals capable of 
Marxist analysis are the leadership. You ignore the context in which 
they function, i.e., the party. You say that Cunningham has to get 
his stuff on paper before you can make judgement. Why, you can just 
look at what he's done alone and make a judgement. The way someone 
functions in the organization is also a subject of Marxist analysis, 
and given your actions here I'm not surprised you took a centrist 
line with SplBL in Germany. I don't understand the political basis 
of your accusation of workerism. It seems to me this is a reaction 
to being called petty-bourgeois. 
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Bergman: Moore, Treiger and Cunningham can be brilliant Marxists 
at times, but they have also shown an undialectical method at times. 
Moore reacted in an idealist, ultimatistic manner at a crucial 
time. For example, he says the IDB will never come out, and this 
proves the regime is anti-internationalist. It's possible it won't 
get out, but that doesn't prove anti-internationalism. Or claiming 
that because people didn't wine and dine Horst, the SL leadership 
is anti-internationalist. And the argument that Judy has to meet 
Franz: a member of the CC of the Sp/BL should be able to get 
around. Moore acts as if it is an all-or-nothing situation but 
doesn't show a trend. Bill is sometimes brilliant, but sometimes he 
is very wrong, too. You will have to prove Cunningham and Treiger 
were-rlln out of the. organization; they defected. A secret PB meet
ing was called to protect Treiger, not to drive him out. The same 
with Cunningham: he lied to the party, and withheld criticisms for 
years. I want Bill to stay in, but I think he is wrong. 

Morris: Bergman hit on something important. The majority of the 
trouble flows from your inability to see yourself as part of a col
lective leadership. Even in the Boston local you viewed yourself 
as isolated when no one else saw you as iSQlated. You see the lead
ership as only two or three people when a much larger collective 
leadership is in operation. You don't have a real idea of what a 
collective leadership is. People feel there is a collective leader
ship because they have had their ideas considered, they feel part of 
it. You have thrown away all the respect people had for you by say
ing you are going to Germany now for personal reasons and not staying 
to fight for the vanguard party. You claim there is no fight for 
power, but want Robertson-Gordon replaced, but with no slate to re
place them, except perhaps the people who have already left. This 
is liquidationism. Cunningham is not in the organization now, but 
why can't you form a judgement? Christ, they've done enough already. 
It s'eems weird: you defend the defectors, but claim they are fight
ing for our program. But if that's so, they are unprincipled swine 
for leaving. If you claim you are fighting for our program you must 
condemn them for breaking with the party which embodies the program. 
You blame the leadership for stifling discussion, but they stopped 
the discussion by quitting. On international work, it is being done 
and will continue. The SL has been doing lots of international work 
and you just toss it aside. I agree with Norden that you have a 
deviation on the organizational question, and are deviating by 
calling for a leadership only of declassed Marxist intellectuals. 

Keith A.: I have nothing clear to say, the absurdities in your 
letter-,-Moore, have already been covered. Your perspectives are 
going down hill. You make all these charges, and now are liquidating 
your struggle. It makes it all a charade, and amounts to looking 
for a way out of the SL. Your position on Levi is the same: You 
imply the Communist International should not have thrown him out. 
Well they did because he broke discipline to express correct criti
cisms. This seems to be a plan to use the same avenue. I don't 
believe you have a perspective of staying in the SL. 

Crawford: The comments this afternoon have been good, sharp and 
gepmane. To say there is no collective leadership is an insult to 
other people in the organization. It is very important to understand 
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that we are very thin on cadre. In Chicago our organizer is working 
on a job six days a week. In Berkeley we have historically had a 
problem of leadership. Now in many areas the youth is having to 
carry the public face of the party. The transformation is very com
plex and is straining the organization. All are overworked and some 
have been worn thin. We were vulnerable, and r·iarvin picked up on 
the weak spots. But he didn't get very far, because people were 
not intimidated, they did not hate the national office. On Cunning
ham and Treiger: Cunningham was never undercut, he had great author
ity in the SL; there was never a campaign to destroy him. On Marvin, 
I knew he had problems before the Plenum last year, and I spoke to thE 
leadership then. Incidentally, he is not a theoretician, but a pro- ~ 
pagandist. r'loore originally agreed that Treiger was "light-minded" 
for rejecting the position of national organizational secretary when 
it was offered to him. Now Moore is blocking \'l1th Treiger, Cunning
ham, Rogers, Benjamin, but blocking only in their rottenness. They 
are different politically, David to the left and Marvin to the right 
within the SL. Treiger now claims that the Trotskyist movement has 
been bankrupt since Trotsky's death in 1940. On Levi: Trotsky said 
he was right on some of his criticisms, but wrong because he broke 
with the party. \\There do you stand on the right of the organization 
to defend itself? Do you support the PB resolution expelling Cun
ningham? There is a question of how they leave, i.e., it wasn't a 
slow phase-out like G. White. You don't comment on Turner in 1968 
either. \\Thy do people quit? Apparently because they felt there 
were no gains to be made in the organization. Political struggle 
is a painful experience, but it is the only way to achieve clarity. 
It is difficult to be a political leader in NY, there is a frenzied 
atmosphere. And Cunningham, Treiger, Rogers, Benjamin couldn't take 
it. Only Janet was efficient among the bunch of them, and her tasks 
had been unfulfilled apparently for the last month she was in. The 
point is you are upholding these people, grouping them together. 
You have a social democratic line on the organizational question, but 
you don't have the courage to admit it. At times you are quite a 
good academic Marxist intellectual, but now you have the problem of 
defending the indefensible. The same thing that happened to Cunning
ham is happening to you. You're looking for a provocation, an 
atrocity story. You want to be expelled so you won't have to resign; 
but so far you haven't been expelled, even though we could have ex
pelled you two months ago. You are different than Cunningham and 
we thought you might stick it out, but your motion now is to find a 
reason to resign. You never talk about defense of the SL from these 
creeps, or mention the fact that Harry Turner has our internal docu
ments. 

Simons: Moore said today, as a basis for accusing the SL leadership 
of bureaucratic, sectarian actions toward the LF people still in 
the SWP, that the Spartacist article stated the pro-SL minority in 
the LF was on a fusion course with us since 15 May. But this is 
totally wrong; the article never dates the fusion course. You make 
no rebuttal to Foster on this point, but use the argument to base 
your charges against the regime. I am also disappointed in Bill's 
statements today. If the defectors had been principled, they would 
have made a formal fight in the pre-conference discussion and then in 
the course of the class struggle the bureaucratic leadership would 
naturally make major blunders. \\Then this became clear to the rank 
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and file they could then drive out the rotten leadership. Hoore is 
changing his line today, claiming the SL has been finished off. At 
what point did it become impossible to have any more factions in 
the SL? The thrust of Moore's arguments is incomprehensible and 
without foundation. He has no event of consequence, no Germany in 
1933 to base himself on, only a few technical arguments. His posi
tion is that the best leaders of the organization are already out, 
their loss was decisive (i.e., there will be no more faction fights). 
Those left are capitulators like Radek and Zinoviev. Moore is a 
fool or a huckster, but he could still playa role if he stays. 
But he isn't. What is this flight to Germany--exile? Why come 
back for the conference, it is just a waste of breath by his analysis. 
His arguments noW' amount to a form of balckmail. If we don't ac-
cept his position of the intellectuals, then they will get us from 
the outside unless we get rid of the Robertson regime. 

Melinda: You say the question of Cunningham is not whether he 
broke democratic centralism, but whether his criticisms were correct~ 
This is wrong. On Franz, even aside from the question of Judy's 
language capabilities, she was still wrong to go. You charge that 
this is "the last opposition in the SL"--is that a threat or a 
promise? We have had factional struggle before. 

Fran~: It is pretty clear that Stuart-Moore have a split perspec
tive. And if so, what are you going to recruit Franz to? It seems 
that Noore-Stuart will try to harm the SL, but they can't harm it. 

Steve 2.!.: Marv Treiger was a good public spokesman, but he is a 
political coward and a political bastard who tried to rip the guts 
out of the SL. I don't like your lumping him with Cunningham. It 
is not true that the regime drove anyone out of the organization. 
They picked up and left, Marvin after doing everything he could to 
wreck the organization, David after he was caught lying to the org
anization. On the slate proposal: G. Repchinski was more harm 
than good, a dead weight. Benj amin \'louldn' t fight for his position. 
On the evil bureaucratic machine: Why don't you call the regime 
out and out Stalinist, since that's what you mean. You have no 
conception of colle cti ve leadership. Cunningham-rvroore-Benj amin were 
all part of this bureaucratic machine. All had an opportunity to be 
in the leadership, and you too, but it wasn't taken. Moore offered 
to go to NY, but still has a "star" attitude, i.e., I did this and 
I did that. I take exception to some of the charges going around. 
On the SPD paper by Moore, how does this show intellectuals are 
being driven out? It's not such a great piece, simply the develop
ment of basic SL pOSitions. Seymour's article on the Black Panthers 
is just as good. Cunningham did do a good job on Ireland, but if it 
had laid on his desk any longer, Ireland might have floated out to 
sea and sunk. You say you're still a member of the organization? 
Well, don't play with us. We won't take stuff like Cunningham 
called you and not vice versa. We don't accept you're saying you 
don't know whether or not Cunningham et ale are opponents. Let us 
in on that Cunningham-Moore telephone conversation. Start acting 
like a member. 

End of the first round at 5:30 p.m. Break until 7:30 p.m. 



• 

15 

SECOND SESSION BEGAN 7:40 P.M. 

e. Motions Introduced: 

Foster: Two motions: (A) The Boston local sharply condemns the 
minority for having comrade Stuart, one of two minority comrades, 
willfully miss the Sept. 4, 1972 special pre-conference discussion 
meeting on the factional situaticn in the SL, and instead go to 
New York City to pick up a personal friend at the airport since it 
evidences an unserious and un-Leninist attitude on the part of the 
minority comrades. (B) The Boston local condemns comrade Moore for 
withholding information from the PB on his communication with ex
comrade Cunningham after the latter's resignation from the SL and 
instead only partially divulging this information some time later 
at the Boston local meeting of 26 Aug. 1972. 

f. Procedure: That there be an additional 20 minutes added 
to majority and minority reporters' time for interim summaries 
between the two rounds, and that there be a five-minute time 
limit in the second round. Passed 

g. Minority Interim Summary: 

Moore: The "Cliques" document is workerist and syndicalist because 
it suggests sending the "cliquists" to the factories. The Sl has a 
formally correct position on syndicalism, but that doesn't stop the 
leadership from appealing to it cynically in order to purge people. 
I didn't link Cunningham and Treiger, the majority did that. On 
Cunningham: this is the key to why this struggle was aborted. Cun
ningham kept his mouth shut too long. Ny attitude toward them is 
hard political criticism. Already in the Noore-Stuart document we 
characterized Cunningham's behavior as cowardly. \~hat their political 
differences are I don't knovl, but I can t t judge them until they come 
up with some. Cunningham's role was as a left guardian of the SL, 
but he failed to fight. He should have seen his role in 1969 on the 
military question. Robertson formed a bureaucratic amalgam of Cun
ningham and Seymour. Robertson told Cunningham that if he raised the 
military question he would be crushed, told him to shut up or get 
out. "The steps would be as formal as a minuet," but he would be 
smashed. This seems to be the beginning of Cunningham's degeneration, 
he drew back then, so now he has no basis for fighting. Robertson 
said that against Moore he was willing to form a dead-end faction. 
That means split, comrades. Those people should have fought down 
Robertson. If you have political differences you don't fight organ
izationally. The whole thing seemed to be over two people on the 
CC, so Robertson fought against them, but they couldn't fight back. 
On this question of protecting people: Robertson protects people in 
order to protect himself. I raised criticisms all the time about 
the Boston leadership but nothing was ever done. Then Kinder, Foster 
made a workerist error, but they were protected. I don't know about 
Treiger, but at this point doubt the majority's characterization of 
him. Cunningham and Treiger couldn't handle a dead-end faction. I 
criticize them for not facing down Robertson. On the question of 
party loyalty: the question of a split is always a possibility in a 
faction fight. There is either a split or a fusion at a higher level. 
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I am staying to fight for the program, but I think the fight was over 
in July. Face it: there is no real struggle for leadership, it is 
ridiculous to tour the country. On Turner, I think I still have the 
orthodox line on him in the 1968 fight; I gave a class on it two 
weeks ago. When did Robertson begin to degenerate? I think it was 
in 1969 when he threatened comrades in a cop-like manner over the 
military question. On who gave the documents to Harry Turner, I 
really don't know. There is a consistent sectarian tone in the 
majority documents: "We are the vanguard party." Well, we aren't. 
We are the nUCleus, but I don't believe that any more. There is an 
inability to implement the transformation document, a persistent 
routinism. Comrades are systematically protected from the impact of 
real struggle. Robertson continually violates democratic centralism. 
It took a secret PB to get Robertson to give up the keys to the files. 
The charges of secret Moore-Benjamin correspondence are absolute 
bullshit. I have known Benjamin since 1963, but no political colla
boration. The key element in my argument is these "petty-bourgeois" 
types have been key in fusions, recruiting, not that they are "stars." 
Cunningham contacted the LF and we have gotten to a certain point" 
with them. Nelson contacted the CT and we lost them. On women's 
liberation: where is the majority document? All the women's libera
tion documents are written in the NO, not by comrades involved in the 
intervention. On W&R, political struggle on this has been put off for 
months. W&R contradicts the line of the first four congresses of the 
Communist International. Transitional organizations should be under 
the leadership of the party and this question is now totally unclear. 
On the IDB, it was not counterposed to recruiting California blacks, 
it was supposed to be crashed out before Robertson went to the coast. 
At this point the question of my affiliation is not raised, although 
it may be later. But there is no opponent organization I agree with. 

g. Majority Interim Summary: 

Foster: Cunningham played a key role in the Ireland question on 
the complicated question of self-determination in Ireland. But the 
article was the outcome of collective discussion in which Robertson 
played a key role in integrating the formulation. The original 
Cunningham leaflet was rejected as ultimatistic, putting the last 
slogan first. You can't lump Cunningham and Treiger. Cunningham was 
a serious loss for the SL but Treiger wasn't. Treiger made some 
fuzzy formulations in his talk on Bangladesh, suggesting a policy of 
defeatism in a war between the USSR and China, which the CT picked 
up on. Benjamin was weak personally. And posing their loss as 
beheading the SL is certainly inaccurate. To say that this was the 
"last faction fight in the SLIt is an un-IvIarxist statement. Even re
formist organizations have factions and splits, reflecting class 
pressures. Moore has a monoemphasis on literary Marxism. His analy
sis of the degeneration of the SWP relied solely on the loss of its 
intellectuals. Moore sees organizational measures to crush opposi
tion to the slate. What precisely were they? There were none. We 
bent over backwards to have a fight. We wanted to find out what their 
positions were because there was a certain thrust to the slate pro
posals. Cunningham defended Rep for CC, while slurring over Rep's 
bad pOSitions. His switch on Brosius is an example of anti-regime 
combinationism. We wanted a faction fight, we wanted to get state
ments, but we didn't get a document. We stated that Cunningham's 
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road to regeneration was to come out and struggle forthrightly for 
his views on the regime. The organization wanted to save Benjamin
Rogers-Cunningham. What was the parallel to Levi? Where v/ere the 
expulsions? You are setting up straH men. We \'1ant political dis
cussion on these issues. We could have suspended you at the last 
meeting when you told of your phone conversation with Cunningham, 
but we didn't. The situation in the Boston local was not as you 
said. The dispute was over the policy in UAG, and recruitment of 
UAG contacts. We can discuss this some time in detail if you want. 
In any case, both Kinder and I took a rap for it, but we both bounced 
back. In fact, in this case Robertson supported Hoore-Stuart, not 
his "cronies." There was no heavy hand of the regime there. On 
various other charges: There were many others in on the CT discussion, 
besides Nelson; e.g., Treiger. On women's liberation, it was Robert
son who intervened to prevent a rotten bloc of comrades against 
Seymour. Documents have been written by people outside the NO and 
more will be. On slate questions: The criteria for CC membership is 
programmatic stability. There were legitimate questions about 
Moore's functioning in Germany and on the organizational question. In 
general, the minority is now in a series of contradictory positions, 
and trying to construct a syndicalist deviation where. none exists. 
There is no evidence for this charge. You state that there have 
been years of routinism, organizational heavy-handedness, anti
intellectualism, but you make no case for it. I also want you to 
go into Cunningham's behavior in 1969 more. 

h. Second Round Discussion: 

IVIaryanne D.: On Treiger and the others, Moore says he can't make a 
characterization of them on available information. But this is what 
leadership must do. Moore is exchanging l\1arxism-Leninism for agnos
ticism. The minority must prove itself, not the majority. What 
are you putting your political life on the line for? Where are your 
loyalties? I don't think you're waging a very convincing struggle. 

Paul C.: You say Cunningham's degeneration began when he didn't res
pond to Robertson's organizational methods on the military question. 
But now you only make a "pro-forma" faction fight. Does this mean 
you are going to be a passive observer on your own degeneration? 
Or are their other reasons for this? 

Val M.: I'm not that familiar with the factional situation since I 
just-read the documents last night. 

MacNabb: The Gordon document isn't syndicalist at all. It said 
there was a self-conscious group of intellectuals separating them
selves from the rest of the SL. The thing on industrialization in 
the document said that participation in the trade union movement can 
help integrate intellectuals into the party. Robertson could have 
destroyed Cunningham a long time ago if he had wanted to, over the Wohl
forth document. You don't grasp the fundamental conception of demo
cratic cer.tralism. I challenge you to show how Robertson is under
cutting the transformation document. The SL program recruited Boston 
comrades to the RMC and from the LF, not any particular individual. 
You don't understand the role of program. 



18 

Carl~: The fact that all the minority is not here is an example 
of not understanding the democratic centralism question. You are 
apparently backing off from a split course. But \'lhat are the Sp/BLers 
being won over to? What is your position on Treiger's wrecking 
course? There is no basis for agnosticism on Treiger. The secret 
PB meeting was not primarily about the keys to the file. It was not 
an attempt to drive Treiger out of the organization, but the oppo
site. Moore should speak to the motions on the floor. 

Norden: Moore doesn't understand the organizational question on a 
number of issues. For example, he raises the question of the file 
keys to a major issue but thinks the slate (i.e., the questioo of 
national leadership) is not a political question. Also Stuart's 
absence today and Moore's behavior in Germany. There is a real 
question of your membership, if all your characterizations of the 
leadership are correct. You have already written off the member
ship, not just the leadership, or else you would stay and fight. 
Levi was correctly expelled for bre"aking discipline and defecting. 
On your explanation of the SWP's degeneration: It is not a question 
of a few errors, but of the whole program of the SWP. To say that 
the loss of intellectuals caused the degeneration of the SWP is 
idealist, similar to Healy's explanation of Pabloism as originating 
in wrong method. It also implies there was no hope for the organiza
tion after 1940. 

James S.: I am disturbed by Moore's repeated refusal to condemn 
the renegade comrades. He seems to be leaving a road open to the 
defectors, to VNL or even IS. Why are you leaving a road open to 
groups developing in such a rotten direction? 

Scott: You talked to Cunningham since his reSignation, so you could 
have gotten his political positions. What was the content of that 
call? What did you talk about--the weather? Anyway, his actions 
are available. You say you are vying for the leadership in the "SL 
and yet by your words and actions you are burning all your bridges 
to the rank and file members of this organization. Stuart has only 
excuses, not reasons,for her absence here today. 

Mark~: I'm glad to hear you're staying in the organization, but 
that means putting off your trips. You say you don't have enough 
information to characterize Cunningham et ale What are you going 
to do when we are about to seize power and the bourgeoisie comes up 
with new revelations on the reds? What are you going to do then-
say "Wait, I didn't know that"? 

Susan S.: All your arguments are one-sided. The more pOSitions you 
take, the more the one-sidedness comes out. On protecting people, 
you're no one to talk of under-handedness. Kinder and Foster made 
mistakes, but fvloore made gross mistakes in Germany. But you were 
also protected, you weren't expelled or even demoted. A youth com
rade who lied to the NC twice was not even demoted. Treiger was 
protected from the Plenum on; Cunningham was also protected. Your 
own actions were underhanded in the George mess. Rather than 
political struggle being suppressed, there have been arguments on 
women's liberation against the Seymour thesis from the beginning. 
You accuse Robertson of violating democratic centralism, but how 
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many times have you broken democratic centralism? It's not that the 
SL is unable to make the transformation. It is the only organization 
that has remained consistently on the left. And those who've left 
represent those unable to stick it out. Again and again there is no 
disagreement with program to begin with, but they claim they are 
forced to leave on the basis of rotten leadership, and are then led 
to a different political line. We didn't fail, but Cunningham, 
Benjamin failed to make the transition from a propaganda group to 
the nucleus of the vanguard party. 

Ken R.: I'm real surprised how soft you are on Cunningham, Treiger 
and the others. It's clear that many were protected. 

BREAK FROM 8:50 P.M. TO 9:05 P.M. 

Sandra 0.: You criticized the leadership for the priority given to 
a women's liberation document. But given the amorphousness of W & R, 
it is even more important to produce a program. Women on the West 
Coast initiated the intervention in women's liberation and have 
been writing documents. 

Barry: The crisis of leadership is key, but Moore goes to Germany! 
Is the SL more bureaucratic than the SWP was in 1962? Yet these 
"hard communists" couldn't even fight. We want to see programmatic 
differences to fight. If we were so workerist, why would we give a 
damn for women's liberation. You accuse the regime of steamrollering 
Cunningham, but you don't take into account that the revolution 
makes tremendous demands on people; it devours some. 

Sharpe: I am astounded at how weak your criticisms are. You start 
with personal criticisms and fetishize them to justify your positions. 
I could make the criticism from the failure of the IDB to appear that 
there has been no Marxist analysis on international questions. There 
are lots of inadequacies in the organization: Robertson can't write 
more than 10 lines, and I wouldn't trust Crawford to mail a letter 
or return a notebook. But your political conclusions don't follow 
from this. You reduce everything to formal logic, or become agnos
tic where it is important to be firm. 

Bergman: If you are not allowed to go back to Germany will you stay 
in the organization and sacrifice your academic career? 

Morris: I'm tired of giving you facts because I don't think you give 
a fat damn. I think you're hell-bent on some subjective revenge 
that I don't understand. The point is you didn't raise criticisms 
at the time you had them or to the right people. You claim to have 
gone to Robertson with criticisms of us, and he did nothing. What 
did you want him to do--destroy us? He didn't, and that indicates 
he's not the cliquist you see him to be. Your cliquism is still 
there, ·for example the question of Franz today. You say you agree 
with the SL program, but at the same time you want to destroy the 
embodiment of that program. 

Keith A.: If you're serious about this organization you will disband 
your faction and stay in the U.S. through the pre-conference discus~' 
sion. 



I' ! 
I: 

I 

20 

Crawford: The facts are evident. I want to talk about the party: 
Gordon and Robertson are being slandered in this meeting. I talked 
to Janet at the break in the PB meeting and she said: "I believe 
in Turner's devil-theory of Robertson." She saw Robertson as the 
personification of the anti-Christ, the Pope, the devil and Stalin 
all rolled into one. It was rampant paranoia, seeing Robertson as 
the dominant figure in every nook and cranny in New York. But she 
said she couldn't prove it. Our discipline is strict, but fair. \oJe 
are not a debating society, and debates are not polite affairs; it is 
to hammer out a line, and can be quite tense. These people couldn't 
take it and have been brewing over it, Cunningham since 1969. Ben
jamin told everyone he was a psychological basket case. Cunningham 
was afraid to bring his criticisms to the highest body he was part 
of. The point on intellectuals is infuriating: No one in the organ
ization has the breadth of knowledge of Robertson. Seymour is one 
of the best economists in the world today, one of the few who can 
polemicize with Mandel and win. IVIoore sat through the PB meeting 
when Cunningham was there. Where was the heavy hand there? He was 
encouraged to take positions and wouldn't. It was pathetic, he would
n't take a position. You can protect and support comrades, but you 
can't protect them against themselves, and at that point they must 
be fought. Helene got pretty rough treatment but she wasn't destroy
ed. And I repeat, there has been no one expelled, there are no 
atrocity stories. 

Simons: Trotsky supported the expulsion of Levi. (Reads Trotsky, 
First Five Years of the Communist International, pp. 85-6, 90-1.): 
" ••• the decision concerning Levi adopted by the Congress at Moscow 
is perfectly clear and requires no commentaries. By the decision of 
the Congress, Levi was placed outside the Communist International. 
This decision was not at all adopted against the wishes of the 
Russian delegation, but on the contrary with its rather conspicuous 
participation, inasmuch as it was none other than the Russian delega
tion that drafted the resolution on tactics •••• as member of the 
Central Committee and member of the Russian delegation, I voted for 
the resolution confirming Levi's expulsion from the International •••• 
Levi opposed himself not only to the March' mistakes but also to the 
German Party and the workers who had committed these mistakes •.•• The 
organization created by Levi is bound, in the very nature of things, 
to attract all those who accidentally fell into the ranks of the 
Communist Party and who requ~re, especially after the March upheaval, 
the first convenient pretext for betaking themselves to the hills. 
It would be far too awkward for them to return straightw,ay to the 
Independents. For these tired pilgrims Levi has arranged something 
in the nature of a sanatorium or rest home for critics. Its name is 
the KAG. The German working class has no earthly use for this insti
tution. The German working class already possesses its own revolu
tionary party. 'rhe latter has still far from overcome all its grow
ing pains. In store for it still lie heavy trials and tribulations, 
both external and internal. But it is the genuine party of the German 
working class. It will grow and develop. It will conquer." 

Steve G.: ~leality has its place in Marxist analysis. The position 
closest to l~loore' s on the woman question was Seymour, a "key element 
of the regime." When he was attacked by every kind of combination, 
Robertson protected him. We had a six hour discussion on W & R in 
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this local. And at the Plenum the one who asked for contributions 
on W & R was Robertson. I criticized Gordon's "Cliques" article in 
July, but overall it has a correct evaluation of the defectors. On 
building the organization, just look at the new RCYers here (who 
you didn't recruit) asking you for programmatic differences and speak
ing well. The leadership is building a vanguard. The nucleus will 
exist with or without you. Cunningham, Treiger could have been part 
of the collective leadership. It was up to them, and you still have 
the opportunity if you want it. 

i. Minority Summary: 

Moore: On Levi, Lenin attempted to bring him back into the KPD at 
the Third Congress of the Communist International. On Cunningham, 
Treiger et al., I won't condemn them for political differences I 
don't know they have. I have already criticized them for leaving. 
As far as my party loyalty is concerned, I have raised criticisms 
when I had them. I didn't know of the W & R problem until I re
turned. It is wrong to say that Cunningham, Treiger, Benjamin and 
Rogers weren't reacting to something. Many of them played a key role 
in getting the SL to where it is today. The pressure was really on 
Robertson, Gordon and Nelson and that's why they wanted to fight. 
Treiger and Cunningham didn't know how to fight them. They were 
outmanuevered and outgunned. On international work: It's not just 
the IDB, but a whole perspective of struggle on the international 
level. The leadership shows a linear attitude, a passive, hands-off 
attitude on international questions. This is sectarian. I signed 
the,letter on Bolfra-IKD as part of the collective leadership, even 
though it was not my line on it. I was for establishing ties immed
iately with Spartacus/BL. The Fourth International was founded by 
four groups that had far greater differences than the SL and Sp/BL. 
The majority draft document still doesn't choose between the IKD and 
Bolfra. If there isn't a minority position worth fighting for, 
what's that? A real breakthrough in Germany was missed because of 
the sectarianism and laziness of the leadership. The majority still 
makes the SPD question the main criteria! 

On W & R why 'is there no PB document for the majority on it yet? 
There has been nothing on this in the past year. Robertson stopped 
any political struggle on it. The question of my returning to Europe 
will be settled in the PB. I have a hard position on it, though. 
I used the analogy of the SLL from '51 to '63, when it first inter
vened internationally, by sucking up to the SWP, to describe the 
present SL leadership. Sectarianism leads to degeneration, and that's 
the way I see things going. I'm not going to abandon the organization. 
If the differences become too great, I will reSign, giving a politi
cal resignation. Is the SL the nucleus of the vanguard party or not? 
I believe I have evidence for not. I don't think the work habits 
of the leadership are those of professional revolutionaries. What 
we need is a Sverdlov or Cannon, a fusion of declassed intellectuals 
with the advanced workers. The Bolshevik leadership was Lenin and 
Trotsky, b~lanced by Sverdlov. The regime launched this fight because 
it saw on issue on the slate. I feel Benjamin had excellent politi
cal judgement, he got the paper out. He should be on the CC and 
Moore also. Examples of slander: Three times it has been predicted 
that I would split. This is slander. Talk about organizational 
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pressure? I have been through the wringer three times in eight 
months in order to keep me from being here, to make me split. Well, 
it won't work. I'll write the document they wanted to prevent me 
from writing. 

j. Majority Summary: 

Foster: You always shoot from the hip. It took one letter from 
Stuart for you to go into opposition, without even asking for clari
fication. You claim you had contradictory instructions, and draw a 
dichotomy between recruiting and fraternal relations. But you didn't 
realize that and ask for a clarification? In fact, you were told 
to apply general political pressure. But you made decisions yourself, 
and got the Boston Secretariat to carry' them out, without notifying 
the PB. Why was the secretariat dissolved in December when it was 
okay in November? Because in November the PB didn't know what you 
were doing with it in Germany. Yes, some predicted you would split 
in December; a variety of bets were made on what you would do. But 
the outcome at the PB in March was the desired one. You give a 
disengeneous reply on the question of the cliques: "What Cliques?" 
There was a link-up here, a touching of hands of the cliques, and 
you had correspondence with the others. The George case is 
another example of shooting from the hip to protect a clique member. 
It turned out that the leadership protected him from some elements 
of the youth. The devil himself (Robertson) was opposed to the if
then motion that was voted. And you didn't write to the PB but 
to people you felt close to. On the supposed Robertson-Gordon-Nelson 
"clique", you were elated when they supported you against Foster, 
Kinder. On suppressing criticisms: both Moore and Stuart did this. 
You went behind the backs of national and local leadership. In one 
case you complained bitterly to Cantor, she called Robertson on the 
Coast telling him all hell was breaking loose in Boston, Robertson 
called Foster asking what was happening. 

On women's liberation, we have had historic weaknesses on the 
West Coast. But where were your documents in this period. There 
have been excellent lYlarxist articles in the last several issues of 
W&R and one in the recent WV on women's liberation. The core of our 
document on women's liberation for the SDS convention was written by 
Morris, with contributions from you and me and papers by Carter, 
Kamkov and Day, and put together by Gordon. The women's document was 
supposed to be \,Tritten by me, but I did not have the time to write it 
because of my job. Nelson also raised criticisms of the W & R work. 
On the cliquists dOing all the work while the old farts just piss in 
the well: We all worked on winning over the LF and the CWC. On the 
Washington LF people, the final l..rork was done by Robertson and Cun
ningham; Robertson was key to winning over the CWC. You still 
haven't answered the: political illogic of claiming a correct program 
but incapable leadership. This should come out in perspectives docu
ments, but you accept the SL Transformation Memo. 

On the charge of workerism--I don't see the evidence. We were 
afraid of a growing together of self-conscious petty-bourgeois intel
lectuals against the apparatchnik clods. Maybe you should be on 
the CC, but we couldn't have any struggle about it because the cliqui
sts gave up the fight and quit. On the charges of Bonapartism: 
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Who is Robertson bouncing between? This requires documentation. You 
have made some interesting allusions surrounding the Levi case, name
ly that discipline in pre-party formation in the U.S. might not be 
the same as in the large KPD that Levi belonged to. On Germany, 
Moore was protected, not put through the wringer; the affair was 
restricted to the CC. Helene was protected, Cunningham and Treiger 
as well; Chris and myself have been protected at times. But I don't 
see a careful selection of who was protected in order to protect the 
regime. Moore simply misreads the article on the LF. We tried to 
have formal contacts but were frozen out. The whole PB did assiduous 
work on it. We attempted to show the need for them to study the SWP 
history. But they had a conference and hardened up on some peculiar 
positions: anti-democratic centralism (freedom of criticism), a 
quirky Fi~th International position. They showed some sympathy both 
to the SL and VNL (instead of political struggle, they tried to con
cilate both). But the leadership had a commitment to going inde
pendent. Yes, it was a maneuver, designed to put political pressure 
on the LF, and make some principled points to the LF leadership. And 
it has been reasonably successful. 

On Germany: this is the first time you've admitted you felt 
the SPD question was not crucial in deciding who to support. We 
are not agnostic on international questions, but we were agnostic on 
the split because we didn't have the documents and your report was 
poor. The SL showed eagerness toward the Sp/BL conference, sending 
three comrades and literature. We went to Britain and talked with 
the RCL. We criticized their military work, which is essentially 
soldier trade unionism which doesn't deal with the Irish question. 
But we also found out Moore went there on his own before, but only 
after the fact, in a letter from Stuart. You attribute to us the 
position of the OCI, but in our meetings we criticized their anti
Pabloist family of Trotskyism perspective strongly. On international 
discussion we should have a thorough discussion on Germany. We may 
have difference of more than just shadings with the Sp/BL. We have 
more hope for them than the IKD, but they can't handle the SPD ques
tion for the same reason they can't handle the DKP. Also their 
attitude tq;, the organizational question. They are a".developing 
organization, but they will develop in struggle, and there will have 
to be much struggle before it becomes a Leninist organization. 

On the regime question, your arguments reflect menshevism. 
Sure, the regime walked allover your back with golf shoes, but 
they didn't destroy you. All that came out of that was a resolution 
against the Boston clique. If you want some after the fact advice, 
what you should have done is declared a tendency with a long-range 
goal of forming a faction. You should reconsider your positions 
pointing to a split perspective, but you shouldn't pull back, we 
should have a hard fight. So there we have it: The comrades have 
covered it all at length. Your many assertions tonight must be 
proven. The transformation is proceeding well, thank you. It's 
never been better. It was bad in 1969 when we were down to 40 
people. If you examine your arguments you'll see they don't hold 
water. In general you don't understand the party question, and can't 
see the forest for the trees. I speak in favor of the motions. It 
is false that Stuart went to NYC to check up on the majority. She 
said she didn't want the majority there. On Cunningham, you have 
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been remiss in your duty to the PB. There are plenty of facts to 
condemn Cunningham, Treiger et al., but you don't do it. Who knows, 
Cunningham may come up with some formally correct criticisms, but 
obvious organizational prophylaxis would require you to inform the 
leadership of any contact. A final point: there was no move to 
remove Hoore from the leadership even after his horrid conduct. The 
minority is oblivious to elementary organizational things. You 
will have to do better. 

3. Voting on Motions 

a. The Boston local sharply condemns the minority for having 
comrade Stuart, one of two minority comrades, willfully miss 
the Sept. 4, 1972 special pre-conference discussion meeting 
on the factional situation in the SL, amd instead go to 
New York City to pick up a personal friend at the airport 
since it evidences an unserious and un-Leninist attitude on 
the part of the minority comrades. 

For: SL: Susan S., r.1orris, Bergman, Foster, Simons, Sharpe, 
Lynn M., Barry J., Crawford, fJIacNabb, Keith A., 
Carl L., Steve G., Scott, Norden. 

RCY: Alice L., Melinda L~., Fran F., Sandra 0., Val M., 
Paul C., Ivlaryanne D., Nark L., John S., Ken R., 
Richard C., James S • 

Against: SL: Moore 

RCY: None 

Abstain: None 

Not Voting: None Passed 

b. The Boston local condemns comrade rlloore for withholding in
formation from the PB on his communication with ex-comrade 
Cunningham after the latter's resignation from the SL and 
instead only partially divulging this information some time 
later at the Boston local meeting of 26 Aug. 1972. 

For: SL: Susan S., Morris, Bergman, Foster, Simons, Sharpe, 
Lynn M., Barry J., Crawford, IvIacNabb, Keith A., 
Carl L., Steve G., Scott, Norden. 

RCY: Alice L., Melinda L., Fran F., Sandra 0., Val rll., 
Paul C., Maryanne D., I.lark L., John S., Ken R., 
Richard C., James S • 

Against: SL: Moore 

RCY: None 

Abstain: None 

Not Voting: None Passed 
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4. Future Agenda 

Foster: We need to have long international reports, so we should 
have a full discussion on this since it bears on the factional sit
uation. Should have report from Sharpe, supplementary remarks from 
Foster, and perhaps a counterposed report from Hoore. 

Moore: Counterposed reports may not be useful, but we should have 
a lengthy discussion. 

.. Crawford: Since fJIoore I s views seem to be in flux we may not need 
majority and minority reports. I project a series of meetings on 
the woman question, trade union issues and possibly others. 

Motion to adjourn: Passed 

Meeting adjourned at 10:52 p.m • 

• 
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NOTE ON THE LETTER OF KEVIN F. 

The following letter throws some light on the late Communist 
Tendency in relation to ourselves, an issue raised by comrade Moore 
in his Boston debate with comrade Foster on 4 September 1972. 
Additionally of interest, some of the current uses to which Cunning
ham is being put are presented. 

Parenthetically, the letter's author avoids entirely the 
subject of our major private confrontation with the CT--Proletarian 
Military Policy. After several hours of debate we finally extracted 
from them the admission that PMP meant to them workers' control of 
the bourgeois state apparatus, i.e. a kind of extra-parliamentary 
popular front. Only after we hit them repeatedly with what Lenin 
had to say to Kautsky on the nature of the state did they back away 
from that logical CUlmination of their (and Fender-Turner's) position. 

Finally with regard to the postscript of this letter, on the 
face of it in vie\'l of the letter's own tone and content, one can 
hardly imagine what level of anti-Marxism and subjectivity would 
have to be reached in order for us to make in that author's eyes a 
"malicious" accusation against the CT. But in reality brother Kevin 
is merely expreSSing, in the characteristic puerile and thin-skinned 
CT fashion, a classic centrist softness to the right (enthusing over 
IS) and harshness to the left. 

[I1ilwaukee] 

Dear Comrade Sam: 

--the N.O., 27 October 1972 

* * * 

LETTER OF KEVIN F. 

August 23, 1972 
vlaltham, I'iJass. 

We recently heard of your interest in the IS, as well as of 
your general agreement with our, the CWG-CT, perspectives in the SWP. 
Under these circumstances we thought it might be advisable to write 
to you explaining why we joined the IS and not any other organization. 

When we "left" the S\A}'P \'le were faced t'lith what Cannon said the 
art of politics consists of--the question of what to do next. Not 
really being sectarians, despite what had been dinned into our ears 
in the SWP, we decided to investigate all the "Trotskyist" groups 
without bias. Vanguard Newsletter was the first group we approached, 
because we had read and liked it inside the party. This proved to 
be an outfit which had no real purpose other than to spread the 
thought of Harry Turner, a thought which even then was growing ex
tremely purist. About the same time we even had a meeting with a 
representative of the Workers League. As you can imagine, this didn't 
come to much. Roughly in the same period we were approached by the 
Spartacist League. An interesting sidelight on this is that they 
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had told us, before the pre-convention discussion period opened, that 
we should quit the SWP and join them--and even get a seat on the 
NC, etc. Naturally, we had rejected the advice of these sterling 
political experts and had stayed in to fight. Despite this, and 
despite the generally bad impression the SL had made on all of us in 
the past years, we decided to keep the avenues open. However, the 
more we saw the less we liked. It was just then that the CWC was 
joining and that they were beginning a monthly paper. Despite these 
good signs, the Sparts continued as before, finding all kinds of 
reasons for not having a proletarian orientation and generally orient
ing towards the most backward and anti-worker students. The RCY it
self was one of the major reasons for our growing hostility. This 
is probably the most self-satisfied bunch of self-proclaimed little 
Marx's, Trotskys, etc., that has ever existed. Their behavior on 
a public floor shows the decided influence of Robertson's infatuation 
with PL ("Trotskyism with a pre-frontal lobotomy"). They scream 
and yell, accuse the holders of the meeting of being the enemies of 
the workers (them?) and generally act like real little Stalinists, 
except that their favorite epithet is "Stalinist," not "Trotskyite." 
Appropriately enough, their leader is Joe Seymour. If it were 
possible to find a more likely candidate for dilletante of all time, 
it would have to be Oscar Wilde. Seymour is a great political 
thinker. He, in opposition to the old Spart thesis that there was 
never going to be an economic crisis, has discovered that there never 
was a boom. In addition, he has discovered that black workers are 
not super-exploited, probably because they don't produce very much 
anyway! 

All these things, plus a lot of research into the background of 
that tendency, convinced us that they were, as a group, a totally 
worthless bunch. For instance, you have a tendency which after 
seven years existence finally gets around to publishing a monthly 
paper. The only good thing about the paper is that it can't mislead 
the workers, since no worker would read that tripe twice. Their 
trade-union program is a direct reflection of their non-intervention
ist attitude towards the workers. Like so much sectarian rubbish it 
reflects passivity. The PL thing, the black question, the economic 
question all separated us. Their origins, which they have managed 
to mask in a cloud of obscurantism, is really revealed fairly well 
in vlohlforth's "What Is Spartacist?" and in Harry Turner's series 
"Trotskyism Today," if you take them with a grain of salt. Finally, 
it is noteworthy that J.V1arvin Treiger and Dave Cunningham, from what 
we hear, have both quit the Sparts, and on generally the same 
grounds: that the SL is a "Byzantine cellar," that it is a cult 
around Robertson, and that their proletarian orientation is a farce. 
There is nothing new about these charges. What is significant is 
that this time the top leadership of the SL says it. Cunningham, in 
particular, was a long-time Robertsonite and the only reason that 
Spartacist ever got out at all; no thanks to his fearless leader:, 
who is right up there with J.V1arcy and J.V1arcus in the loose-screw 
department. "Where there's smoke, there's fire," appears to be a 
truthful axiom about these charges against SL. 

But enough about that. Our statement, in Workers' Power #60, is 
of course rather limited. Nevertheless, it states the bare facts. 
When it was first suggested that we might contact the IS, our reactior 
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was, "not the Shachtmanites?!?". However, after visiting New York 
and being visited by some of the NY IS comrades, we decided that the 
IS was the place for us. Not because it is perfect. It's not, and 
nobody denies this in the IS. Not because we have changed our minds 
on the nature of the Soviet state. We made sure that that was 
clearly stated in the paper. Our reason for joining is that the IS 
is the only organization \V'hich is going in our direction--to the 
left, to the workers. I think they feel the same way. 11e don't 
have to pretend that we agree on everything. That's part of the 
democracy which we find so welcome in the IS. That we can 
together seek to find the answers to our common problems through 
common work. That is the basis for a real regroupment, and not a 
series of interminable polemics having no basis in the developments 
of the class struggle, a la SL. 

We, of course, are curious about you also. Are you now in the 
SWP/YSA, or were you? How did you hear about us and when? We 
assume that you have the CT documents, but you may not have a copy 
of the single issue of Red Flag, our magazine which we publish~d as 
the CWG. You can get one from the IS National Office, or we w~ll 
send you one, whichever is easiest. What is your general attitude 
to the IS? ivhat is the political situation in Milwaukee? As I 
recall, the YSA/SWP was never able to build a real branch there. 
Can this situation be changed? We hope to hear from you soon on 
all these points and on others raised in the letter. 

Fraternally, 

Kevin F. 

P.S. We keep hearing from various sources all kinds of accusations 
that the Sparts keep circulating about us. Most of it is the kind 
of petty-bourgeois sour grapes that we would expect, but some of 
it is more malicious. It would be helpful if you could inform 
us of what you know in this regard. 

Kevin 



REPLY TO SEYMOUR 

--submitted by L. Davidson 

Seymour's Theses on the Homen's Liberation fJlovement can only 
be welcomed as a provocative contribution to the necessary process 
of struggle and clarification of the SL perspectives on the w~man 
question. They reveal, however, a certain lack of understand1ng 
of the nature of women's oppression and the struggle against it, 
and cannot be allowed to stand unanswered. While the conclusion 
consistent with Seymour's premises would appear to be abstention 
from the struggle against feminist, reformist, and Stalinist ideo
logy in the women's liberation movement and the liquidation of our 
women's work, he does not propose this, maintaining instead a for
mally correct, if unspecific, general thrust on our future tasks. 

His opening statement: "Because the oppression of women is 
deeply rooted in all class cultures and rests upon an institution-
the family--central to social and economic life, women have not re
garded themselves as an oppressed social group whose condition 
could be changed, II is incorrect in a number of ways, reflecting an 
impressionistic and unmaterialist approach to the woman question. 
To begin with, the reasoning of this sentence, if applied to the 
proletariat as a whole, would lead to our abandoning the struggle 
for socialist revolution altogether. Certainly the oppression and 
exploitation of the worker is deeply rooted in the institution of 
wage-slavery, "central to social and economic life, I. but we do not 
draw from this the conclusion, based on an empirical and ahistorical 
estimation of the present backward consciousness of the mass of 
workers, that the working class has not regarded itself as an "op
pressed social group whose condition could be changed." 

It is precisely because the oppression of women is so deeply 
rooted in the capitalist social and economic structure that it 
requires a socialist revolution to eliminate--this is the basis 
for the Bolshevik conception of special work among women: that the 
female proletariat and sub-proletarian strata can be brought to 
communist consciousness through an understanding of their special 
oppression, its material basis, and the role of a unified working 
class in overcoming it through the overthrow of capitalism and the 
construction of a classless society. This awareness does not, and 
never will exist spontaneously in the masses of women--it must be 
~rought to them from without by conscious revolutionists. 

There do exist, however, rudimentary impulses against women's 
special oppression, which have been reflected both within the class, 
in reformist struggles, and in movements based in other classes, 
inevitably distorted by the outlook of these bourgeois and petty-

.; bourgeois strata. In both cases this awareness is bound wi thin 
the framework of bourgeois ideology and leadership, and will con
tinue to be until broken from it through the intervention of com
munists armed with the transitional program. 

Seymour apparently shares with the feminists and the German 
idealists their view of the family as an eternal relation, un
changing through "all class cultures" and historical periods, and 
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hence unconnected to the present tasks of revolutionists. This 
assertion was adequately answered by Marx and Engels in The German 
Ideology, when they argued, liThe family, which to begin with is 
the only social relationship, becomes later, when increased needs 
create new social relations and the increased population new needs, 
a subordinate one •• , and must then be treated and analysed ac
cording to the existing empirical data, not according to 'concept 
of the family,' as is the custom in Germany.1I 

In fact, the struggle for revolutionary consciousness within 
the women's movement is possible and necessary because an objective 
basis for this consciousness already exists: in the area of women's 
oppression, as in many others, capitalism creates the seeds of its 
own destruction. Through a reciprocal process of draHing women 
into the wage-labor force and industrializing household production, 
as part of the general historcial tendency to reduce all social 
relations into the sphere of commodity exchange, capitalism itself 
has created the material basis for the economic independence and 
social equality of women. 

But while the capitalist organization of production has ren
dered the family obsolete, it is structurally incapable of replac
ing it with a higher form of social organization. Instead, its 
reliance on the atomizing and conservatising effects of the iso
lated family unit lead to an attempt to bolster it in its present 
mutilated form against the forces acting to dissolve it. An im
portant reflection of this is the development of the welfare sys
tem, where the state fulfills the function traditionally assigned 
to the husband, in order to artificially maintain an inefficient 
and individuated system of production (or reproduction) of the 
labor force. The task of communists is to recognize the obsoles
cence of the family and to seek to channel the discontent engender
ed by its disintegration in a revolutionary direction. 

Seymour characterizes as IIfleeting" the bourgeois women's 
movements, such as the suffrage movement, which carried on sus
tained political activity for a mere 70 years; he altogether ig
nores the reformist-led working women's movement aimed at minimal 
trade union rights and organization, child labor laws, etc.; he 
dismisses as "exceptional" the socialist women's sections establish
ed by the Social Democracy and the Comintern. Having thus conclu
sively demonstrated the absence of any tradition of mass struggle 
against women's oppression, the obvious conclusion is that this 
is not a viable issue around which to mobilize the masses of women 
in struggle ..• 

v,lhat he fails to recognize, however, is that political move
ments, capable of mobilizing the masses against any form of oppres
sion, have generally been characterized by periods of mass upsurge 
alternating with long periods of isolation and "insignificance." 
By Seymour's criteria, one should dismiss the petty-bourgeois 
student movements as "fleeting," the struggle for Negro rights as 
llexceptional, "--even the trade unions in this country engage their 
members in direct economic struggles only sporadically and politi
cal battles rarely. One distinguishing characteristic of a Marxist 
is the historical overview which allows one to anticipate and pre
pare.for those infrequent moments of mass upheaval in which the 
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working class overcomes its ordinary passivity and quiescence and 
becomes capable of conscious, decisive, political action. 

Similarly, as long as the special oppression of women exists, 
and alongside it the material possibility of its eliminat~on, th~re 
will continue to be manifested opposition to this oppress10n, wh1ch 
we will seek to intersect and influence with our analysis and pro
gram. 

The basic error Seymour makes in his description of the women's 
liberation movement is in viewing it as a static, monolithic en
tity with a unified political line. In fact, it was a heterogeneous 
and contradictory phenomenon, characterized from the beginning by 
internal struggle between opposing political currents. The '60's 
protest movements in general were marked by a combination of gen
uinely egalitarian and internationalist impulses with a variety 
of utopian, populist, and anarchist organizational and strategic 
conceptions, finally brought under the ideological sway of Pablo
ist and Stalinist revisionism. Similarly, the women's liberation 
movement, which was distinguished primarily by the essentially cor
rect realization, that women were in fact oppressed and had to 
organize to fight that oppression, developed through organizational 
forms and theoretical assumptions reflecting, often in reverse, 
its New Left origins. (This is counterposed to Seymour's asser
tion that the central premise of the movement was lithe unique cap
acity of an independent women's movement to overcome women's op
pression. li

) 

Arguments for organizational separatism stressed the need for 
women to struggle against their own special oppression, representing 
a break with the traditional Stalinist/trade-unionist practice of 
mobilizing women only in support of their husbands' strikes. Fol
lowing the example of the black movement, for which separatism 
and nationalism appeared as the illusory alternative to the bank
ruptcy of the reformist li.beralism of the civil rights movement, 
the need for a revotutionary struggle against the special oppression 
of women was translated into the poly-vanguardist framework of 
separatism and exclusionism. The rejection of the Stalinist view 
of the family as "fighting unit for socialism," the rebellion 
against the elitist and bureaucratic practices and pervasive male
chauvinist attitudes, were key formative factors in the emergence 
of the women's liberation movement from the New Left, and its sub
sequent development of anti-theoretical, anti-leadership, and anti
communist tendencies. 

The growth of the movement produced more than this, however-
it also provided the impetus for the reconstruction of the authen
tic Harxist position on the family and the need for special work 
among women, and an arena for the development of a licorrect Marxist 
program for the woman question," thus overcoming the previous his
torical hiatus during which the Trotskyist movement seemed to lose 
contact with the Bolshevik traditfun on this question. The devel
opment under the leadership of the SL of a pole of communist 
opposition within the women's movement is ignored in Seymour's dis
cussion, thereby discounting the role of conscious intervention by 
the vanguard, which though hampered by inexperience, unclarity, and 
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an insufficiently aggressive stance, nonetheless made it possible 
to attract and recruit to the SL a number of the most politically 
advanced elements. One can only conjecture about the political 
impact we might have had were "trle able to intervene initially with 
the cadre and program we have since developed. 

The development of the women's movement was marked by a con
tinual process of political conflict and polarization, with divi
sions (often overlapping) along the following lines: between.per
sonal and political solutions; between reformism and revolutlon; 
between feminism and Harxism; among ostensibly }1arxist organiza
tions (e.g. Maoism vs. Trotskyism.) The disintegration of the 
movement has meant the splitting of these component parts in 
several directions: the personalists retreating into their person
al lifes tyle 'i solutions," the reformis ts plunging headlong into the 
Democratic Party, the "socialists ll joining the various ORO's. 

Seymour cites the secondary nature of direct agitation against 
the state and other bourgeois institutions over abortion reform, 
equal pay, etc., as evidence for the political irrelevance of the 
women's liberation movement. In fact most agitation against the 
state for abortion reform through ~JONAAC, equal pay through NOH, 
child care through CP fronts--any agitation against the state in 
isolation from a revolutionary program would be inevitably refor
mist; similarly, in the absence of a clear strategy of working
class mobilization, one is left with the bourgeois courts and 
capitalist parties to implement these demands. That many women's 
liberationists were repelled by the deadend of liberal reformism 
is understandable--that they did not more clearly perceive as an 
alternative the struggle for proletarian power to transform the 
material roots of women's oppression, is testimony to the strength 
of bourgeois ideology and the present weakness of the vanguard. 

One of Seymour's least convincing arguments, borrowed for the 
occasion from the Horkers Leac;ue, is the attempt to discredit the 
women's movement by pointing to its thoroughly petty-bourgeois class 
character. He do not normally base our decision whether to inter
vene in a movement primarily on its class composition, but on our 
ability to capitalize on pretensions to I·1arxism and subjectively 
revolutionary impulses, in order to split off a section winnable 
to the Trotskyist program. Nor is the transitory nature of a 
petty-bourgeois protest movement a convincing argument against 
involvement--it speaks instead for the necessity of timely concen
trated intervention at key points. The analogy with SDS is useful 
here: a greater appreciation of the importance of timing in our 
intersection of the mass leftward motion on the campuses could 
have resulted in a qualitatively different balance of forces among 
the ORO's. 

The present disintegration of the women's liberation movement, 
corresponding to the demise of the Hew Left, while it removes this 
as an available ongoing arena, nonetheless provides us with the 
opportunity and obligation to continue to present ourselves as a 
clear communist alternative to the bourgeois feminists, ex-Trotsky
ist liberals, and other rotten elements, using our uniquely correct 
position to attract whatever fragments remain with a subjectively 
proletarian, revolutionary orientation. 



, 
5 

Ex,~lusionism is not for us a principled obstacle to involve
ment--W'~ adapt to it tactically in order to defeat it politically. 
If we h3.d had black cadre, we certBi nly would have fought for hege
mony of the exclusionist black movement {or parts of it}--on the 
basis of a program of unified proletarian revolution and a strat
egy for black transitional organization--seeking to break a s~ction 
away from separatist, exclusionist, polyvanguardist organizatJ.onal 
conceptions on the basis of more advanced political consciousness 
{this policy is clearest in our attitude toward exclusionist black 
or women's caucuses within the unions}. FightinG for hegemony 
does not necessarily mean that we expect to win it in the immediate 
period--nor do we fight for leadership, as do the opportunist ORO's, 
on the basis of the movement as it is and with the most backward 
politics--we'use the struggleforh~gemony as a vehicle to express 
our politics, polemicize against opposing tendencies, and split 
away a section of the most advanced and receptive elements. 

Another minor error is the contention that we should orient 
only toward individual recruitment, which runs counter to our gen
eral perspectives for regroupment~ while we certainly expect to 
recruit individual activists in the course of our work, we recognize 
that the most serious will have established and maintained groups 
to implement their perspectives, and that we can anticipate success 
in drawing to us other 8roupings similar to the Oakland and New 
Orleans women. 

vmat is most impressive about SeJ~our's Theses is not, however, 
what he gets wrong--it is rather what he leaves out altogether. 
There is nothing by way of useful analysis of the position of women 
in the family or the workforce, of the various political trends in 
the 'Homen's movement; of our own pas t work in this arena and its 
relation to our other tasks, no practical suggestions for the future, 
except for the helpful admonishment, that our work must be lipropa_ 
gandistic, of a high theoretical level,1i with which few will dis
agree. By disregarding the material basis for the struggle for 
women's emancipation, the contradictory currents within the petty
bourgeois women's movement, and the role of the conscious vanguard, 
SeJ~our substitutes the standpoint of metaphysics and impressionism 
for that of rrarxism. 

--16 September 1972 



, FEMINISM AND MARXISM 

--submitted by Joseph Seymour 

The Purpose of the "Theses" 

The basic theme of comrade Davidson's document is that the 
"Theses" is an argument for abstaining both from the current "women's 
liberation movement" and the struggle against the oppression of 
women in general. This is not true. The aim of the "Theses" was to 
change the character, not the existence, of our intervention in the 
"women's liberation movement." The "Theses" was difficult to write 
because our women's fraction had not produced a perspectives document 
on their work. It was therefore necessary to project the W & R lead
ership's guiding political conceptions. 

The main operational point of the "Theses" was the need to con
centrate more on attacking feminism as an ideology. I believe the 
W & R leadership displayed a tendency toward the same deviation that 
characterized the Turner-Ellens leadership of fJILCRC as regards black 
nationalism. W & R deliberately avoided sharp polemical attacks on 
feminism, substituting the presentation of a positive program against 
the oppression of women as if this was enough to win "women's libera
tion" activists over to communism. The work tended too much in the 
direction of exemplary mass work, and not enough as opponent'work 
directed particularly at the ostensibly revolutionary feminists. 

Behind this difference over what W & R should be and do, was a 
different analysis of the "women's liberation" movement. I believe 
the current "women's liberation movement" is an expression of petty
bourgeois radicalism arising out of the same social-political milieu 
and sharing similar ideological conceptions as Third rlorld-anarcho
Maoism, youth vanguardism, life-style radicalism and black national
ism. I believe the W & R leadership regarded the "women's liberation 
movement" as an embryonic mass movement created by politically back
ward women who were spontaneously reacting to their oppression as 
women. They tended to see feminism not as a conscious counter-ideology 
to Marxism, but as a kind of women's liberation equivalent of trade 
union militancy. They tended to treat "women's liberation" activists 
pedagogically as political innocents, not as political opponents. The 
developments of this past year have confirmed the position of the 
"Theses" that the current "women's liberation movement" was a tran
sitory petty-bourgeois radical current and not the beginnings of a 
mass women's movement in which we would be working for years and years. 
There is a general consensus in the SL that the "women's liberation 
movement" is dead, leading to the quite unexpected proposal to liqui
date W & R. 

What Is Feminism? 

To rebut comrade Davidson's document point by point would be 
lengthy and diffuse. I will therefore concentrate on what I believe 
to be our major political differences and which are most likely to 
be important in future SL work in this area. These are the nature 
of feminism and the relation between the communist vanguard and non
party women's organizations. 
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I believe comrade Davidson does not recognize the clc.:'.ss charac
ter of feminism. I believe she sees feminism as an essentially harm
less misconception, which exists at all only because the communist 
movement does not effectively combat the oppression of women. Femin
ism has a material base in this class society. It reflects the social 
reality of bourgeois and upper petty-bourgeois women, for whom their 
oppression as women is the primary form of social oppression they 
suffer. Feminism is a class ideology reflecting false consciousness 
at two levels. Since for bourgeois and upper petty-bourgeois women, 
their oppression as women is primary, they believe all women are 
primarily oppressed as women and that the fundamental division of 
oppression in society is that of men against women. Feminists also 
have class consciousness. Thus, feminist anti-communism is not simply 
a reaction to the real or alleged failure of the communist movement 
to oppose the oppression of women. It also reflects the defense of 
class privilege against the threat of proletarian dictatorship. 

Comrade Davidson appears to believe that if we can convince 
most "women's liberation" activists of the "correct Marxist program 
for the women question," they would automatically come over to 
communism. However, their unwillingness to be won to the correct 
Marxist program is a reflection of false (class) consciousness. 
Feminism is the political movement of an alien class. As a rule, 
women who come to communism from feminism must become class traitors. 
Comrade Davidson doesn't fully realize this or its importance in our 
work • 

Feminism has its own social base. The failure of ostensible 
socialists to oppose the oppression of women may strengthen feminism, 
it does not create it. The effectiveness of socialists in fighting 
the oppression of women may weaken feminism, it does not automatically 
eliminate it. In comrade Davidson's analysis of the current "women's 
liberation" movement, feminism is treated entirely as ~ reaction to 
the failure of the traditional left to fight the oppression of women. 
By clear implication, if significant socialist forces fought the opp
ression of women, feminism wouldn't exist. This idea is historically 
proven false. Powerful revolutionary socialist movements have faced 
serious opposition from organized feminism. Would comrade Davidson 
care to defend the proposition that the Victoria 'V/oodhull wing of 
the American section of the First International was a reaction to 
the male chauvinism of Sorge and Marx or their refusal to fight the 
oppression of women? Does comrade Davidson believe that the oppositi
on of organized feminism to the Comintern women's organizations were 
because the latter were defective in opposing the oppression of 
women? Comrade Davidson states that the SL has recruited from the 
current "women's liberation" movement. However, in an earlier period, 
ex-members and sympathizers drifted away from the SL toward the 
"women's liberation" movement. The direction of recruitment between 
the communist vanguard and organized feminism is not necessarily 
one directional. The SL's correct position on the oppreSSion of 
women no more prevents us from losing members to feminism than our 
correct position on the oppression of blacks prevented us from losing 
Stoute and other black members to nationalism. Organized feminism 
can be a conscious and serious opponent of the communist movement. It 
is not a passive pool for recruitment. And it is not a harmless 
reaction to the failures of the communist movement in dealing with 
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the oppression of women. 

The Nature and History of the 
Current Women~Liberation-Movement 

The following is comrade Davidson's analysis of the origins of 
the current "women's liberation" movement. 

"Similarly, the women's liberation movement, which was 
distinguished primarily by the essentially correct realization, 
that women were in fact oppressed and had to organize to 
fight that oppression, developed through organizational forms 
and theoretical assumptions reflecting, often in reverse, 
its New Left origins •••• Arguments for organizational separatism 
stressed the need for women to struggle against their own 
special oppression, representing a break with the traditional 
Stalinist/trade unionist practice of mobilizing women only 
in support of their husbands' strikes. Following the example 
of the black movement, for which separatism and nationalism 
appeared as the illusory alternative to the bankruptcy of the 
reformist liberalism of the civil rights movement, the need 
for a revolutionary struggle against the special oppression 
of women was translated into the poly-vanguardist framework 
of separatism and exclusionism. The rejection of the Stalinist 
view of the family as "fighting unit for socialism." the 
rebellion against the elitist and bureaucratic practices and 
pervasive male-chauvinist attitudes, were key formative factors 
in the emergence of the women's liberation movement from the 
New Left, and its subsequent development of anti-theoretical, 
anti-leadership and anti-communist tendencies." 

Taken as a whole, this is an objectivist defense of the "women's 
liberation movement." The argument amounts to this. Given the state 
of the existing left (its male chauvinism, indifference to the oppres
sion of women, etc.), organizations against the oppression of women 
had to take a separatist form with a justifying ideology. Since any 
movement directed against the oppression of women is better than 
none at all, the "women's liberation movement" was essentially pro
gressive as against the New and Old Left. The emergence of a separa
tist women's movement is treated simply as passive reaction to the 
failures of the existing left. Its leadership and cadre are absolved 
from responsibility for their politics (they didn't know any better). 
In sharp contrast to the historical tolerance with which comrade 
Davidson treats the women's liberation movement" (one could not 
really expect better given the circumstances), she harshly condemns 
the New Left and Stalinists, who are held responsible for their own 
bad politics and those of the "women's liberation movement" as well! 
It doesn't occur to comrade Davidson that just as one can explain 
away the anti-communism and personalism of the "women's liberation 
movement" by the objective circumstance which gave birth to it, so 
one can explain away the economist-philistinism of the Stalinists and 
the elitism and male chauvinism of the New Left by the objective con
ditions which shaped those movements. Gus Hall and Mark Rudd are no 
less products of their political environment than Anne Koedt and 
Roxanne Dunbar and our fundamental attitude toward them as opponents 
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is not different. There is no basis for patronizing the "women's 
liberation movement" as the innocent victim of the New Left and 
Stalinists. 

The key sentence in comrade Davidson's analysis is "the women's 
liberation movement, which was distinguished primarily by the essen
tially correct realization, that women were in fact oppressed and 
had to organize to fight that oppression ••• " Does comrade Davidson 
mean that the "women's liberation movement" was unique in holding 
that position, that the rest of the left did not and could not real
ize the oppression of women and the need to fight it? If this is, 
in fact, true, separate organizations were clearly justified on tac
tical grounds. The "male dominated left" refused to fight against 
the oppression of women. There was no choice but organizational 
separatism. 

This thesis is historically false. If the emergence of separa
tist women's organizations was essentially a result of the refusal 
of the existing left to fight against the oppression of women, then 
these organizations should have come about as a result of faction 
fights in the existing left organizations leading to splits and 
expulsions. This did not happen. l.\iost of the women who abandoned 
the existing left organizations to organize a separatist women's 
movement already were commited to exclusionism as an ideological 
principle, not as a tactical expediency. And was the traditional 
left incapable of opposing the oppression of women in any way? Very 
shortly after the women question became prominent in the radical 
milieu, almost all the traditional left organizations added women's 
liberation demands to their propaganda and agitation and many set up 
special women's organizations. Comrade Davidson refutes her own 
analysis by noting that much of the agitation against the institu
tional oppression of women (e.g. day care, abortion reform, equal 
pay) was carried on by the CP and SWP, naturally in a reformist way. 
That organizations against the oppression of women took a separatist 
and exclusionist character was not inevitable. Clearly the active 
and conscious role of the feminists was important. 

Comrade Davidson's analysis of the"women's liberation movement" 
leaves out the decisive importance of feminist ideology, particularly 
the relationship between poly-vanguardism and life-style radicalism. 
In fact, the term "feminism"· is not mentioned in the passage' cited. 
Organizational separatism was seen as an ideological principle, not 
a tactical expediency--an end in itself. Women's liberation was 
defined to mean a change in attitudes between women and men. Organi
zational separatism was required to provide an independent power 
base for women and to prevent men from politically influencing women. 
The basic argument for exclusionism was not that men were unwilling 
to oppose the institutional oppression of women. It was that the 
presence of men would retard the subjective development of women 
which was regarded as the essential component of women's liberation. 

Having placed the blame for feminist se.paratism exclusively 
on the New and Old Left, comrade Davidson goes on to place the blame 
for feminist personalism entirely on the SWP, CP and liberals. 
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" ••• most agitation against the state--for abortion reform 
through WONAAC, equal pay through NOW, child care through CP 
fronts--any agitation against the state in isolation from a 
revolutionary program would inevitably be reformist •.• That 
many women's liberationists were repelled by the dead-end of 
liberal reformism is understandable ••• " 

Again feminism is seen simply as a passive reaction to reformism. 
The life-style feminists were well-meaning people turned on to false 
paths by the perniciousness of the CP and SWP. This amounts to deny
ing the very existence of petty-bourgeois radicalism. Life-style 
radicalism and utopian idealism are not unique to the current "women's 
liberation movement." They have always characterized petty-bourgeois 
radicalism. The communist movement must always combat these currents 
and attitudes. 

As a historical statement, the above passage is grossly false. 
Consciousness raising groups and feminist propaganda circles were 
flourishing well before WONAAC and the CP's women's fronts were 
created. The SWP and CP's reformist women's activities were a res-

-- I ponse to the emergence of an independent "women's liberation movement, 
not vice versa. The analysis is so faulty that comrade Davidson 
contradicts herself. First we are told that the separatist women's 
movement was a reaction to the indifference of the traditional left 
to the oppression of women. Then we are told that the "women's 
liberation movement" tended toward personalist politics because the 
SWP and CP had a monopoly on struggles against the institutional 
oppression of women, which they conducted in a reformist way. 

Comrade Davidson states that given the reformist nature of the 
struggles against the material oppression of women, it was "under
standable" that many women's liberationists turned toward personal
ist politics. If by "understandable," comrade Davidson merely means 
comprehensible, the statement is a truism. But I believe comrade 
Davidson means something else by "understandable." Comrade Davidson 
means healthy, progressive, based on a revolutionary impulse, a 
movement to the left. If this is what she implies, it is dangerous 
nonsense. A student activist who drops out into the drug scene beca
use he is repelled by the SWP's endless anti-war demonstrations is 
not moving left, is not reacting in a healthy way. There are thous
ands of thoroughly bourgeoisified ex-radicals who can justify their 
existence by pointing to the opportunism and bureaucratism of the CP 
and SWP. In general, someone who leaves a reformist or a centrist 
left organization for personalist politics is moving away from, not 
toward, the communist movement. 

Petty-bourgeois radicalism always justifies itself by criticizing 
the opportunism and backwardness of the proletarian left. Often it 
is necessary to defend Stalinist, revisionist and reformist workers 
organizations from petty-bourgeois radicals motivated by subjectively 
justifiable impulses. The atrocities of Stalin turned thousands of 

~' CPers into anti-communist liberals against whom we defended the CP. 
~ Virtually the entire American left supported breaking the 1968 NYC 

teachers' strike because they believed they were defending the inter
ests of blacks against the racism of Shanker and the labor bureaucracy 
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6 
in general. That petty-bourgeois radicalism feeds on the opportunism 
and bureaucratism of working-class organizations makes it more, not 
less, dangerous. 

Comrade Davidson's treatment of the feminists is simply undia
lectical. Radical feminism is always seen as a reaction to outside 
forces, as effect, never cause. In fact, the radical feminists, 
revisionist socialists and bourgeois liberals continually reacted 
on one another. If the dead-end of reformism drove women's libera
tionists toward personalism, so the dead-end of personalism drove 
many women toward reformist activism. Probably the rapid collapse 
of the "women's liberation movement" this year is partly due to the 
McGovern campaign. No doub·tJthous.ands of women who passed through 
the small group, consciousness raising phenomena saw in the McGovern 
movement a way to really change society in the direction of women's 
liberation. 

The Communist Vanguard and the "Women's Movement" 

The Comintern document on work among women reprinted in W & R 
has the following passage: 

"The Third Congress of the Comintern confirms the basic 
precept of revolutionary Marxism, i. e. that there is no 
"specific women's question" and no "specific women's 
movement" and, that every sort of alliance with bourgeois 
feminism, as well as any support by the women workers of 
toe treacherous tactics of the social-compromisers and 
opportunists leads to the undermining of the forces of 
the proletariat." 

That the Comintern thought it necessary to make this seemingly 
terminological point indicates that something important is at stake 
in this terminology. The term "movement" is a treacherous term 
easily sliding into class-collaboration. It is for that reason one 
of the favorite terms of the 3WP. 

Comrade Davidson's document is replete with references to an 
all embracing "women's movement" of which the 3L is seen as the 
revolutionary wing. Thus: 

"The development under the leadership of the 3L of a pole of 
communist opposition within the women's movement •••• the 
struggle for revolutionary consciousness within the women's 
movement is possible and necessary •••• The development 
of the women's movement was marked by a continual process 
of political conflict and polarization, with divisions 
(often overlapping) along the following lines: between 
personal and political solutions; between reformism and 
revolution; between feminism and Marxism ••• " 

Comrade Davidson is incorrect when she writes of the women's 
movement as heterogenous. The divisions she speaks of were not 
contained within the women's movement. The "women's movement" is a 
dangerous political fiction, similar to the "Arab revolution" or the 
"black community." What is conventionally called the women's move-
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ment is the expression of the oppression of women by different poli
tical currents associated with different social classes. Gloria 
Steinem and NOW are exp~essions of bourgeois liberalism. Ti-Grace 
Atkinson and the Radical Feminists are the expression of petty
bourgeois radicalism. WONAAC is the expression of revisionist soc
ialism. W & R is the expression of communism. These individuals 
and organizations are not part of some trans-class women's movement 
which embraces them all. W & R is not the communist pole in a 
women's movement in which NOW is the bourgeois pole. 

Accepting the Comintern's contention that there is no trans
class "women's movement," the SL cannot fight for the hegemony over 
the conventionally de fined women's liberation movement. The exclu
sionist women's liberation movement was essentially feminist, a form 
of petty-bourgeois radicalism, the movement of an alien class. What 
is in dispute is not that we should seek to recruit from the "women's 
liberation movement." What is in dispute is not organizational entry 
tactics. What is in dispute is the conception that the SL is the 
organic left-wing of some trans-class women's movement. We are not 
part of the "women's liberation movement." And our recruits from 
that arena cease to be part of the "women's liberation movement." 

The Tasks of the Communist Women's Organization 

Comrade Davidson states her conception of communist women's 
organizations as follOWS, "that the female proletariat and sub
proletarian strata can be brought to communist consciousness through 
an understanding of their special oppression, its material basis, 
and the role of a unified working class in overcoming it through 
the overthrow of capitalism and the construction of a classless 
society." Does comrade Davidson mean that all proletariat and sub
proletariat women are brought into the communist movement only by 
understanding their oppression as women and only through special 
women's organizations? This is not the Bolshevik conception. The 
communist women's organizations were directed at more backward women 
who could not be drawn into the class struggle and the central organ
ization of the class directly, typically working-class housewives 
and poor petty-bourgeois women. 

Comrade Davidson's st~tement that the purpose of a communist 
women's organization is to educate women around their special opp
ression is one-sided and, therefore, false. A major task of commun
ist women's organizations is to mobilize women to struggle for the 
over-all program of the party. In his famous conversation with 
Zetkin, Lenin is insistent on this. After castigating the KPD women's 
organization for organizing prostitutes and classes on the anthro
pology of marriage, Lenin states, "Just now we must really give 
priority to problems other than the forms of marriage prevalent 
among Australia's aborigines or marriages between brother and sister. 
For the German proletariat the problems of the SOViets, of the Ver
sailles Treaty and its impact on the lives of women, the problem 
of unemployment, of falling wages, of taxes and many other things are 
on the order of the day." A communist women's organization has a 
dual purpose. It both struggles against the special oppression of 
women (including its educational aspect) and mobilizes women around 
the overall program of the party. 
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Comrade Davidson~states that women can be brought to communist 
consciousness by understanding the communist solution to their spe
cial oppression. This is false. A woman who supports the communist 
movement because it offers the solution to the special oppression of 
women is no more a communist than a peasant who supports the comm
unist movement because it offers him land. For such a woman to 
become a communist she must transcend a particular, subjective con
cern for the oppression of women and identify with the goals of 
communism as a whole--with all the oppressed and the future of human
ity. Comr.ade Davidson puts forth a subjective concept of communist 
consciousness. People become communists because communism offers 
a solution to their own oppression. In large part communist con
sciousness is achieved and maintained by struggling against strong 
subjective impulses to identify with particular social groups (par
ticularly oppressed groups), thereby subordinating the historic 
goals of communism to personal group loyalty. 

Note: In concluding comrade Davidson condemns the one page "Theses," 
primarily concerned with W & R perspectives, for incompleteness-
"There is nothing by way of useful analysis of the position of women 
in the family or the work force •••• " In three years and to this day, 
the leadership of our women's fraction, notably comrade Brosius, has 
not written a perspectives document for the work (not a paragraph). 
This is gross political irresponsibility. If comrade Davidson is 
seriously interested in our developing a comprehensive pOSition on 
the woman question, she would do better to direct her attacks on 
the leadership of our women's fraction for the "incompleteness" 
(!) of their writings on the women question. 

Note 2: To document the first section of this document, appended 
are those sections of W & R #1 dealing with the nature 'and perspec
tives of W & R; "Who We Are" and "Organize Nationwide." 

--16 October 1972 
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Attachment, Feminism and Marxism 

WHO WE ARE 

[reprinted from Women & Revolution #1] 

The Furies 

. Revolutionary Women came together nearly two years ago as a 
small rap group in the San Francisco Women's Liberation movement 
and we called ourselves--half whimsically, half seriously--The Furies. 
We met once a week to talk about our oppression, share our feelings, 
and provide a measure of mutual support. Our new-found sisterhood 
was exciting--even eXhilarating--to us. 

After several months of such discussion, however, we began to 
feel a little stifled, so we initiated a study program, worked on 
the abortion issue and protested against job discrimination. Now we 
felt we were doing something--putting our ideas into practice--yet 
we couldn't help noticing that our efforts were sporadic and dis
jointed. We realized that what we lacked was the organization and 
clear analysis that could give our action direction and power, so 
we began putting our energy into developing principles and a program. 
We were no longer a small rap group, but an action group with a 
basic political program for struggle. Our politics were enunciated 
in our first publication--"Women's Liberation--Revolution--The Class 
Struggle. II We changed our name and be came The Socialist Workshop. 

The Socialist Workshop 

We remained active in San Francisco Women's Liberation. We 
attended intergroup council meetings, mass conferences and workshops 
and we participated in struggles around women's rights. We wanted 
to see San Francisco Women's Liberation transform itself from a 
loose conglomeration of small groups into a strong militant organiza
tion. Together with a few other groups, we called for a political 
conference of all individuals. and groups in the area who wanted to 
discuss what our principles and program should be. Many women res
ponded to this call and attended the two-day conference, but some 
of them came to argue against having any political program at all. 
\..,re had come prepared to discuss our ideas on principles, program, 
tactics, and structure, but found ourselves bogged down in endless 
and hopeless discussions with feminists whose thinking could not go 
beyond a mindless affirmation of solidarity with all women and a re
jection of politics as some sort of masculine perversion which could 
only divide us from our sisters. Needless to say, little came out 
of the conference. We voted to meet again, but political discussion 
at later meetings was also effectively blocked and eventually the 
meetings became so meaningless that even the anti-political factions 
stopped attending. One or two attempts have been made since that time 
to have political meetings, but these, too, have rapidly degenerated 
and dissolved. 

In the face of this failure of San Francisco Women's Liberation 
to organize itself, the Workshop turned much of its energy toward a 



I 
1(.; 
I 
i 

I 
l 
I 

10 

Attachment, Feminism and Marxism 

class series--"Women's Liberation and Revolution"--which we 
currently offering through the Free University of Berkeley. 
aim is to further our own education and to discuss with all 
people the revolutionary struggles of women in the past and 
that we ~an play in the struggles to come. 

Revolutionary Women of the Bay Area 

are 
Our 

interested 
the roles 

Realizing that we were no longer merely a workshop, we changed 
our name again recently to Revolutionary Women of the Bay Area. Our 
emphasis at this time is on the construction of a strong, nation
Wide, revolutionary organization to fight the oppression of women 
with a socialist program. There are groups in Austin, New York 
City and Boston who are in general agreement with our principles and 
program and it is with the hope of uniting with more such groups 
and individuals across the country that we have begun to publish 
Women and Revolution. 

We invite you to exchange information with us, debate with us, 
criticize us, and join with us in building the kind of revolutionary 
women's liberation organization we all need. 

* * * * * 

ORGANIZE NATIONWIDE 

[reprinted from Women & Revolution #lJ 

The women's movement in the United States has suffered both 
from a lack of clearly defined politics anqfrom,.,a·,' .. lack of effective 
political organization. Attempts to surmount these obstacles have 
often become bogged down in discussions of whether politics and 
organization are even necessary to the women's movement. Wemaintain 
that they are critical for our development as a real revolutionary 
force! Today's women's movement needs a r.~tional (and eventually 
an international) organization in which revolutionary women can 
work together to fight capitalism. 

It is time to transcend the usual "small group" formations. 
Small groups may open our eyes and even help us become better revo
lutionaries but they will not make the revolution and they often 
foster the illusion that our oppression stems from personal problems 
which can be worked out. We know better. We know that many causes 
of our neuroses and inadequacies are built into the capitalist sys
tem and help it function. With this realization comes the recogni
tion that liberation can come only with the overthrow of capitalism, 
and for this we need a solid organization geared for struggle, not 
merely a scattering of small groups. Local actions are not enough! 
We must begin to organize on regional and national levels! 

Revolutionaries cannot rely on groups like NOW, which support 
this system and merely want to reform it. We cannot rely on sporadic 



I 

I, 
I 
I 

11 

Attachment, Feminism and Marxism 

gatherings of radical women. We must have an organization of our 
own which has socialist politics and "lhich recognizes the working 
class as the motive force in the revolution. 

Given the enormity· of our objective and the power of the enemy 
(which controls the economy, the media, the police and the military), 
we must begin to gather our forces and delineate our aims, our 
strategy and our tactics. We need to share our experiences and 
develop our political program through discussion and debate. 

Through our political agitation, we will point out revolutionary 
paths when events begin to force people to move against the system. 
If we hide our politics until "people are ready for it," they may 
never get ready and we will have been fatally remiss in our obliga
tion as revolutionists. 

If you feel as we do and if you think you can generally accept 
our program, or if you want more information, let us hear from you 
now! Together we can begin to build an effective organization of 
revolutionary women and men to struggle effectively for women's lib
eration. 



PERSPECTIVES TOWARD A COMMUNIST WOMAN'S MOVEMENT 

by Helene Brosius 

This paper is offered as a tasks and perspectives document for 
Spartacist League work around the woman's program. A great deal more 
could be written, for instance about the recent upsurge of "Women's 
liberation." Hopefully, with the establishment of a Woman Commiss
ion, it will be. I have tried to focus on those aspects which I 
think are in question in the party and those which lay the founda
tion for the operational conclusions. 

Our position on the woman question, which I call "unique" and 
"superior" in this paper, is really so only relative to other posi
tions, especially the other ostensibly Marxist groups. Those rene
gades, who might be expected to have adopted what is simply the or~ 
thodox Marxist analysis of the question, in fact evidence the inter
vention of alien class forces into the workers movement, no less thal 
the "radical" feminists. 

It is the sad fact that our position is unique on the left. 
Thus this paper is merely a reaffirmation of orthodoxy in line with 
the positions, notably, of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky and the organiza
tions they led, including the operational extensions developed by 
the Comintern. 

" ••• Our national sections still lack the proper understanding 
of this question. They adopt a passive, wait-and-see attitude 
when it comes to creating a mass movement of working women un
der communist leadership. They do not realise that developing 
and leading such a mass movement is an important part of all 
Party activity, as much as half of all the Party work. Their 
occasional recognition of the need and value of a purposeful, 
strong and numerous communist women's movement is but platonic 
lip-service rather than a steady concern and task of the Party. 

"They regard agitation and propaganda among women and the task 
of rousing and revolutionising them as of secondary importance, 
as the job of just the women Communists. None but the latter 
are rebuked because the matter does not move ahead more quickly 
and strongly. This is wrong, fundamentally wrong! It is out
right separatism. It is equality of women a rebours, as the 
French say, i.e., equality reversed." (Lenin, quoted by Clara 
Zetkin, in My Recollections.of Lenin) 

The woman question has been part of the Marxist program since 
the Co~~unist Manifesto was written. The Revolutionary Social Demo
crats, especially the Marxists in the SPD and the Bolsheviks, saw 
that the work demanded a special division of labor within the party 
and the development of the Marxist program to encompass the special 
oppression of women. To favor liquidation of our work on this ques
tion is clearly un-Marxist. Most comrades would be quick to insist 
that they mean we should continue to deal with the question in our 
propaganda (e.g. mention should be made of it in Trade Union prog
rams) but "since the (petty-bourgeois) movement is dead, what is 
there to do anyway?" As will be shown, this line of argument misses 
the main thrust of communist work among women and would lead to the 
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liquidation of our work. The "liquidationist" position carries with 
it a tailist opportunism of the sort that Trotsky fought against in 
his insistence that the work of the revolutionary party must flow 
from the objective needs of the class and not their present level of 
consciousness. We do not reserve our woman program for those per
iods when false consciousness has hegemony over a petty-bourgeois 
movement. Sex divisions are a pervasive roadblock to proletarian 
militancy. The American working class, deeply divided along race 
and sex lines, will surely be incapable of securing victory unless 
these divisions are transcended by a revolutionary proletariat uni
ted behind the vanguard. We must discover how to achieve this unity, 

History of Communist Work Among Women 

In order to gain a correct strategic understanding of the aims 
of this aspect of our present work, it is essential to investigate 
the historic experience of the communist movement. For a systematic 
examination of the development of communist practice, I refer com
rades to the article "Towards a Communist Women's Movement" in WV 
#11. For the purpose of the present paper, I will concentrate on 
three key aspects of communist work: (1) the need for special commu
nist work among women and around the woman's program to the whole 
class, (2) the purpose of the special work, (3) the need to inte
grate the work into the activity of the whole party. We must under
stand the nature and purpose of the work both prior to the revolu
tion and after the assumption of power, during the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. Little material on these questions has been pub
lished in English. Research is badly needed to discover more mate
rial in English and translate literature from other languages. 

As early as 1896, debate raged in the SPD over the issue of the 
need for special work among women. Zetkin's position in favor of 
special work '.vas adopted by the party. Recognizing that it was im
possible to carry out special work without a suitable division of 
labor in the party, the debate resulted in the establishment of a 
woman's section of the party. Seen as part of the common proletaria. 
revolutionary movement, a section was organizationally independent 
from and politically subordinate to the party. This relationship, 
including an exchange of representatives on leading party bodies, 
was later codified in the Comintern documents. There was a similar 
debate within the RSDLP from 1906 in which Kollantai was one of the 
main spokesmen for the position favoring special work on the German 
model. Various means of carrying out special work were attempted 
by the Bolsheviks up to the seizure of power. Before 1910, some 
form of division of labor within the party was adopted by the Social 
Democratic parties in Austria, England, United States, Scandanavia, 
Belgium, Holland, S\'ri tzerland, Finland and France. It is interes
ting to note that the relationship between special sectors of the 
proletariat and the party was debated in 1903 around the issue of 
the Bund. 

"'Autonomy' under the Rules adopted in 1898 provides the Jewish 
working-class movement with all it needs: propaganda and agita
tion in Yiddish, its own literature and congresses, the right 
to advance separate demands to supplement a single general So-
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cial-Democratic programme and to satisfy local needs and re
quirements arising out of the special features of Jewish life. 
In everything else there must be complete fusion with the Rus
sian proletariat, in the interests of the struggle waged by 
the entire proletariat of Russia. As for the fear of being 
"steam-rollered" in the event of such fusion, the very nature 
of the case makes it groundless, since it is autonomy that is 
a guarantee against all "steamrollering" in matters pertaining 
specifically to the Jewish movement, while in matters pertain
ing to the struggle against the autocracy, the struggle against 
the bourgeoisie of Russia as a whole, we must act as a single 
and centralised militant organization,have behind us the whole 
of the proletariat, without distinction of language or nation
ality, a proletariat whose unity is cemented by the continual 
joint solution of problems of theory and practice, of tactics 
and organisation .... " (Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 6 p. j34-5) 

Despite clarification on the questions of special methods and 
organizations for work among women, the question continued to be de
bated in the communist movement up to and including the Comintern 
period. Zetkin spoke of it in My Recollections of Lenin, conversa-
tions with Lenin from 1920. -- --

"[Lenin] 'We derive our organisational ideas from our ideologi
cal conceptions. We want no separate organisations of commu
nist women! She who is a Communist belongs as a member of the 
Party, just as he who is a Communist. They have the same 
rights and duties. There can be no difference of opinion on 
that score. However, we must not shut our eyes to the facts. 
The Party must have organs--working groups, commissions, com
mittees, sections or whatever else they may be called--with the 
specific purpose of rousing the broad masses of women, bring
ing them into contact with the Party and keeping them under its 
influence. '1'his naturally requires that we carryon systematic 
work among the women. We must teach the awakened women, win 
them over for the proletarian class struggle under the leader
ship of the Communist Party, and equip them for it. When I 
say this I have in mind not only proletarian women, whether 
they work in mills or cook the family meal. I also have in 
mind the peasant women and the women of the various sections of 
the lower middle class. They, too, are victims of capitalism, 
and more than ever since the war. The lack of interest in po
litics and the otherwise anti-social and backward psychology 
of these masses of women, the narrow scope of their activities 
and the whole pattern of their lives, are undeniable facts. 
It would be silly to ignore them, absolutely silly. We must 
have our own groups to work among them, special methods of agi
tation and speci~l forms of organisation. This is not bour
geois 'feminism'; it is a practical revolutionary expediency.' 

"[Zetkin] I told Lenin that his arguments were a valuable en
couragement for me. Many comrades, very good ones, too, vehe
mently opposed the Party's setting up special groups for 
planned work among women. They denounced it as a return to the 
notorious 'emancipation of women' movement, to Social Democra-
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tic traditions. They claimed that since the Communist Parties 
gave equality to women they should, consequently, carryon work 
without differentiating among all the working people in general. 
The approach to men and to women should be the same. Any at
tempt to consider the circumstances which Lenin had noted con
cerning agitation and organisation would be branded by the ex
ponents of this view as opportunism, as renunciation and be
trayal of fundamental principles. 

'''This is not new and not conclusive,' Lenin said. 'Do not let 
it mislead you. Why are there nowhere as many women in the 
Party as men, not even in Soviet Russia? Why is the number of 
women in the trade unions so small? These facts give one food 
for thought. Denial of the indispensable special groups for 
work among the masses of women is part of the very principled, 
very radical attitude of our dear friends of the Communist Wor
kers' Party. They are of the opinion that only one form of or
ganization should exist--a workers' union. I know about it. 
Principles are invoked by many revolutionary-minded but con
fused people whenever there is a lack of understanding, i.e. 
whenever the mind refuses to grasp the obvious facts that ought 
to be heeded. HOY'l do such guardians of the 'purity of princip
les' cope with the historical necessities of our revolutionary 
policy? All their talk collapses in face of the inexorable ne
cessities. We cannot exercise the dictatorship of the prole
tariat without having millions of women on our side. Nor can 
we engage in communist construction without them. We must find 
a way to reach them. We must study and search in order to find 
this way.'" 

The Communist Approach 

The tasks of the woman section was outlined by Zetkin in her 
speech to the F.ourth Congress of the Comintern. 

"It [the woman section] exists for systematic Communist propa
ganda among the women. This has a double purpose. First to 
incorporate within the national sections of the Comintern those 
women who are already filled with the Communist idea, making 
them conscious co-workers in the activity of those sections; 
second to win over to the Communist ideals the indifferent wo
men and draw them into the struggles of the proletariat." 

Seeing its work as most importantly the task of recruiting women 
to communism and assisting them to become full party members, the 
guidelines sought to draw the delicate balance between the need for 
special work among women and the integration of this work into the 
work of the whole party. While special methods for the work were 
seen as necessary, this was never meant as a perpetuation of the di
visions in the class but rather as a vehicle for ending them--that 
is--not out of resignation to the status quo, but to change it. Wo
men in the Comintern demonstrated that: 

"It is evident then that the more intensive the work [among wo.
men] of the Communist Party the more firm and definite the stand 
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of the Party or of any particular branch, the stronger is the 
influence of the Party on the women, and consequently the lar
ger the number of women in the Party organizations." (Hertha
Sturm (Germany) report to the 4th Congress, 27 Nov. 1922) 

Even during the Comintern period, the woman commissions and se
cretariats had to continually stress the importance of work and the 
woman program becoming part of the work of the whole party. 

"The third task [of women's committees], however, is the most 
important. The women's committee must see to it that agitation 
among the large masses of the women proletariat be included in 
the general work of the Party; that it does not remain a spe
cial task of a small handful of communist women. They must 
make all efforts that the agitation among the women becomes a 
branch of the whole movement, that it be carried on by all or
ganisational and political means at the disposal of the Party, 
and be supported by the full authority of the Party and its va
rious organs." (Hertha-Sturm (Germany) report to the 4th Con
gress, 27 Nov. 1922) 

The Comintern material provides a clear guide for the purpose 
of special work among women. For communists, this work has as its 
primary goal the drawing of women into the communist party as devel
oped, rounded communists. In one aspect, then, the work involves 
the struggle for women to get into the labor force, partly over the 
issues of the material possibility for this (child care and employ
ment opportunity). It is also necessary to draw women into other 
organizations of the class, not only for the positive gains in class 
cohesiveness but also importantly to overcome class divisiveness 
stemming from the pervasive traditional family-bound and religious 
circumscription of working-class women. Thus is posed the need to 
incorporate a large proportion of working-class women and women wor
kers in such bodies as a Labor Party, Trade Unions and Trade Union 
caucuses, factory committees and so on. And above all the recruit
ment of women to the party, provisions for their development and full. 
integration into all levels and arenas of party work must be accom
plished. 

A second function of such work is to direct propaganda on the 
woman question itself to the class as part of the struggle toward 
political hegemony over the working class united for proletarian re
volutionary activity and the establishment of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. . 

During the period prior to the revolution, propaganda on the 
family and the oppression of women, directed toward the whole class, 
will be a necessary part of the transcendence of bourgeois ideology 
and development of revolutionary consciousness. 

The Woman Question and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat 

It is important to understand that special attention to work 
around the woman program was seen as critically important after the 
seizure of power in Russia, under the dictatorship of the proletar-
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iat. In the Soviet Union during the early years, political educa
tion among women and men to combat that section of bourgeois ideolo
gy which reinforced male chauvinism was directed by the Woman Sec
tion. Mt)st importantly, however, the material basis for woman's 
emancipation, i.e. the socialization of family responsibilities and 
the inclusion of women fully into the work force, was consciously 
and systematically carried out. 

"The methods of the working women's sections consist in direc
ting the activity of the working women in the accomplishment 
of the practical tasks embodying the aspirations and demands 
of the working class. This method of attracting the working 
women in practical activity has greatly contributed towards 
increasing the influence of the Communist Party among the 
masses of the working and peasant women." (Smidovitch (Russia) 
report to the 4th Congress, 27 Nov. 1922) 

Particular emphasis was laid on transforming the nuclear fam
ily. Much propaganda on the question was written by leading party 
members such as Lenin, Trotsky and Kollantai. While much of this 
may seem obscure and removed from our present tasks, we must ac
quire historical understanding in order to maintain perspective and 
ensure that our present practice is in line with our strategic 
goals. 

The Hiatus in Communist Woman's Work 

Prior to the Stalinist degeneration, mass proletarian women's 
organizations existed under the leadership of the Comintern. Even 
as late as 1929 and for ten years thereafter, the CPUSA published 
a monthly magazine, The Working Woman, probably named after the 
Bolshevik paper Rabotnitsa. Doubtless, its line followed the CP's 
through its twists and turns during this period. 

But after the renunciation of the. correct .l\1arxist position on 
women and the family as part of the Stalinist degeneration, the work 
of the Comintern among women was practically forgotten and became 
inaccessible to large sectors of the working class still under the 
leadership of the Stalinists. For thirty years, there was a virtual 
hiatus in struggles of women in advanced countries around their own 
oppression and, within the ostensibly revolutionary movement, of 
work around the emancipation of women or directed principally at re
cruitment of women. A good deal of research is needed on this per
iod, particularly about the upsurges which did occur in so-called 
"backward" countries (Japan, 1946) and also the role of women in 
revolutionary activity of the thirties. 

Unfortunately, with the founding of the Fourth International, 
communist methods of work among women were not rediscovered. In the 
Transitional Program, only the barest mention is made of the special 
oppression of \vomen. No analysis of the role of the family, super
exploitation of women, exclusion of women from the work force, or 
male chauvinism are provided. The question is not raised in other 
sections of the program which have particular applicability to the 
question such as the discussion of backward countries, Fascism, 
Stalinism, inflation and consumer prices, sliding scale of wages 
and hours, unemployment and the Trade Unions. The program, written 
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under the pressures of Fascism and the coming World War, needed to '. 
focus on the main class issues. But material on the woman question 
would clearly have strengthened the attack, for instance, against 
FaSCism, which had as a characteristic vicious expressions of male 
supremacy and the most brutal oppression of women. 

Although Trotsky never saw the Transitional Program as being a 
complete program and even, himself, made extensions on some issues 
related particularly to the woman question, such as universal mili
tary training, this initial incompleteness certainly did much to 
maintain ignorance on the woman question within the Trotskyist move
ment. 

The Fourth International and member parties such as the SWP did 
not even begin to carry forward the work of the Comintern on the 
woman question. In the SWP a rationale for, or even awareness of, 
their departure was never expressed. Until the recent upsurge in 
the petty-bourgeois woman movement, the question was virtually ig
nored except for the most mundane, ritualistic assertions or discus
sion tangential to the main work of the party such as the "cosmetics 
controversy." Turning inside out, the SWP's recent, purely tailist, 
polyvanguardist approach, which has become more blatant over time, 
is a mockery of Marxism. 

Significant gains in the position of women were made during the 
twenties and thirties. The second World War, as is well known, 
brought with it the fullest integration of women into industry ever 
experienced in the U.S., along with the child care centers to make 
it possible. One hears of no indigenous social movement in opposi
tion to the ripping out of hundreds of thousands of women from their 
industrial employment and the disestablishment of the child care 
centers after the War. No working-class tendency took up this 
struggle. 

The fifties represented a profound social counter-revolution 
during which many of the gains achieved in the twenties and thirties, 
including those benefitting women in particular, were reversed. 
Friedan's The Feminine Mystique discusses this phenomenon, espe
cially the changes in bourgeois propaganda as the needs of the bour
geoisie changed from before World War II (years of the "new woman," 
aggressively pursuing "a career") to the post-war perlod of the 
"happy housewife" completely engrossed in "home and family." At 
least partially, the rise in the woman's movement of the sixties can 
be seen as a reaction to these reversals. 

The Nature of the Petty-Bourgeois Woman rJIovement 

The argument that it is incorrect to speak of a woman movement 
is simply a semantic game. Obviously, tendencies, which have their 
main purpose to struggle against the oppression of women, all repre
sent aspects of bourgeois ideology. However, there is a reason why 
these tendencies took on the mantle of "women's liberation." They 
were incorrect responses to the fact of female oppression, responses 
generated by alien class appetit~ Clearly, over a period of years, 
there has existed an arena of "women's liberation" where numerous 
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tendencies intersected and counterposed their varying programs and 
strategies for the liberation of women. There were, and are, 
feminist and poly-vanguardist organizations formed for the purpose 
of fighting against the oppression of women which themselves contain
ed numerous counterposed tendencies. A characteristic of all of 
these organizations and tendencies (putting aside those unashamedly 
bourgeois organizations) was that they saw more commonality among 
themselves than between any of them and the socialist left. The 
thrust of these tendencies was feminist or poly-vanguardist, either 
of which ended up at the same place--the need for women to devote 
themselves only to work around their own liberation. They saw them
selves as either one sector of the revolutionary struggle (other sec
tions being the "third world" struggles etc.) as in the case of the 
poly-vanguardists, or as the main focus of the revolutionary struggle, 
as in the case of the "radical" feminists. This was the basis upon 
which they occasionally attempted exclusion of the (female) represen
tatives of OROs while allowing the inclusion of any and all tenden
cies which recognized the pre-eminence of this commonality. It was 
this, and not simple male exclusion which characterized what we have 
called the petty-bourgeois woman movement, and this which justifies 
the use of the term. 

Naturally, for communists there is no woman movement as such, 
that is--politically autonomous from the communist movemen~ But 
other tendencies do not recognize this and do project a movement on 
the baSis of their essentially feminist or poly-vanguardist concep
tion. Zetkin explains this in her speech to the 4th Congress. 

"What we usually designate as the Communist women's 
movement is not an independent women's movement and has 
nothing to do with any feminist tendencies." 

Thus, throughout the Comintern documents, the distinction is drawn 
between the communist woman movement, which is part of the world 
communist movement, and the separate feminist woman movement, founded 
on fundamentally false, anti-Marxist precepts. 

Petty-Bourgeois Woman Movement--Dead ~ Alive? 

The petty-bourgeois women's movement is not dead either in the 
U.S. or internationally. In the United StateB:it has been waning 
lately and we stand to gain more recruitment from it at this stage 
than we did in the period of its upsurge, as we have had increasing 
gains from Maoist groups during this period of their disorientation 
and disintegration. We should welcome its decline and disintegration 
as an opportunity for us to intervene with our correct program during 
a period in which competing, false tendencies, which have had a 
death grip on sections of the radical movement, have evidenced their 
bankruptcy and their previous adherents are more willing to examine 
our propaganda. Thus our task is to aggressively continue to pro
pagandize our unique (though thoroughly orthodox) position on the 
woman question and seek to reach women's liberation activists on our 

~ full program. 

In other countries, notably England and Italy, the woman move
ment is far from dead. While in the U.S., we managed to derive a 
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clear conception of our work rather late in the movement's upsurge, 
a situation which greatly lessened the impact we might have had on 
the movement, we are in an excellent position to influence at least 
those Trotskyist groups internationally with whom we are having dis
cussions, by virtue of our present well developed and clear position. 

Now that the fact of the oppression of women has become accept
ed by the left and even the bourgeoisie gives lip service to the 
existence of certain aspects of female oppression, struggle toward 
woman's emancipation will undoubtedly be a concommitant part of 
revolutionary upsurge. The presence of'the Spartacist League is 
essential for the establishment of a communist pole and to vie for 
leadership against assorted feminist, reformist and poly-vanguardist 
tendencies as well as male chauvinist organizations seeking to direct 
the working class. The question is how to pose our program most 
effectively and what we should present as a model in counterposition 
to the left's capitulation to petty-bourgeois tendencies, absten
tionism, reformism, or tailism on the woman question. 

S.L. Work in Women's Liberation 

It has been left to the SL to rediscover the correct Marxist 
Leninist approach to the question and apply it to our work. Over 
the period of the last four years many errors were made; there was 
much confusion, misunderstanding and disorientation but we have 
gropingly come closer and closer to a strategical understanding of 
our work theoretically, programmatically and organizationally. Our 
first leaps in understanding took place in the development of a 
program which gave us, at last, an invaluable tool for intervening in 
the arena and helped guide our work. It took several years for the 
program to become, through a process of revision, clarification and 
correction, a full Transitional Program as applied to the Women's 
liberation struggle. We have developed a proletarian revolutionary 
program which is presently unique for carrying on the tradition of 
the communist women's movement. In the recent period it has been 
aimed especially at intervention in the waning contemporary women's 
movement and at the ostensibly revolutionary left. 

The organizational genesiS of our work was the participation of 
several comrades in the Bay Area "small groups." The Socialist 
Workshop was formed in order to intervene in a more directly politi
cal way in the larger, heterogeneous women's organizations with a 
class analysis. The weaknesses found in the work of the Socialist 
Workshop--these were programmatic flaws, general political softness 
and arenaism--were also characteristic of the work in other arenas 
at the time as in Maritime and Workers Action/Committee for a Labor 
Party. All suffered from a lack of strong, centralized political 
guidance from the party. At this time the Workshop upheld the prin
ciple of non-exclusion while adhering to a tactical decision for 
the temporary eJGc.lusion of;-'men. The purpose was to ensure that the 
main issue, our class struggle perspective, could be explained and 
fought out first. It was felt that an understanding of the prinCiple 
of non-exclusion would be more easily reached after an understanding 
of a revolutionary proletarian orientation was attained. 

At the time of the formation of Revolutionary Women in the Bay 
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Area we had decided to publish our paper Women and Revolution (W&R) 
under the direction of the party and to admit men to the organiza
tion. Groups have existed in New York, Austin and Boston and have 
had mixed success. We have had significant recruitment, especially 
recruitment, especially in the Bay Area but also in New Orleans, 
New York, Buffalo and Boston, from work which originally centered 
around our woman program or in which discussion and work around the 
program played a significant part in the process of recruitment to 
Trotskyism. Some research has been done in the" history of the 
communist women's movement, particularly as we began to consider 
the conception of a woman section. In keeping with our understand
ing of our organization as a propaganda group, like the SL as a 
whole, we have put out one pamphlet, numerous leaflets and position 
papers, held many educational classes, forums and interventions 
around the country, and published three issues of W&R. 

It was found to be urgent that we clarify the organizational 
relationship between the W&R groups and the SL. Previously these 
groups had been linked only through our comrades, acting as a dis
ciplined fraction within them (or, in the case of the New York group, 
abandoning discipline with the consent of the party in order to 
freely discuss the issues with non-party sympathizers of SL). This 
format was found to be unworkable both from the party side, where 
distrust of the work eXisted, and within the groups, where non-party 
women were uncomfortable about their relationship to SL and party 
women found it difficult to function with real political clarity, as 
the New York experience showed. W&R seemed to verge on a front 
group although the unsua1 characteristic of front groups--secrecy of 
party 1eadership--was not practiced. At the 1971 plenum it was re
solved to have a perspective of establishing the same type of rela
tionship as we applied to our youth group according to the formula 
developed by the first four congresses of the CI. This has been 
carried out by some of the W&R groups, notably in Boston. Our 
difficulties have not stemmed from lack of activity in the arena. 
Rather, tensions have been created by the disparity between the 
great amount of tim~ and energy devoted to the work and the lack of 
centralized direction in line with a clear perspective. This ten
sion has been apparent both among those actually involved in the 
work and also has caused suspicion of the work on the part of other 
party members. We hope to achieve this strategic clarity at the 
coming National Conference. 

S.L. ~--Integration into the Party 

Although an extensive critical history of SL work in this 
arena is needed, I will focus here on those errors which inhibited 
the thorough incorporation of the work into the work of the whole 
party. Lack of such integration has been detrimental to all areas 
of work. It has expressed itself in several ways. In our early 
work there was virtually no connection between women's liberation 
activity and the Party. The main reason for this was the lack of 
an SL program or strategy for the work. As the program developed 
more national homogenization of the work was achieved by using it 
as a tool to intervene in the movement. We had something unique to 
offer as a concrete bridge to revolutionary consciousness. As the 
Comintern material was studied and particularly after the 1971 plenum 
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the mechanism for integration became clearer. But the work still 
tended to be pigeonholed into the work of the women's group rather 
than seen as an integral part of all areas of party work. This be
comes obvious by an examination of our Trade Union work through the 
propaganda put out by supporter groups. 

Trade union work of SL supporters, while usually formally men
tioning the oppression and super-exploitation of women, rarely incor
porates this issue as an integral part of its activity. The pro
paganda of the maritime caucus is particularly lacking in this regard. 
It must be stressed that, even when the issue should not be a central 
focus of the work, as when women are virtually excluded from the 
union, to ignore it completely verges on opportunism and creates 
barriers to unity of the class. 

In addition to many other political flaws, no mention at all is 
made of the special oppression of women in the first two issues of 
its paper. The third issue has excellent proposals regarding pen
sion, maternity and welfare benefits, geared toward women ~ spouses. 
No mention of sex discrimination is made in sections dealing with 
working conditions or job availability. In general, throughout the 
demands and propaganda, the assumption is that all seamen are, in 
fact, men. While most are men, the caucus should not be satisfied 
with the situation and should see fighting the oppression of women 
and bringing them into the work force as part of the caucus work. In 
paper number 5 the demand" ••• (3) Make more jobs: six hour day by 
aad1ng an extra watch (four watch system) and more men in Stewards 
Department" is a good example of the assumption of an all male work 
force--even in the department which has the largest proportion of 
women. Although "Sister" is occasionally added after "brother," the 
fight for integrating women into the work force is not made concrete 
through explanations of the demands which would benefit women but 
not at the expense of other workers, i.e. those demands against un
employment such as "no homesteading" or "End Runaway Shipping." In 
union work, abstract demands like "End Discrimination" are good but 
not nearly as effective as demands raised which explicitly offer 
solutions. 

On the question of runaway ships, which affected the women in 
the union particularly, no link whatsoever is made. Where the pas
senger ship question is specifically discussed, not even the merest 
mention of the fact that this virtually eliminated women from the 
union is made nor is this linked with the rest of the program such 
as "end job discrimination." 

The work of the maritime group is discussed here only to demon
strate the lack of integration into a key area of party work. This 
is in no way meant to disparage the whole of the excellent work 
these "brothers" are doing. 

In the communications industry, work of our supporters has been 
some of the best in pointing out the oppression of women and includ
ing it as an integral part of their activity. Even here, though, 
demands which particularly speak to the oppression of women are often 
not explained in that context, thus lessening their effectiveness. 
As an example, examine the bureaucratic attack on the MAC described 
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in WV #13 (CWA Paper Launches Smear Campaign Against Caucus.) In 
thearticle-;the vicious male chauvinism of the "Dear Mummy" letter 
is clearly and sharply exposed. This is in contrast to the caucus 
response which did not even mention it although the use of woman 
baiting as a slander technique was blatant, offensive and intention
ally divisive. In the article, an effective point could have been 
made on the issue of sex divisions within the class which in the 
phone company is one of the most effective mechanisms for maintaining 
the impotence of the unions. The operators' strike in New York is 
one example of this. The defection of the Western Electric workers 
(predominantly male and with a history of militancy) from California 
local 9415, thus abandoning 9415 (predominantly female and much less 
militant) to their backwardness, is exemplary of the pernicious use 
of sex divisions within the industry. 

The WV #13 article, and the caucus propaganda about the "Dear 
Mummy" letter could have used this issue to demonstrate how the 
caucus program, cited at length in the article, clearly aims to 
unite the class while struggling over issues particularly of benefit 
to women. In contrast, the company, exemplifeid by the "Dear Mummy" 
letter, continuously attempts to divide the class, and weaken its 
combative power by fostering false consciousness to divert the 
struggle. 

Our work in II can provide an unusually rich opportunity to 
exemplify our perspectives on the woman question. The union has a 
long history of support for a wide range of reformist demands (equal 
pay for equal work, end to sex discrimination, opening skilled trades 
to women, extension of protective legislation to men, maternity 
benefits, child care centers etc.) enabling us to use these issues 
as an integral part of exposing the bureaucracy and building a revo
lutionary oppositional leadership which will actually initiate strug
gles on these and other issues against the companies. For example, 
most male workers would enthusiastically welcome the integration of 
women into the centers of production--albeit for reasons not alto
gether reflecting a high political consciousness. Such a campaign 
led by an oppositional caucus, based on the transitional program, 
could accomplish a great deal in making concrete our program, demon
strating in an exemplary way our strategy for the liberation of 
women through militant class struggle. 

The formal concession to the token hiring of women by the indus
try may be expanded into a systematic attempt to introduce large num
bers of women as a conservatising force, attempting to play on their 
traditional docility. We could playa crucial role in intersecting 
this, and help to make the entrance of women into the plants instead 
a wedge for heightened political consciousness. The union, which 
has an established organizational policy calling for women's committ
ees in all locals, educational programs for workers' wives, regional 
women's conferences and a national women's department, thus provides 
us with a ready-made arena for this work. 

As will be discussed in a later part of the pap~r, Trade Union 
work is not just one, but one of the crucial areas, in which we will 
concretely wage a struggle around our woman's program. 
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Exclusion of Men 

A contributory factor in the alienation of women's liberation 
work from party work was the initial exclusion of men from the 
Socialist Workshop and later Revolutionary Women or W&R. Our in
transigent opposition to the exclusion of men from any bodies within 
the party was never questioned, thus men were incorporated as member::l 
of party fractions. However, the tension between this and their 
exclusion from direct contact with the work of the fraction within 
the arena led to a certain formalistic quality in their work. In 
agreement with the position long held by Dale R., I believe that the 
practice of male exclusion in public work was unnecessary and de
trimental to our work and in addition it reinforced the tendency to 
separate the woman question from our work as a whole, relegating it, 
willy nilly, to "women's work." The primary "advantage" of the 
exclusion of the majority of vocal, leading (male) comrades from RW 
was that it forced the development of numerous female comrades, who 
were left with most of the responsibility for running an organiza
tion, making tactical decisions and carrying forward our political 
line. However, how much more political development there would have 
been with proper leadership! Certainly many opportunities were lost 
because of our inadequacy. While I do not believe male exclusionism 
should have been initially seen as a split issue with women's org
anizations, nor that we should have, tried to force the inclusion of 
our male comrades into exclusionist meetings, I do feel that we 
should have included them in ~ ~ meetings and should have vig
orously fought for the principle of non-exclusion, tieing it in with 
the rest of our politics, from the beginning. In an exemplary way 
this would have had a positive impact on the better elements in 
the movement. 

Another expression of the alienation of the work from that of 
the party was that WL work was not seen as an important part of our 
opponents work. Our program can be counterposed to that of all the 
left tendencies and most groups have been encountered at one time or 
another within the arena. Those who are not members of OROs are un
organized New Lefters, MaOists, anarchists or feminists and our 
polemics against them should be seen as part of our priority orien
tation toward subjectively revolutionary elements. The more serious 
women's liberation activists if they remained political became or 
will become members of an ostensible revolutionary organization when 
the futility of their single issue ism becomes apparent to them. For 
instance, the YSA has recruited out of the movement, albeit at an 
appallingly low and psuedo-feminist level. Our clearly superior 
position and strategy has had the effect, as in the case of the 
"East Oakland Women," of helping to win militants away from consider
ation of other organizations. Our position can also have an effect 
within OROs and should continue to be used in our polemics against 
them. Here one can make the distinction between women drawn to
ward our work initially because of their felt oppression and those 
attracted to our superior position on the question. 

Why Special Work Among Women 

Implicit in the attitude of many who feel that special work 
among women is now unnecessary is the conception that our woman work 
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was carried out simply to intervene in and recruit from the petty
bourgeois woman movement. This is counterposed to the Communist 
conception which is that demands aimed at the emancipation of women 
are an important part of our program which must be vigorously fought 
for, not just automatically parroted, and that in order to properly 
fight for them, educate the class around them and win working women 
to the communist party, special attention must be given to the work 
through a division of labor within the party. It must be shown that 
to look toward the abandonment of a special party apparatus to 
direct work among women and around the woman question to the class, 
will severely hamper our work in this area, reducing our woman pro
gram to the merest assertion of orthodoxy. 

While we will continue to direct much of our attention toward 
implantation in the Trade Unions, women remain, by and large, out
side of the organized work force. Working-class consciousness remain 
low among female workers because of their family responsibilities, 
their precarious position as marginal members of the work force and 
socially imposed roles and norms of behavior. Additionally, many 
women of the working class are not part of the work force itself when 
for long periods of their lives, their primary task is child rear
ing. These women are particularly subject to counter-revolutionary 
attitudes because of their isolation, lack of exposure to even basic 
working-class or trade union consciousness and dependent financial 
condition. At the same time, forced financial dependency ties their 
fate to the flux of economic conditions which affect the working clas: 
as a whole--inflation, unemployment, war etc. 

Certain sections of the female population, such as black women, 
who would certainly be expected, if they are mobilized, to play an 
outstanding role in the revolutionary movement, will be especially 
difficult to reach through TU work. Excepting the communications 
industry, and this will become more apparent as we broaden the scope 
of our industrial implantation, women will not be heavily involved 
in those industrial areas of our highest concentration. 

Perspective of ~ Woman Section 

During a period of agitational work, the party will recruit 
masses of workers by demonstrating that it has the programmatic an
swers to the problems of peoples' lives, and the organizational 
capability to carry out its program. The question of what organiza
tional forms will be used in order to present our program is a tac
tical question. While it appears that in our present period, a 
separate women's organization is neither feasible nor necessary, it 
seems likely that when we are a mass party the recruitment and devel
opment of layers of working-class females will necessitate such an 
organization. 

Some of the arguments for the establishment of a youth group 
also apply to the establishment of a Transitional Woman's Organiza
tion (TWO). First is the argument for the need of a separate 
organizational structure where women can develop politically and 
prepare for party membership. Women, because of their socialization 
toward motherhood have traditionally been less involved in politics 
than men and when involved have normally played organizational or 
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secretariel roles. We have seen this phenomenon even in the SL 
where, because of a higher level of consciousness and the urgent 
necessity to use all of our small forces to their utmost, women 
playa much more vocal role than in the other OROs. A TWO would 
provide a training ground, much as SW and RW have already assisted in 
the development of numerous women comrades. This function will be
come more important when we are recruiting numbers of working-class 
women who have not been trained or socialized to be actively creat
ive, verbal intellectuals and who may benefit more from participation 
in a special organization. 

While a woman section is similar in its relationship with the 
party to the youth group (i.e. political subordination and organiza
tional independence) the difference between the youth and the woman 
section is programmatic emphasis. The RCY is based on the SL program 
as a whole with special development and emphasis on those aspects 
which particularly speak to the special needs of youth. Rather than 
a special section of the SL program, the woman program is also the 
full party program with particul~r emphasis and expansion of those 
sections which speak to the special oppression of women and which 
relate specially to our strategical orientation to this section of 
the class, such as the urgent necessity of integrating women into 
the organized labor force. Just as the trade union programs, in line 
with necessary security modifications, are full transitional programs 
which are taiJored to a particular union situation by demands which 
relate to needs of a particular industry, the woman program in no way 
truncates, dilutes or minimizes aspects of the full party program. 
There is one party program, not party programs of sectors; 
partial struggles by sections of the mass center around specific felt 
aspects. Versions of the party program, modified for different areas 
of work, are thus not counterposed but aspects of the same program. 

While opposing in principle the establishment of a woman's 
organization politically autonomous from the party, we should have a 
perspective of instituting a special apparatus (division of labor) 
with which the party may do systematic communist work among women, 
bringing our woman program to the masses of female workers, recruit
ing to, and developing women in, the communist movement, and direct
ing propaganda and agitation around our programmatic demands for 
women's liberation toward the whole class. This apparatus should 
first be a woman commision of the SL and later a woman section. 

This conception is counterposed to both the IS "women's caucus" 
and the autonomous women's movement. Both of these imply the 
institutionalization of narrow parochialism which militates against 
transcendence of false divisions within the class through communist 
consciousness. 

A Commission vs. a TWO 

We must be careful to distinguish between the two methods of 
organization discussed in this paper, the Woman Commission and the 
Woman Section. Both of these are Leninist forms of organization for 
the purpose of carrying out special work among women, work which is 
necessary due to the special conditions of women in capitalist 
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society. The Commission is a party body formed to function as part 
of the division of labor for the purpose of directing party work 
aimed specifically at women or centered around issues key to our 
communist woman program. A primary function of the commission at 
this time would be to ensure that work on this question is integrated 
into SL work in all areas. It would also do such work as was deem
ed necessary to bring women comrades and sympathizers more fully into 
party work. Finally it would be responsible for overseeing the pro
duction of a propaganda organ as a continuation of W&R, the regular 
inclusion of articles in WV, pamphlets and national leaflets. A 
part of this work is the direction of research and theoretical clari
fication that has been necessary for some time on the woman question. 

The transitional organization, or section, described above, 
would have a different relationship to the party. A woman section is 
an arm of the party in the mass movement. As part of its duties 
would be the recruitment of women to the party it would necessarily 
deal with our politics in a broader way. 

Link S.L. T. U. and Work Among Wom~.!!. 

The work of our woman commission or section should not be seen 
as separate from our Trade Union work any more than it is from the 
party. These two areas of work, while having separate organizational 
structures, are overlapping parts of the common movement. As dis
ciplined members, women in the section will be called on for Trade 
Union work in an auxiliary capacity and the organization will be call
ed on to participate in cooperative activities with Trade Union 
fractions or caucuses. Naturally--women actually engaged in trade 
union work will be under the direction of the party, as are RCY mem
bers. One of the primary methods of waging an attack on the family, 
and mobilizing women for political struggle, is attempting to ach
ieve the fullest possible integration of women into the organized 
labor force. As members of the labor force women are able to be fin
ancially independent, are organizable into trade unions and can wield 
workers power. All of these factors will open the door to their 
politicization and enhance their contribution to the revolutionary 
movement. This is why Lenin, in opposition to the liberal moralizers, 
saw the initial drawing of women into the work force as essentially . 
progressive. The TU movement will be the major arena of struggle 
for those asepcts of our program speak to the material conditions for 
the inclusion of women into the work force, such as an end to dis
crimination, 30 for 40, union control of hiring and upgrading. 

Work in the TU movement can assist in two of the programmatic 
tasks of our woman's work: One, discussed above, of bringing women 
into the work force and, two, that of combatting male chauvinism towar' 
unity of the class. As an example, in the Trade Unions, our work 
should be directed at unions both inclusive and exclusive of women. 
In those exclusive, we will struggle toward the goal of creating con
ditions necessary to draw women into the work force. In those inclu
sive, we will propagandize toward unity of the class, struggling for 
demands which benefit women and are in the interests of the whole 
class. Both of these tasks create conditions essential to proletar
ian revolution. While the primary purpose of the work within the 
Trade Unions is not winning organizational control of the union 
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apparatuses themselves, but gaining political hegemony of the 
communist party over the whole class, the vehicle for this is mainly 
work within existing organizations of the class. Therefore the 
struggle for revolutionary leadership in the unions necessarily goes 
beyond "pure trade union" issues and must include such questions as 
the woman question,the Vietnam war, culminating in a Workers Govern
ment. Committed struggles around the woman question can provide a ve
hicle for demonstrating to the masses of working-class women the 
effective implantation of our program. While the woman section and 
the TU movement, under revolutionary leadership, struggle for many 
of the same programmatic demands, it is the organized working class 
which actually has the power to fight for the program. Further, the 
party seeks to win masses from the lower strata, the unorganized 
workers, to communism. This work will be carried out by sections of 
the organized working class under revolutionary leadership and is tiec 
closely to our work among women. 

"Opportunist organizations by their very nature concen
trate their chief attention on the top layers of the working 
class and therefore ignore both the youth and the woman worker. 
The decay of capitalism, however, deals its heaviest blows to thE 
woman as a wage earner and as a housewife. The sections of 
the Fourth International should seek bases of support among 
the most exploited layers of the working class, consequently 
among the women workers. Here they will find inexhaustible 
stores of devotion, selflessness and readiness to sacrifice." 
(Transitional Program, p. 45) 

For these reasons, the necessity for close collaboration between the 
Woman Section or Woman Commission and trade union caucuses is proper 
and inevitable. 

International 

It could be argued that in the U.S., improvements in the condi
tion of women have made the institution of a special organization 
with which to reach women, or the need for special party apparatus 
to reach women, unnecessary. While I believe this argument is in
correct for all the reasons presented in this paper, it is blatantly 
inapplicable internationally. Recognizing the extreme oppression of 
women worldwide, especially in colonial countries, the Comintern 
aimed at building an International Woman's Section. Although avail
able evidence shows that, due to the Thermidor, this organization 
was never fully realized, the political groundwork for it was laid, 
an International Secretariat established and several International 
conferences were held, usually in conjunction with conferences of the 
CI. In fact, international communist woman's organizations played a 
role in the formative struggles and polarization which preceded 
the establishment of the Third International. The Comintern work, 
which has been abandoned by all ostensibly Trotskyist groupings in 
the U.S., with the exception of ourselves, was also abandoned inter
nationally. 

The International Spartacist tendency can and must be the ini
tiator for the continuation of the work of the Comintern. We have 
been the only group with the theoretical continuity which enables us 
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to play the pivotal role in the international struggle towards the 
rebirth of the Fourth International. Particularly because of our 
position as the strongest representative of our tendency we must 
take on this responsibility. 

At the present time much of our work in this area would be 
simply the propagation of our position to other international tend
encies. We must seek to discover the positions of the groupings 
with which we are in contact, pose our position and draw them into 
discussion. The woman question, which is universal in its general 
character, is also a key barometer for the position of an ostensibly 
communist group on the broader issue of the Communist perspective on 
oppressed minorities, doubly oppressed sections of the working class 
etc. 

At present this work will consist largely of correspondence 
with women's liberation groups and other Trotskyist organizations 
internationally. The article in Spart~cist #17-18 should be trans
lated and put into French Spartacist. In New Zealand, where the 
woman's movement is still very much alive, we can carry forward 
our work in collaboration with our comrades in the New Zealand 
Spartacist League. 

Any work directed at Stalinist countries must take into 
account the Stalinist betrayal of women as part of the degeneration 
of the worker's state. This was seen by Trotsky as one of the 
most important indices of the extent of the process of degeneration. 
Throughout The Revolution Betrayed Trotsky dwells at length on the 
abandonment of the goal of the emancipation of women in the Soviet 
Union under the pressures of "generalized want" and Stalinist degen
eration. 

"The October revolution honestly fulfilled its obliga
tions in relation to woman. The young government not only 
gave her all political and legal rights in equality with 
man, but, what is more important, did all that it could, 
and in any case incomparably more than any other government 
ever did, actually to secure her access to all forms of 
economic and cultural work ••• [but]up to now this problem 
of problems has not been solved. The forty million Soviet 
families remain in their overwhelming majority nests of 
medievalism, female slavery and hysteria, daily humilia-
tion of children, feminine and childish superstition. We 
must permit ourselves no illusions on this account. For that 
very reason, the consecutive changes in the approach to the 
problem of the family in the Soviet Union best of all 
characterize the actual nature of Soviet society and the 
evolution of its ruling stratum. (The Revolution Betrayed, 
p. 144-145) 

Just as in the U.S., our position on the woman question can have 
impact internationally on Maoist and other Stalinist groupings. 
Because of the gross betrayals carried out in this realm, the ques
tion can be one of the more effective in winning over militants 
within the Stalinist countries toward the building of a Trotskyist 
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opposition toward political revolution. 

Perspective for Work in the Coming Period 

We must draw on the model of the first four congresses while 
at the same time recognizing that our work is now at a different 
level due to our small size and lack of deep roots in the working 
class. In particular, we must note that where many sections of the 
Comintern were engaged in mass agitation, winning women to common 
work with them on the basis of their ability to lead struggles under 
their own banner around agitational demands, ours is predominantly 
propagandistic. Precisely because of this (we have nothing to offer 
but our program) militants who are won to our woman program are 
usually winnable to Trotskyism as a whole in the short term. We 
have found in our trade union work as well-rhar-caucus members usuall~ 
become party members quite soon or else drop away from the work. 
The woman section is intended largely to win the masses of backward 
workers, layers whom, in this period, we do not have a perspective 
of recruiting. Therefore a woman section is not in keeping with 
our present priorities. 

For a Woman Commission 

A key task currently facing the SL, and a task we must continue 
to carry out beyond the present period, is the thorough integration 
of the woman's work into the party. The infusion of our work toward 
the emancipation of women into every aspect of party activity, com
bined with a recognition of the special methods necessary to win over 
masses of women in the future (a section) will do a tremendous 
amount toward polarizing feminist groupings and other OROs. As has 
been mentioned before, our position on the woman question, which 
includes the notion of a section, is particularly effective in fight
ing and recruiting militants from other organizations, in the U.S. 
and internationally. In order to ensure that connections in our 
work are made at all levels, and to carry forward the work, including 
research and the publication of a journal, a woman commission must 
be formed immediately. A Oommission will face the task of central
ization of our work. It will be the operative mechanism for the 
integration of this work throughout the acti vi ties of the'.',p..a:ppy and 
particularly into trade union work. An exchange of representatives 
between the Woman Commission and the Trade Union Commission would be 
appropriate. 

The Commission will carry forward research in the areas of 
history, the international woman movement and, very importantly, poli
tical economy. At this time a critical task will be the publication 
of a Tasks and Perspectives document and of our journal. Finally, a 
woman commission will help lay the groundwork for our future woman 
section and make concrete our determination to build this section. 

The Commission will have the job of discovering and cor:r.-espond
ing with other communist woman groups internationally with the per
specitve of building an International Woman section linked to the 
Fourth International. 

In the immediate period we must assiduously approach, with the 
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intenti.on .of intervening in,the remaining secti.ons .of the weman 
mevement where it appears fruitful. A great deal .of werk can be 
dene systematically centacting individuals and greups en .our sub
scripti.on list. We have centinually received inquiries frem inter
ested peeple which have been answered .only haphazardly. We must take 
all steps pessible te capitalize new en the fragmentatien .of the 
weman mevement. 

The Press 

The press, particularly the first year .of Werkers Vanguard, has 
been a netable exceptien te the lack .of integratien inte party werk. 
But even here, c.onsidering the am.ount .of party energy deveted te 
this werk, relatively little space has been deveted te the questien, 
mest .of the articles dealing with the wretched WONAAC. Our prierity 
press respensibility at this peint is the establishment .of a bi
weekly WV. We must have frequent, extensive articles en the weman 
questien-in .our main .organ. 

We are still far frem the geal .of a biweekly, due mainly te 
the lack .of cempetent editers and writers. It is therefere unreal
istic te preject the publicatien .of a regular and frequent .organ as 
a centinuatien .of W&R. Hewever, it appears feasible te preject the 
publicatien .of a jeurr~l en a regular, if infrequent basis (say-
every 6 menths). I weuld prep.ose the perspective .of the publicatien 
.of: :'''Wemen and . Reveluti.on published by the Weman Cemmissien .of the 
SL under the directien .of the SL Central Cemmittee." The press sheuld 
centinue the develepment .of W&R threugh its first three issues hav
ing a highly pelemical, prepagandistic appreach. It must include as 
well articles .of a mere theeretical nature amd en subjects ether than 
these directly cennected te wemen, which might be .of interest te .our 
audience. This jeurnal sheuld be treated as a supplement te WV,>P~T
haps having .one issue ceme .out in August when there is ne WV. Seme 
articles which may be written include pelemics against the IS and 
Stalinist pesitiens, the LC and CP appreach teward welfare rights, 
Healyite/WL pesitien and analysis. Other interesting articles 
weuld include histery .of Oakland greup, wemen in the defermed werker's 
states, analysis .of the cemmunist appreach tovlard the weman mevement 
histerically,Vlerking class and permanent revelutien, internatienal 
1IlOman mevement, histery .of cemmunist werk ameng "remen in America, 
wemen and the pelitical ecenemy under capitalism. 

As an empirical ebservatien, it sheuld be neted that the W&R 
paid subscriptien list as .of this date numbers ever 700. (There are 
abeut 450 RCY subs and 1000 te.WV.) Even if many .of these are simply 
curiesity seekers, resp.onding to-the W.omen's Liberatien fad, this stil' 
is a relatively geed readership. It is \V'ell knewn that W&R has always 
been the easiest .of .our publicati.ons te sell. Despite the fact that 
lecals are ne lenger selling W&R subs because .of its uncertain future, 
the subs keep c.oming in at a rate .of several a week. 

The centinuatien .of a separate press serves several impertant 
functiens. In the absence .of an erganizatien at this time, the cen
tinuatien is part .of the perspective .of the eventual fermatien .of a 
weman sectien. Our paper is already knewn areund the left beth in 
this country and abr.oad, and demonstrates .our serieusness abeut the 
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work and our unique perspective of the necessity for special work 
among women as a continuation of the Comintern decisions. Suspending 
publication would necessitate its reestablishment at some future time, 
work that it has taken us several years to accomplish. W&R can 
continue to be an important vehicle for reaching members of the pre
sent women's movement and of OROs with our full program. It will be 
exemplary of the communist recognition of the need for special work 
among women. In conjunction with the Commission the organ can be 
the format whereby we continue to publish the results of our research 
on the question, polemicize against other organizations nationally 
and internationally and gain theoretical clarity. 

Implied in the notion that special work is needed in order to 
reach the masses of women, is the idea that special propaganda is 
also needed. This will undoubtedly be true when we are in the pro
cess of setting up a section. NOW, in preparation for this work, we 
must take the first steps concretely toward this goal. 

--27 October 1972 



THE SL AND THE WOMAN QUESTION 

by Liz Gordon 

I. Introduction 

To some extent the shadings within the Spartacist League on the 
woman question may reflect a healthy tension within Bolshevism--that 
the revolutionary vanguard is on the one hand, and first of all, the 
organized expression of the historic interests of the working class, 
and is on the other hand what Lenin termed "a tribune of the people." 
That is, the revolutionary party must be sensitive to the real needs 
of all the oppressed while never blunting the principled cutting edge 
of its uncompromising proletarian class line. 

As an aspect of oppression under capitalism, women's oppression 
is a real although subordinate aspect of the class struggle against 
capitalism. Like for example oppressed racial or national groups, 
women are a specially oppressed stratum which cuts across class 
lines; a movement against the oppression of women not defined along 
class lines inherently encompasses counterposed class forces. The 
aim of the revolutionary Marxists therefore must be to politically 
polarize such movements along fundamental class lines to win sections 
of the oppressed to making common cause with the revolutionary pro
letariat and its party. 

As Marxists, we understand that the fact of oppression must ge
nerate elemental resentment and sporadic outbursts of resistance. 
In the absence of a strong proletarian pole and a principled revolu
tionary leadership, however, this partial consciousness cannot gene
rate in the mass a revolutionary program for women's emancipation, 
but is limited and distorted by bourgeois ideology into utopian and 
reformist dead-ends, and made prey to isolation and demoralization. 
As revolutionists, we recognize this resentment against oppression 
as a reservoir of potential militancy imposing upon us a strategic 
responsibility to struggle to deepen and systematize this resistance, 
to break it from the distortions of bourgeois ideology, and to seek 
to develop the program and forms of organization enabling the op
pressed to make common cause with the revolutionary proletariat in 
the struggle to overturn capitalist social relations and open the 
road to communism, the classless society. 

In rejecting a position of abstentionism in principle, however, 
we are by no means committed to undertaking any significant commit
ment to carrying out work in this field at present. Still less are 
we committed to any particular organizational mechanisms. It must be 
kept firmly in mind that any struggle undertaken by the SL at its 
present size and development must, as in any ·other field, be consi
dered from the vantage point of how best to maximize our opportuni
ties through the careful selection of arenas in which we can puraue 
exemplary mass work and direct recruitment of cadres to the SL. 

In my opinion, the SL is at present not in a position to under
take to devote a significant commitment of its resources to work on 
the woman question, in the absence of pre-existing mass organizations 
of struggle around this issue. Unlike Comrade Seymour, however, who 
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appears to think that movements against the oppression of women are 
necessarily ephemeral or artificial, I believe that work by commu
nists against the oppression of women--both their oppression as 
workers and their special sexual oppression--is important strate
gically, both in order to develop revolutionary class consciousness 
among the mass of oppressed women and in order to raise the general 
level of consciousness in the class itself over the issue. The de
monstrated ability of conservative, obscurantist and outright reac
tionary forces, such as the Church, to mobilize women as a brake on 
the general class consciousness--for example in Spain in 1934--con
trasts with the demonstrated ability of the mass European socialist 
parties to organize oppressed women as an ally of the revolutionary 
proletariat. I believe that the SL should seek opportunities to 
carry out propagandist and exemplary work around the issue of women'~. 
oppression. Exemplary work in this field would have a dual charac
ter, not only highlighting our analysis and program for women's 
emancipation, but also demonstrating in embryo the Leninist concept 
of transitional organizations. 

Since the mobilization of women against their oppression, in 
conjunction with the working class as a whole, has a strategic im
portance, we need to develop a clear conception of the approach 
which the vanguard should pursue, in order to consider if and how 
the SL as the vanguard nucleus can develop and demonstrate this con
ception in an exemplary manner. 

II. Why a special women's organization? 

The need for organizations of women in struggle separate from 
(but not counterposed to) the other institutions of the working 
class is an application of the Leninist position in favor of tran
sitional organizations of oppressed strata. The existence of per
vasive male supremecist ideology among sections of the class neces
sitates special organizations to defend specially oppressed groups 
against backwardness among other sections of the oppressed, as well 
as to utilize the uneven development of consciousness among the mass 
so that no section of the oppressed is held back from struggle. 

The need for separate organization within the revolutionary 
movement flows not from any need to "protect" women from the party, 
as IS and other feminist conciliators would have it; a "revolution
ary" party which is consciously and pervasively male chauvinist is 
not a revolutionary party. Systematic political departures on the 
woman question, as on any other issue, require factional struggle 
by party members--factions are the only appropriate form of "sepa
rate" political organization within the vanguard. But oppressed 
women are a stratum of the mass which is not simply contiguous with 
the class, but includes non-proletarian elements, most importantly 
peasant women and women partially or completely lumpenized by exclu
sion from the productive process. The party seeks the closest ties 
with all sections of the oppressed, in order to establish its lead
ership on the basis of its program, but does not simply amalgamate 
the proletarian party with such strata, which suffer characteristic 
deformations of consciousness and parochialism. The proletarian 
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party seeks to take power and rule its class dictatorship with the 
support of all the strata oppressed by capitalism, but it is not a 
multi-class party. Female members of the party--like petty-bourgeois 
derived communists, black communists, etc.--join the party on the 
basis of abandoning any allegience other than the historic tasks of 
the proletariat, which in its own class interest must fight for all 
the oppressed. Those militants who accept the hegemony of the work
ing class and its vanguard but are not communists first and foremost 
must be organized as part of the revolutionary movement, but the 
party must not dissolve into them. 

It must be understood that the organization of women against 
their oppression presents special problems in addition to those of 
parochialism and general class backwardness. Male supremecist ideo
logy, and especially the atomization of women in individual families, 
has historically rendered women significantly less militant than 
male workers in most situations. This contrasts with the situation 
of doubly oppressed black workers, who are in general more militant 
than the class as a whole, although blacks too can be mobilized (in 
the absence of a strong revolutionary class leadership) against the 
class and its institutions, as for example when blacks have been mo
bilized against the union movement because of resentment against the 
more privileged position of unionized white workers and the conser
vatism of the union bureaucracy. 

As we stated in "Black and Red": 

"The necessity for mass organizations of strata of working peo
ple with special needs and problems was recognized by the Lenin
ist Comintern, which worked out the tactics of the relationship 
of such transitional organizations to the revolutionary party 
and to the class struggle as a whole. These organizations are 
a part of the revolutionary movement, and their struggles ad
vance the overall class struggle. They are heither substitutes 
for nor opponents of the vanguard party of the entire class, 
but are linked to the vanguard party through their most con
scious cadres. -examples of transitional organizations are mi
litant women's organizations, revolutionary youth leagues, and 
radical trade-union caucuses. Such a transitional organization 
is necessary for Negro workers at a time when large sections of 
the working class are saturated with race hatred. 

"With its program of transitional struggle around the felt needs 
of a section of the class, the organization mobilizes serious 
struggle by the largest possible number. Such an organization, 
while not itself 'socialist,' leads those partiCipating in its 
struggles to the realization that a fundamental overturn of the 
existing society is necessary." 

A transitional organization is defined by its program--the full 
program of the party applicable to the struggle of a particular op
pressed group. As such, transitional organizations do not arise 
spontaneously in the ~, although individuals and particular 
groupings may as the result of their own experiences come indepen
dently to see the need for such a program. Therefore, while mass 
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reformist movements may arise more or less spontaneously as the li
mi ted reflection of objective oppression, conscious intervention by 
the vang1.1.ard elements will be required in the development of mass 
transiti~nal organizations. 

III. Pr.:>gram 

TLe program of the transitional women's organization is the ap
plicable sections of the transitional program of the vanguard party. 
But the party program is not divisible! To bowdlerize the party's 
program by separating out some of its elements is necessarily an ad
aptation to partial and particular interests within the class as a 
whole. This is true because there is no demand which is inherently 
or automatically transitional. 

There is a pervasive tendency in the Trotskyist movement to 
define as a transitional demand anything which can be viewed as a 
bridge between something and something else (as ll¢ an hour raise 
can be placed on a continuum between lO¢ an hour and the proletarian 
revolution). A more schematic i~terpretation is that bourgeois-de
mocratic demands are "reforms," calls for the revolution are "ulti
mate" and those demands which do not explicitly call for socialism 
but cannot be realized under capitalism are "transitional." In fact, 
the nature of particular demands can only be determined with refer
ence to the particular concrete situation and in conjunction with the 
totality of the program. Thus for example, the demand for free and 
independent trade unions if raised in Nazi Germany would not be a 
"reform" demand. Economic demands which would not possibly be gran
ted by the wage-freeze U.S. bourgeoisie in 1972 or by the ruling 
class in a Latin American country were in fact granted by the French 
bourgeoisie when faced with the 1968 general strike. Thus it is 
only in their context and their totality that transitional demands 
are revolutionary. 

Therefore the program of the transitional women's organization 
must embody the preSSing needs of the proletarian movement as a 
whole. A failure to recognize this would leave us prey to opportu
nism; thus, propaganda directed at women militants would necessarily 
include opposition to the Vietnam war, the wage freeze, racial op
pression, etc. 

The construction of an effective and principled program for a 
transitional women's organization requires going beyond those aspects 
of the Marxist program which self-evidently relate to women--marriage, 
child care, equal pay, etc. Just as "Open Admissions" is a general 
class demand which has particular relevance to the needs and con
c~rns of blacks (and in fact arose as an outgrowth of the black 
movement), so the consideration of the woman question in the light 
of the full transitional program provides the basis for developing 
a program for a women's organization through demonstrating the re
lationship between the militant women's struggle and the proletarian 
struggle rather than by fragmenting the party's program. For exam
ple, the demand for the unionization of the unorganized is particu
larly pressing for women workers. 
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The fact that much of our women's program--particu:arly that 
dealing with the oppression of women in the family and in society at 
large (the educational system, prevailing male chauvinist morality, 
divorce and abortion legislations, etc.) rather than at the work
place--implies a fight within an explicitly political fcrmation ra
ther than an industrial fight means that the labor party demand as
sumes particular importance as posing an organizational mechanism for
the struggle to realize these demands. 

IV. Immediate SL perspectives 

The SL's work in the women's liberation arena has suffered, 
more than perhaps any other aspect of our work, from a lack of sys
tematic guidance and direction by the leadership--perhaps inevitably, 
as a third-level priority of a vastly overextended organization with 
a thin leading cadre. Left to the individual initiative of particu
lar interested comrades, the tone of the work has varied sharply in 
the different localities--witness for example the change in the char
acter of the newspaper when it was shifted from the Bay Area to Bos
ton. The propaganda and interventions carried out by our comrades 
have been generally good but many comrades not involved in the work 
have approached it with a pervasively suspicious attitude because it 
did not carry the authority of many of the leading comrades as well 
as because of particular inadequacies and errors. The SL's perspec
tives and priorities with regard to this work have been unclear from 
the beginning and, in the absence of continuous involvement by the 
leadership, the comrades have been unable to reorient in the light 
of the drying up of the petty-bourgeois radical women's movement • 
A comprehensive perspectives document, which again is the responsi
bility of the leadership, has never been produced. 

Despite its deficiencies, our involvement in the women's arena 
has recruited a considerable number of comrades, including through 
the polarization of small feminist-Maoist circles, who joined the SL 
on the basis of a full rejection of feminism in favor of communism. 

The organizational experience of the SL in this work has tended 
strongly toward the conclusion that the women's circles must be 
brought under the discipline of the party so that the non~SL comrades 
involved can participate fully in the debates and decisions of the 
movement and be represented on its leading bodies. In our experi
ence in the women's arena we were forced pragmatically to rediscover 
the position of the Communist International, which strongly opposed 
the initiation of women's organizations not organizationally linked 
to the proletarian vanguard, not only when the revolutionary organi
zation is a mass party--in which case "independence" would in fact 
constitute counterposition to the revolutionary party--but also when 
the vanguard is weak and struggling to increase its contact with and 
influence among the masses. Our strategic perspective should be the 
development of a women's section of the SL. 

In my opinion, the disintegration of the organized women's li
beration movement makes the continuation of local women's groups af
filiated to the SL undesirable in terms of our extremely limited re-
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sources. In the interests of organizational cohesiveness and a uni
tary set ~f national priorities, I believe we should strongly dis
courage local areas from the initiation or continuation of separate 
local wonen's groups. However, the women's liberation issue con
tinues to be of interest within the radical movement, and a diffuse 
consciousness of the existence of reformist-democratic women's de
mands has become generalized through the mass media. The SL must 
continue to intersect this field of interest through its propaganda. 

The question most immediately and urgently posed is whether to 
continue the publication of an (infrequent) \vomen' s newspaper. The 
intersection of the heavy demands facing the SL with our meager re
sources peaks most sharply over the question of our press in gene
ral, with the imminent attempt to transform WV into a bi-weekly. At 
the same time, however, the SL has invested a-modest political capi
tal in the creation of a women's newspaper and the development of a 
readership, and we must be ccnservati ve about dissipa;:ting this asset. 

I feel very strongly that if we are to continue the paper, at 
any frequency and in any format, it must be produced in the center 
and under the direction of a division of labor among qualified com
rades heavily organizationally committed to this work, and with ade
quate supervision and assistance from the leadership. lYe cannot ex
pect to produce competent propaganda, and motivate the comrades in 
the field to participate in its production and circulation, with onlJ 
the odds and ends of comrades' attention in the center. The proposal 
for a women's commission of the SL Central Committee, resident in 
the national center, seems to embody both the necessary precondi
tions for undertaking to continue the women's press and the obvious 
need, demonstrated in the past only in the breach, to integrate work 
around the woman question into the priorities of the SL as a whole. 

It should be noted on the one hand that neither the SWP (which 
has viewed the women's liberation movement as its potential substi
tute for the anti-war movement in the event of "peace" in Vietnam) 
nor the IS (which considered the woman question so important as to 
pose a possible separation of the organization into two IS organi
zation~ on the basis of sex) has attempted to produce a women's pub
lication. On the other hand, we have the amazing fact that paid 
subscriptions to the women's newspaper exceed those to the RCY paper 
although no concerted national effort has ever been made to sell 
subscriptions to the former. 

I favor the constitution of a women's commission after the Na
tional Conference and the continued attempt to produce 2-3 issues a 
year of the women's press as a holding operation designed to permit 
further investigation of the possible tactical opportunities around 
the woman question without irretrievably suspending the publication. 
The women's commission will have as its responsibilities the prepa
ration of a comprehensive perspectives document summarizing the SL's 
experience in the arena and projecting a course ahead, the produc
tion of a few issues of Women and Revolution, the securing of addi
tional articles on the question for WV and the supervision of what
ever episodic interventions are possible into the remnants of the 
petty-bourgeois women's movement. If the commission proves basic-
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ally capable of these responsibilities, it should recommend the sta
bilization of a regular (although undoubtedly infrequent) paper to 
the Central Committee. 

It is extremely important that we clearly recognize this propo
sal as limited and in some sense a retreat from earlier expectations, 
in order that it not be taken either as a loophole whereby enthu
siastic comrades deform the over-all priorities of the SL in this 
period or as a statement that this level of activity exhausts our 
strategic responsibilities as communists toward the woman question • 

--28 October 1972 

* * * 

from PB #58 -- 28-29 October 1972 

present: PB: Robertson, Gordon, Samuels, Kinder, Foster (Boston) 
full CC: Brosius, Crawford (Boston) alt CC: Kelley 
staff:-Ryan, Cantor, Allen --- --
other: Sharpe (Boston), Libby B. (Boston) 

absent: full CC: Schaefer alt CC: Jennings staff: Rossi 

from agenda point 6, Woman Question: 

Motion: to endorse Gordon's article, "The SL and the Woman Ques-
tion," accepting its line and operational conclusions • 

carried unan. with Allen not vot
ing; Sharpe and Libby B. absent 
for that agenda point 



• 

• 

.. 

PRESS rJIErmRANDUM 

As t.as been noted, the transformation perspective was initially 
conceiver! and developed beginning in January 1971 in several months 
of inten3ive Political Bureau discussions which culminated in the 
"Memorar.dllm to the CC on the Transformation of the SLIt as the basis 
for the September 1971 CC Plenum. The document codified the PB's 
collective determination that the intersection of a period of renewed 
international working-class upsurge and the development and growth of 
the SL made possible a qualitative leap forward for our organization. 
The PB discussions recognized that a key element in the transforma
tion, which at the same time would be itself a precondition for ach
ieving the transformation perspective in every arena of our work, was 
a regular and frequent public press. As the memorandum stated, "Now 
that the SL also finds imposed upon us the tasks of, and key elements 
in the capacity to be, the nucleus of the vanguard party, the ina
bility to resolve our press question would reduce us to a mockery." 

Recognizing that the record of the SL,in producing its main 
public organ had been the SL's most outstanding and characteristic 
weakness, our determination to move immediately to a regular monthly 
Workers Action/Workers Vanguard before significant improvement in our 
press capability had been demonstrated was an ambitious undertaking, 
fraught with the obvious dangers of precipitous loss of confidence 
in the organization by its cadres should we fail to meet our goal 
and the almost inevitable reflex of serious factional outbreaks in 
that event. 

Despite particular weaknesses in WV as it has evolved over the 
past year, it cannot be denied that the-SL has succeeded in achiev
ing a regular monthly paper of consistently high political and tech
nical quality. Perhaps the best testament to our essential success 
has been, paradoxically, the departure of the "silent opposition" in 
its successive waves--Treiger and Rogers, then Cunningham and Benja
min. Cunningham, although he sometimes produced excellent articles 
and leaflets, was an unreliable writer and his position as Editor of 
Spartacist was mainly nominal. Benjamin, however, was a reasonably 
effective Managing Editor of ~r, while Treiger was a member of the 
WV Editorial Board as well as-a regular contributor of topical ma
terial. Rogers was in charge of general circulation of our press as 
well as reprinting Marxist Bulletins and work sessions. Yet the pre
cipitous departure of these defectors did not prevent the production 
of a readable and politically valuable 16-page September WV on time. 
While WV production is still far from automatic (each issue continues 
to be something of a crisis-ridden venture for the editorial and es
pecially the technical staff), we have shown that the SL has achieved 
and will continue to maintain a regular monthly press despite the 
departure of several talented and/or hard-working individuals pre
viously heavily involved in this work. Thus the capacity to produce 
WV and the credit for the past year's production belongs to the or
ganization as a whole as much as to the particular individuals in
volved in its production. 

But while our press capability has certainly not been destroyed 
by the departure of the defectors, it has been damaged. Aside from 
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other skil:.s, our departed cliquists between them represented a con
siderable ;)001 of writing ability; considering the generally extremel: 
high level of political capacity on the part of the cadres of our or
ganization, we have surprisingly fe\v good and disciplined writers. 
It is most fortunate that the cliquist :'.~t-:-reak left our technical 
press sta:.'f entirely unscathed, as these skilled and dedicated com
rades would have been far harder to replace. Benjamin's replacement 
as Managing Editor by Comrade Chris Kinder is if anything a strength
ening of our press, but the organization must assume a heavy financia.· 
burden since Comrade Kinder is absolutely unable to undertake even 
part-time gainful employment if he is to continue his vital work as 
Trade Union Director. 

The success of our main press goal, the apparent stabilization 
of a monthly WV, makes possible a re-evaluation of the severe and 
chronic press-Problem which beset us over the past years. Since be
fore the Founding Conference in' 1966, periodic "oppositions" have 
flared up episodically over so-called press policy. Characteristi
cally, criticism of the SL's apparent inability to produce the regu
lar press we so badly needed was combined with challenges to our con
ception of a high-level press, with impatient critics unable or un
willing to distinguish between condemning an abysmal press frequency 
and an impulse to become more "popular" by downplaying polemical 
struggle against other tendencies. This confusion resulted at least 
in part from an inability to understand the source of our press weak
nesses, so that comrades tended to locate the difficulty in a "per
fectionist" attitude. 

Certainly there is a relationship bet\veen the kind of paper we 
strive for and the ease of producing it. More time, care and money 
must be expended on a paper which is not a "garbage organ" rewriting 
the New York Times, making egregious blunders, contradicting itself 
from one issue to the next, technically unsaleable and unreadable. 
The knowledge that our organization has high standards for its press 
may tend to intimidate inexperienced potential writers. Certainly 
the extremely high level of involvement in other activities by SL 
comrades (in contrast for example to the \I]orkers League, which for 
years has made a principle of its press as a substitute for even any 
intention to implant cadres in the union movement) has meant that a 
single-minded, exclusive concentration on the press has been impos
sible for the organization as a whole. 

That "perfectionist" attitudes were not the source of the SL's 
press problem is demonstrated by the fact that WV taken as a whole 
does not qualitatively depart from the high standards manifested in 
Spartacist. Nor have we abandoned our basic definition of our read
ership to embrace a conception of the so-called "average worker" who 
is presumably uninterested in polemical struggle. Our first, best 
and most concise conception of the intended readership of our press 
is found in Spartacist No.1, "In Lieu of a General Policy Statement" 

"We intend our periodical to be a propagandist publication di
rected toward the same two aims which we have hitherto pursued 
exclusively within the confines of SWP membership. We want to 
influence such radical and leftward moving groups or sections as 
aspire to fVIarxist clarity and direction. We frankly state in 
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adva1ce that the purpose of our action is to further a revolu
tionary regroupment of forces within this country such that a 
Lenjnist vanguard party of the working 0lass will emerge. Se
condly, we want to win individual supporters for our viewpoint 
fron among radical youth, militants in the civil rights strug
gl~, and seek to create modest nuclei within key sections of the 
wO:.'king class. Critical to our success will be the ability of 
our comrades to both be involved as revolutionists in the social 
struggles of our times and to undertake effective inquiry into 
the pressing theoretical and political issues posed for Marxists 
today." 

WV is still vlritten for what might be called the "advanced worker" 
very broadly defined; this includes for example members of the Ligue 
Communiste, radical campus activists, union militants, Black Panther 
sympathizers--a perfectly good example is a young worker met in the 
Chicago maritime hall who was reading The Revolution Betrayed. We 
continue to insist that the comrades we will influence and recruit i1 
this period are not basically different from those we have recruited 
in the past; if our own comrades do not find WV stimulating and in
structive, then there is either something wrong with WV or something 
wrong with our members. 

WV differs from the earlier Spartacist in that much more is pos· 
sible-With a monthly paper. Virtually every article in Spartacist 
had to be definitive, able to stand by itself as our statement on th( 
issue or arena in question. A monthly paper has the possibility of 
being a tool of intervention with a regular readership, whose arti
cles can be shorter and more topical and can be read in the context 
of earlier material. Similarly, every issue of Spartacist aimed at 
being balanced, vlith at least one article of interest to each of the 
elements comprising our intended readership. Balance is still a pri· 
mary goal of WV but not an overriding one. WV is also able to cover 
more kinds of :material: more topical subjectS-which would have come 
up between issues of Spartacist, more material which would previousl; 
have been edged out by lack of space, fuller explanation of basic 
concepts or terms. 

While WV has been in general a high-quality paper conforming to 
our general-Standards, particular criticisms can certainly be made. 
The past issues of WV should be taken, not as the perfect embodiment 
of our intentions ,but as a reasonable reflection of our aims. Ther! 
are several areas where the editorial staff feels improvement is ne
cessary and realizable: overly long articles, which can be broken up 
into several shorter ones (or when absolutely necessary serialized) 
to maximize layout attractiveness and readibility; treatment of par
ticular situations (e.g. a particular strike or conference) in the 
context of broader political points and comparisons, rather than a 
recitation of particular atrocities followed by a list of almost 
universal program demands; polemics consciously written with the in
tent of being instructive to people who may never have heard of the 
group in question (e.g. "Police Militancy vs. Labor," a crushing po
lemic against the Workers League which also is a full and clear pre
sentation of the Leninist theory of the state); more coverage of in
ternational affairs; the development of a larger pool of writers to 
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take advantage of particular comrades' areas of experience and 
interest and to avoid sameness in tone; a larger pool of responsible 
editorial staff to keep simple mistakes to a minimum. 

However it is important to be realistic. Our press is only as 
good as the organization which produces it. Articles covering sub
jects where the SL has little direct experience will tend to be 
sketchy or flawed (New York City telephone, Black Workers Congress). 
We must be very careful with subjects beyond the realm of our com
petence (literary criticism, science) or knowledge; the Workers 
League with its coverage of popular music, the Feltrinelli affair 
or the Fischer-Spassky chess match is a relevant horrible example. 
Uninspired coverage of strikes or conferences is generally better 
than no coverage at all. Every ORO polemic cannot be written to 
interest every particular union militant any more than every long
shore article can be fascinating to a French high school student 
who doesn't know what containerization means. What the comrades do 
have a right to expect, and must demand, is a generally interesting 
paper in which every article should be at least competent and politi
cally correct. 

The key to the achievement of a regular monthly WV has not 
been, then, a change in basic conceptions or a qualitative sacrifice 
of quality. It has been, most simplY.., the establishment of a separat 
press apparatus ruthlessly isolated from our other urgent demands. 
As the transformation document noted, "the step of producing and 
effecti vely distributing an 8-page monthly has and will-_ re.guire a 
drastic reorganization of the center and the SL as a whole." In 
order to ensure total responsiveness to the needs of the press and 
its particular schedule, the key WV technical and editorial person
nel have been consciously insulated from other continuing responsi
bilities through the establishment of a National Office fraction 
within the New York local. These comrades are available for parti
cular assignments between issues of WV, but in the main have not 
been involved in work whose own urgent priorities can compete with 
WV during the period of paper production. Other leading SL comrades 
have often been required to suspend other work to function as writers 
or political consultants. The overriding priority aSSigned to WV 
has in a sense deformed the organization and is to some extent res
ponsible for particular failures or slackness in-other areas of 
work (e.g. PB minutes, past functioning of the New York local). 

Our projected press expansion goal for WV is to go over as 
soon as possible to a regular 8-page bi-weekly. The number of 12-
page issues which we have found ourselves able to produce over the 
past year, despite our expectation of 8-page issues, indicates that 
we have reason to be optimistic about our ability to generate copy. 
If even the current size and involvement of SL becomes consolidated, 
we will be in a position to produce and distribute a bi-weekly with
in a year or two, although it must be kept in mind that the acquisi
tion of trained writers and staff will tend to lag severely behind 
our numerical size. The circulation of WV will also have to be 
significantly expanded in order to justify a bi-weekly press, which 
will require not only energetic sales work but a continuing commit
ment by comrades in all areas to selling subscriptions. 
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Press expansion to a bi-weekly must be contingent upon the 
other pressing needs of the organization, as the press competes for 
leading personnel with the stabilization of strong SL and RCY 
branches and the establishment of systematic international work, 
for example. Undertaking WV expansion should also be partially 
contingent upon achieveing-our other public press goals: the devel
opment and stabilization of the RCY Newsletter as a regular 4-page 
monthly; getting all existing and projected Marxist Bulletins in 
print; the production of a far greater number of pamphlets, both 
collections of related articles from the press (e.g. longshore, 
SSEU, Healy-Wohlforth) and new material; the stabilization of an 
infrequent (perhaps quarterly) Spartacist emphasizing international 
and theoretical material; the use of the Marxist Studies format for 
valuable educational material. (L.G., 5 September 1972) 

* * * * 
The following is a projection of what currently appear to be 

the major obstacles to the achievement of a regular 8-page bi-weekly 
WV--together with indicated means to overcome these difficulties, 
which are broken down into four areas requiring increased capacity 
or performance: 

1. Circulation base: 

Approximately 5,000 copies of each issue of WV are now circulate( 
to subscribers and through sales in the interval until the next 
issue comes out. Roughly double that circulation is indicated--i.e. 
5,000 every two weeks. The integration of new members and new work 
habits in present local committees and our extension into several 
other areas should give us this capacity. The rest is a matter of 
hard work. 

In addition to the obvious reasons for substantial circulation 
is the consideration that to produce and circulate the paper is very 
hard work for all the comrades involved. If it were also unreward
ing work--that is, too few readers and too little impact on social 
struggle--then one way or another we doom our press, through ero
sive effects upon those committed to the long hours and desperate 
intensity of work required in all phases of the paper's production. 

2. ~: 

We are closest to bi-weekly capacity in our ability to produce 
acceptable copy, but upon a very slender base of very few regular 
contributors. While, in the main, experience indicates that writers 
for the Marxist press are born, not made, they must also be dis
covered. There 1s no reason not to believe that with proper encour
agement and direction, perhaps every fifth member could become a 
fully adequate writer for one or another kind of article. In addi
tion, in order to achieve, issue by issue, assurance of proper copy, 
we will need to develop and/or transfer into the center several 
dependable staff writers. 
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3. Technical Production: 

. If we are not to send our composition crew to an early political 
grave, we will need a staff and facilities capable of working one 
week on, one week off. Today the production of the monthly spreads 
over approximately a two-week interval, and without significant 
voluntary delay in that period. The composition crew pool now 
numbers 3-4, plus the Managing Editor, plus the assistance of 
another member of the Editorial Board. We will need to. introduce 
into this work and train 1-2 more comrades, reorganize the technique 
of production and possibly acquire additional equipment • 

It must also be appreciated that composition work is skilled, 
grinding and not necessarily rewarding per see We must make pro
vision for the steady circulation of individual comrades into and 
out of the composition crew every year or two. 

4. Editorial: 

The barrier between us and the bi-weekly that presently appears 
most qualitative in ch~racter lies in the size and capacity of the 
editorial staff. We must have an editorial staff which can rapidly 
and ably edit and rewrite raw copy and themselves write high-grade 
copy to fill gaps and cover last-minute developments. The editorial 
staff requires a high degree of division of labor within itself and 
the developed capacity to make the projected copy reflect the inter
section of political developments with the work of the organization 
and to work with present and putative writers, at one end, and to 
understand and smoothly mesh its work with the technical process of 
production, at the other • 

Presently Comrade Kinder is the Managing Editor, to the funda
mental slighting of his job as SL Trade Union Director. Were there 
now another comrade to take over the Managing Editor's job, Kinder 
should be cut back on the press to the role of Labor Editor. Com
rade Gordon, the National Secretary and director of all publications, 
now spends perhaps half her time working alongside Kinder on vN, 
to the detriment of national functions and other publications-.- Even 
Comrade Robertson is unduly involved in WV. A new IvIanaging Editor 
and at least one other capable comrade primarily devoted to WV edit
orial Nork appear to be required for the bi-weekly in addition to 
the continuation of indicated work by Kinder and Gordon. 

The Editorial Board and National Office are continually can
vassing the organization for possible staff writers and editors 
(at present four comrades are being encouraged to move to the 
center with this consideration as at least an aspect of the reason 
for the move). 

This projection must be taken in the context of the totality 
of the situation of the SL. Thus the continued rapid growth at the 
base of the SL in the last few months has led to a shift in other 
national requirements. It no longer suffices for us to project a 
simple arithmetic extension of the national structure--e.g. the 
creation of a separate interntional department which has already 
been recognized as urgent and which appears shortly to be realized. 


